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Abstract 
This thesis uses discourse theory on speeches made by four Tea Party elites: Glenn Beck, Ted 

Cruz, Sarah Palin, and Rand Paul, to see how they construct an American identity. My 

purpose is to show how the Tea party movement articulates the American identity by 

exploring the way in which they use chains of equivalences to produce meaning to their 

identity. My methodological tools rely on the framework developed by Ernesto Laclau and 

Chantal Mouffe, and further refined though the work of Norman Fairclough and David 

Howarth, where meaning is produced by articulating elements into nodal points that taken 

together constitutes a discursive hegemony based on inclusion and exclusion in social 

antagonisms, where the movement articulates who they are in relation to what they are not. 

My results indicate that the Tea Party movement does not find a way to stabilize a cohesive 

identity, instead their conception of the American identity exists within both a libertarian 

notion of freedom and liberty as the absence of external force, while at the same time 

articulating conservative social values such as God, family, and marriage; they also tow the 

line of dogmatic individualism and populist collectivist notions of a people and a nation. This 

shows how the Tea Party movement is an eclectic movement that bears similarity to historical 

conservative movements in America that has often articulated philosophical impulses that are 

conflicting and sometimes even incompatible with each other.  
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1. Introduction 
In the wake of the newly inaugurated Obama administration’s plan to give financial aid to 

bankrupt homeowners the CNBC editor Rick Santelli made a rant on live TV that lambasted the 

plan.1 What Santelli had essentially done was to spark a Conservative movement that would 

become an important player in national politics just a few years later: The Tea Party movement. 

As political scientists Theda Skocpol and Vanessa Williams argues, using the name “Tea Party” 

invokes images of the original American colonial rebels that were opposing tyranny by throwing 

chests of tea into Boston Harbor.2 But who are the Tea Party? 

Christopher Parker and Matt Barreto give us two very illuminating anecdotes in the introductory 

chapter to their book on the movement. The first is from a Tea Party gathering in Portland, Oregon 

where a spokesman was heard as quoting Alexis de Tocqueville on liberty and encouraging the 

audience to read Friedrich von Hayek’s famous tribute to small Government The Road to Serfdom. 

The other anecdote is from an Idaho gathering where an observer remarked that instead of 

discussing fiscal policies speakers indulged the audience in a heavy dose of racist ‘birther’ 

remarks about President Obama.3 These two anecdotes demonstrate how the Tea Party straddles, 

at least, two areas of concern in American politics: the issue of the Government’s size and role, 

and the issue of race, something that has been ever present. Parker and Barreto argue in their book 

that people are driven to support the movement from the anxiety that they feel from their 

perception that the America that they have known is now slipping away. The country that they 

love is being threatened and the “real” America is fading, and furthermore they argue that the Tea 

Party is simply the latest in a series of populist national right-wing social movements that have 

cropped up in the country since the nineteenth century.4 But what is this “Real America” that they 

speak of? How do they construct that idea? And who is the “Real American”?  

1.1 Purpose and research questions 
The purpose of this thesis is to analyze how prominent leaders, or elites if you will, in the 

Tea Party movement construct the American identity through a public discourse. Through 

the use of chains of equivalency I intend to deconstruct speeches from four prominent Tea 

                                                

1 Etheridge 
2 Skocpol & Williamson, 2012 
3 Parker & Barreto, 2013: 1-3 
4 Ibid: 3 
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Party-elites and see how they build the idea of what it means to be an American. I will focus 

on what is contained within the label, and also what is excluded. As the Tea Party has 

become such an important part of national politics in America this helps us understand how 

its supporters view not only themselves, but also their political adversaries, and lets us get a 

better understanding of how this contributes to political polarization, which might diminish 

the ability to reach political compromises across party lines. My research is guided by two 

main questions: 

1. What is central to the American identity in Tea Party discourse? 

2. Who do they believe is the “true American”? 

While these questions may seem very similar at a first glance I view them as different parts 

in a hermeneutic circle. The first question represents the individual parts of the identity 

articulated through the discursive nodes, and the second question represents the identity as a 

whole.  

2. Previous research 
There is a very well developed literature on American conservatism, especially in the later 

half of the twentieth century. This chapter is divided into several sections where I will first 

go over some of what has been written previously on reactionary conservatism and the rise 

of right-wing politics in America, and then I will explain my contribution in this thesis. 

2.1 The Problem with American Conservatism 

During the better part of the twentieth-century American conservatism was largely 

overlooked in any serious capacity by historians, but during the later part a body of works 

started emerging on the subject. Alan Brinkley argued in a 1994 essay that historians largely 

had a constricted view on conservatism, focusing on wealthy elites and their efforts to 

preserve their privileges. However, as scholars started to find this framework insufficient a 

new body of work emerged that recognized that the Right consisted of more than just elites, 

that there was a popular grass-roots movement, perhaps most immediately visible in the rise 

of McCarthyism in the early 1950s.5 With this realization the issue of defining American 

conservatism arose, since even those of had a sympathetic view of the movement had 

trouble characterizing it. Brinkley states that conservatism encompasses a broad range of 
                                                

5 Brinkley, 1994 
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ideas, impulses, and constituencies, and many amongst those who defines themselves as 

conservatives does not feel an obligation to choose among the conflicting, sometimes even 

incompatible impulses, that fuel their politics.6 One explanation to the previous inattention 

might be the fact that modern American conservatism rests on a philosophical foundation 

that is not far from the liberal tradition that it, in theory, opposed: democratic capitalism and 

Lockean conceptions of individual freedom. However, the liberal anti-statist tradition of 

nineteenth-century America has come to increasingly be the property of those who belong to 

the conservative, or libertarian, political camp. Important to this tradition is the works of 

F.A. Hayek whose book The Road to Serfdom with its fear of the state, the elevation of 

individual liberty above all other values, and insistence that personal freedom is inseparable 

from economic freedom, are staples in the libertarian-conservative tradition.7 Kim Phillips-

Fein expands on this theme and argues that the belief in the market for conservative 

intellectuals went along with a kind of anti-rationalism that had close cousins in 

conservative religious circles, which could be a component to help explain why the 

conservative movement has been so durable contrary to what some on the Left have 

suggested, and why the predicted crack-up in conservatism has not occurred.8  The 

importance of fundamentalist conservatives, or the Christian Right, is something that 

Phillips-Fein also emphasizes to understand the conservative movement in America. She 

argues that this dimension is finally getting an increased attention as a role in developing 

American conservatism, even though it still receives more lip service than sustained 

engagement from political historians. Conservative churches cannot be ignored when 

discussing the development of grassroots conservatism and the growing role of religion in 

late twentieth-century American society.9 The normative conservatism that arose in the 

1970s and 1980s took a lot of liberals by surprise as it challenged the secular, scientific 

values that liberals had come to consider the very norms of modernity.10 The issue here is 

that American conservatism is both diverse and inconsistent, it encompasses both libertarian 

and normative traditions, both elite and popular, both morally compelling and morally 

                                                

6 Ibid: 414 
7 Ibid: 415-417 
8 Phillips-Fein, 2011: 734 
9 Ibid: 733 
10 Brinkley, 1994: 423 
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repellent.11 This is important to remember as I try to give a quick overview to how radical 

conservatism developed according to historians under the later half of the twentieth century. 

2.2 Rise of The Right 

 After the world wars and the introduction of the New Deal, liberalism was in full swing by 

the 1960s and Lyndon B. Johnson’s overwhelming defeat of Barry Goldwater in 1964 

seemed to signal that a conservative ideologue could not win in America, but Jonathan 

Rieder argue that in truth Reagan’s popular victory can be glimpsed in this the Goldwater 

debacle. By the 1960s the Republicans and conservatives found a new audience that were 

responsive to them amongst previously Democratic constituencies: southerners, ethnic 

Catholics in the Northeast and Midwest, blue-collar workers, union members, and even 

within lower-middle-class Jews. This resulted in the emergence of a new social formation 

that had not really existed as a popular term before the 1960s: Middle America. According 

to Rieder this term originated partly out of the center’s own efforts to name itself, but also 

through the efforts of conservatives, Republicans, and reactionaries who had their own 

ideological project in mind.12 

2.3 Taxed Enough Already! 

While the modern Tea Party early on came to attention through their stance on taxes and the 

acronym of T-E-A was sometimes referred to as Taxed Enough Already13 the reactionary 

conservative opposition to taxes is not something new however. In 1978 California was 

shaken by a passage of Proposition 13, which cut the property taxes and the “tax revolt” 

started to move across the country in what would be debilitating for the presidential wing of 

the Democratic Party for at least a decade. The result of the “revolt” was that it opened up a 

schism in American politics that pitted taxpayers against tax recipients and it established an 

anti-tax ethic that would sustain Republicans, both in presidential and local elections, for the 

next decade. California would essentially become the testing ground for this new line of 

conservative activism, which saw conservatives identifying and define the “establishment” 

that attempted to go against the populist will of the electorate. It was a turning point in 

American politics because it provided the conservative movement with new and effective 

tools to reshape the image of the welfare state, and to form a coalition of opposition to it. By 

                                                

11 Ibid, 429 
12 Rieder, 1989: 243-244 
13 See for instance FoxNews.com, 2009 
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providing the conservatives with an internal coherence, and constructing an anti-

Government ethic, it provided a new venue for disaffection of white working- and middle-

class voters from their traditional Democratic roots.14  

2.4 Race and politics 
Still, the issue of taxes was tied to yet another issue: that of race. Voters believed that the 

Government funneled their tax dollars to inner- city substance abusing blacks.15 One of the 

key conflicts between liberalism and conservatism since the late 60s focused on the 

expansion of civil liberties to previously disenfranchised, and often controversial, groups. 

Not only blacks, but also relatively unprotected enclaves like mental hospitals; prisons; 

ghettos; as well as homosexuals, who increasingly resented being cast as deviants; ethnic 

minorities, and women.16 In the wake of this the media started to discover a white middle 

class that were dubbed “the silent majority” and who increasingly started to look away from 

“those big people in Washington” and more towards rebels like George Wallace.17 

Wallace, a Southern Democrat turned third party-candidate, was labeled as a “backlash” 

candidate from 1964 presidential election, and in the next three presidential races that he ran 

in. This was not without good cause. Wallace could talk about a number of issues: busing, 

taxes, or prayer in school, but his language reached back to nineteenth century Populists as 

he celebrated the “producers” of America: the truck drivers, police officers, the office 

workers, and the small businessmen.18 Like wise he sometimes relied on a kind of 

McCarthy-esque Communism conspiracy where liberals were betraying America and letting 

the communists win.19 But Wallace is probably best known for his staunch segregationist 

views. Carter writes that in 1963 few white southerners wanted to embrace overt racism, but 

Wallace managed to use a nonracial language that convinced a substantial minority of 

Americans that the issue of integration was more about constitutional matters. However, 

Carter also states that Wallace had discussed a presidential candidacy to mobilize opposition 

to racial integration.20 Furthermore, the thing that people would most remember was his 

statement of “Segregation now, segregation tomorrow, segregation forever!” a statement that 

                                                

14 Edsall & Edsall, 1992: 129-131 
15 Kruse, 2005: 263 
16 Ibid: 99 
17 Kazin, 1995: 223 
18 Carter, 1996: 17 
19 Ibid: 3 
20 Ibid: 6 
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would launch Wallace into a remarkable political career where he exploited the racialized 

fear and hatred amongst whites in both the north and the south without using the cruder 

vocabulary of traditional racism.21 

Richard Nixon came to employ a similar strategy in his 1968 bid for President as he aimed 

to win the Deep South because the Democratic Party offered no viable alternative with its 

sensitivity to its black constituency. Like Wallace he also refrained from using overt racist 

language, instead he interwove issues of race and concerns over social order by making no 

clear distinction between anti-war protestors, Civil rights activists, hecklers, and street 

muggers. By having an audience primed to make connections between welfare recipients 

and race, Nixon did not have to mention race at all and still make the point come across.22  

Reagan continued this by talking about a “strapping young buck” in the grocery line buying 

steaks with food stamps. With his upbeat image and affinity for uplifting stories to 

communicate his political vision Reagan showed that he could use the same coded language 

that had let both Nixon and Wallace talk about race without outright mentioning it, 

lambasting welfare queens, busing, and affirmative action.23 

This racialized issue was explicably tied to the issue of taxes as well. Nixon and Reagan 

were able to link things like welfare and food stamps to certain social groups, without 

mentioning them, the same can be found in the case of Atlanta where during the 1950s and 

1960s it became a more and more common perception that whites paid more taxes than 

blacks, yet most of the beneficiaries of those taxes were the black community.24 

2.5 Populist discourse & My contribution 
Like Parker & Barreto I view the Tea Party as a form of populist movement that has roots in 

these historical reactionary conservative movements, and while Ernesto Laclau has explored 

the emergence of the “people” as a collective actor and the construction of popular identities 

in his book On Populist Reason25, as David Howarth and Yannis Stavrakis points out there 

has been little to no research in the field of discourse theory on the political construction of 

social identities.26 While this may have been expanded over the past 15 years, I still see void 

                                                

21 Carter, 1995: 11 
22 Carter, 1996: 27-30  
23 Ibid: 64 
24 Kruse, 2005: 125-129 
25 Laclau, 2005 
26 Howarth & Stavrakakis, 2000: 1 
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when it comes specifically to the Tea Party. My work aims to contribute in bridging that gap 

and show how the Tea Party discursively articulate their social identity, and in doing so 

define a thought hegemony of what it means to be an American as well as to be a part of the 

American nation and the American people.  

3. Theoretical & Methodological Framework 
This chapter outlines the frameworks that constitute my theory and methodological 

approach, as well as how I apply them to my research. First I discuss discourse theory in 

relation to political science and also the underlying assumptions that discourse theory rests 

on. I then discuss the way in which this is related to my particular research, and I then finally 

operationalize my research tools as well as discuss my empirical material. 

3.1 The Discursive study of Political Science 
For political science discourse theory provides us with a tool to analyze the production of 

meaning through asking questions such as how is meaning of objects defined? How can we 

know their purpose? What is politically problematical and why?27 The discursive, according 

to Howarth and Stavrakis, can be defined as a “theoretical horizon within which the being of 

objects is constituted.”28 Furthermore the discursive formation of political identities involves 

the construction of antagonisms and drawing up frontiers between the insiders and the 

outsiders, and therefore it always also involves an exercise of power as their constitution 

necessitates the exclusion of other possibilities.29  

My analysis is mainly built around the theoretical approach developed by Ernesto Laclau 

and Chantal Mouffe, where every order is political and based on some form of exclusion. 

According to Mouffe collective identities are a result of processes of identifications that are 

fleeting and never fixed.30 This also incorporates a methodological framework that centers 

on what Laclau and Mouffe calls equivalency, more specifically chains of equivalency. 

Laclau and Mouffe argue that equivalencies create a secondary meaning that in a parasitical 

way breaks down what was previously there. It means that by creating a substance through 

an antagonism that dominates the social realities, actors construct a hegemony.31 

                                                

27 Torfing, 2005 
28 Howarth & Stavrakakis, 2000: 3 
29 Ibid: 4 
30 Mouffe, 2008: 18 
31 Laclau & Mouffe, 2014: 105-128 
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Equivalence can thereby be said to compose a subconscious synonym, and through that the 

equivalence constructs a discursive hegemony. 

Language thereby constitutes a form of power and is central to our understanding of the 

worldly context in which we exist. For Laclau and Mouffe nothing can be understood 

outside the context of discourse, there is no distinction between the discursive and non-

discursive elements, since every object is understood as an object of discourse. Discursivity 

constitutes the social in an endless possibility of social formations that compete to gain 

control over meaningful signifiers in order to establish hegemonic articulation in a process 

whereby elements of discourse are articulated together into a system of meaning that 

governs the premises for how society is lived and conceived. Establishing a meaning 

necessitates an exclusion of other alternative meanings, consequently the social is a field of 

antagonism where meaning is produced.32 I use Laclau and Mouffe as my starting point in 

my research, further refining it using the approach by David Howarth who argue that 

discourse analysis is best understood as a problem driven research approach rather than a 

methodological or theoretical one.33 Howarth agrees with Laclau and Mouffe that the core of 

this method is that all objects and practices are meaningful, while at the same time bound by 

context. He further argues that method driven research approaches are occupied of the 

thought of data gathering and analysis rather than the empirical phenomenon itself, and 

theoretical approaches puts greater emphasis on confirming certain theories rather than 

illuminate specific problems independent of the theory.34 Howarth highlights that this 

method is not a collection of individual rules that can be mechanically applied on all 

empirical objects, rather the have to be understood in larger ontological and epistemological 

principles. So in designing research in this field researchers must always do so in relation to 

the research problem itself.35 

3.2 My application and approach 

My goal is to highlight the social identity that is created through the constructed discourse 

within the Tea Party, which further allows me to see what is included and excluded in this 

antagonistic relationship. I view discourse as a relation of power where these elites articulate 

an identity and transmits it to a receptive audience. This borrows from Norman Fairclough’s 

                                                

32 Ibid: 93-145 
33 Howarth, 2005: 318 
34 Ibid 
35 Ibid: 317 
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ideas on hidden power in media discourse. Fairclough states that we can view producers as 

exercising power over consumers in that they have full producing rights, and this means that 

they can determine what is included and excluded, how events are represented, and the 

subject positions of their audience.36 The Tea Party elites thus become the producers of 

discourse and get to articulate the American identity in a virtually unchallenged way during 

their speeches. Using the method of discursive analysis in the tradition of Laclau and 

Mouffe I find myself with certain implications regarding my research. First of all I cannot in 

my role as a researcher claim full neutrality since I too work within the context of specific 

regimes in the discursive world. However, this is also where I find the method to match the 

demands of reliability in the process of academic research. In my exploration I am not 

interested in searching for, or digging out the “truth”, in an objective sense, rather I am 

aiming to interpret the processes that establishes regimes of truth.37 This puts an additional 

pressure on me as a researcher to find the empirical material of study that I aim to use. I 

have to decide if I am going to collect a sample as wide as possible or if I can rely on a 

representative sample; here I have opted for the latter for a few reasons.  

Since the Tea Party is such an eclectic gathering of people it would be impossible to give an 

accurate representation of all the nuances that are contained within the movement. Instead I 

choose to focus on a section of the movement, namely the elite representations that can be 

found. I here try to find examples of people in the public eye that have in some way been 

closely connected to the Tea Party and spoken in front of the grassroots to see what identity 

they construct in their communication with the wider movement. I find this to be an 

acceptable compromise between the wide approach and the narrow one; I limit my research 

and get a surmountable amount of material while still seeing the process in which the 

identity is being constructed and communicated to a larger portion of the movement.   

3.3 Operationalization of research tools 

There is no definitive operationalization of the way to conduct research within in the field of 

discourse analysis, this is something that each researcher has to do on their own and fit it to 

their particular problem.38 In this particular case I have chosen to utilize an approach in 

which I see how a certain nodal point (American) becomes synonymous with other nodal 

                                                

36 Fairclough, 2015 
37 Howarth, 2007: 143-153 
38 Howarth, 2007: 143-153 
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points through signifiers in the previously mentioned chains of equivalency. The rest of this 

chapter is dedicated to firstly explaining the concepts from discourse theory that I intend to 

utilize in my analysis and how they relate to my particular research. I then detail the people 

chosen to represent the Tea Party discourse, and the particular speeches that constitute the 

foundation of my analysis. 

3.3.1 Antagonism and the construction of Nodal points 

According to Lacalu and Mouffe every discourse constitutes an attempt to dominate the 

discursive field and be its center, when this attempt is successful so-called nodal points are 

developed.39 Nodal points are privileged discursive points that are partly fixated, and thus 

they become unique signifiers that bind together a particular system of meaning.40 Taken 

together these nodal points aims to stabilize the discourse. My work treats American as both 

a discursive framework and as a nodal point for fixating an identity within the Tea Party 

because the Tea Party defines themselves in relation to the discourse of American but also 

simultaneously tries to articulate what American means through a chain of equivalence. We 

thereby go from an uncertainty (What does American mean?) to stability (This is who we 

are) through a conscious discursive strategy on the part of a social agent trying to establish a 

cohesive narrative. Another very important component in this is the articulation. This is the 

process in which floating signifier; signifiers that have yet to gain meaning, are established 

as meaningful nodal points.  My job thereby becomes to identify signifiers and see how they 

become articulated and how they relate to signifiers, and by doing so I intend to construct a 

chain that hopefully can be said to constitute the meaning of American in the Tea Party 

context. In doing so I will see what this includes and excluded in the Tea Party discourse. 

For instance, as I will show in my research how the Tea Party articulates American in close 

connection to the Constitution and thereby equates the notion of being an American with 

being a constitutionalist. 

3.4 Four Guests at the table 
If we imagine hosting an actual Tea Party-event where guests are meant to explain our true 

identity, whom would we want to invite? Below I explain my choice of people to represent 

the Tea Party in building discourse on the American identity. They were selected based on 

                                                

39 Lacalu & Mouffe, 2014: 109 
40 Howarth & Stavrakakis, 2000 
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the fact that I wanted a variety of people and backgrounds and they therefore all have 

different specific characteristics that make them suitable for this particular research. 

3.4.1 Rand Paul 

Son of the Republican congressman Ron Paul, Rand is a senator from Kentucky that has 

been a prominent supporter of the Tea Party. He was one of the founders of the Tea Party 

caucus in the U.S. senate41 and has written a book on the Tea Party platform as he envisions 

it working in Washington, i.e. in federal politics42. He also campaigned to become the 

Republican nominee for President of the United States in 2016 before suspending his 

campaign in early February.43 During his announcement as running for President he stressed 

his ambition to take the country back from special interests in Washington and he described 

how he saw the “Washington machine” invading personal freedom. Paul also talked about 

returning to a Government restrained by the Constitution and a return to privacy, 

opportunity, and liberty. He scolded the Republican Party for often squandering victory and 

becoming a part of the Washington machine, stressing his identity as a small town doctor 

(he is an ophthalmologist44). He talks about the way in which America would be better 

without the interference of Government, stating that he intends to institute, amongst other 

things, economic free zones in parts of the country.45 

There are several reasons why I choose to include Ran Paul in this analysis. Firstly, he 

obviously someone who has close ties to the Tea Party with the caucus and such, but he is 

also a bit of an outsider. While running for President his best result in the primaries was a 

meager 4.5 % in the Iowa primary, and that was much more than he got in any of the other 

ones where he struggled to get even half a percent.46 This means that I think that it is fair to 

consider him part of the “fringe” within the Republican Party, though not necessarily within 

the Tea Party, as evident by his strong Tea Party ties, and thus his perspective is of value as 

a representative for that group. This fringe identity is also very much in line with the Tea 

Party itself, as it started as, and continues to a large extent be, a grassroots movement that is 

greatly decentralized.   

                                                

41 Cordes, 2011 
42 Woods, 2011 
43 Goldmacher, 2016 
44 About Rand (https://www.randpaul.com/about-rand) 
45 Beckwith, 2015 
46 http://www.politico.com/2016-election/results/map/president 
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3.4.2 Sarah Palin 

If Rand Paul gets to represent the fringe of the Republican Party, Sarah Palin gets to 

represent the complete opposite. As a former candidate for Vice President and former 

contributor to Fox News47 she is what can be described as the establishment within the 

party. While her endorsement of Donald Trump might be seen as an attempt to distance 

herself from that establishment, it is not unfair based on her previous position in the party to 

consider this somewhat irrelevant because, like Paul, she does have strong ties to the Tea 

Party itself. She was, for instance, the keynote speaker at a 2010 Tea Party convention in 

Nashville where she said that the Tea Party Movement is the future of politics in America, 

and that America is ready for another revolution. Other remarks in that keynote involved 

limited Government, a strict adherence to the Constitution, and a “God-given-right” to 

freedom. She also cautioned against letting the movement be defined by just one person 

since it is about “the people”.48 

 Palin is part of this because of her establishment past, but also because she is a woman. The 

Republican Party has struggled to appeal to women and there are many who point out the 

so-called “Women problem” for the party.49 I therefore find her to be of interest since she 

embodies such contradictory elements: on the one hand she is part of the Republican 

establishment, on the other she espouses anti-establishment sentiments. Her gender puts her 

even more unique position as the republicans has had trouble appealing to women, and 

finally she has been a prominent figure in the Tea Party for a long time. All of this makes 

her a very suitable object of study in this research. 

3.4.3 Ted Cruz 

This Senator from Texas has a background in practicing law and also served in George W 

Bush’s administration, both in the Federal Trade Commission and as an associate deputy 

attorney general at the Justice Department. He attained notoriety in the Tea Party when he in 

2013 spoke for 21 hours and 19 minutes in the Senate to urge Congress to cut off money for 

Barack Obama’s health care law, commonly dubbed ObamaCare. This speech is also famous 

for consisting of him reading Dr. Seuss “Green Eggs and Ham” to his daughters said to have 

been watching at home, and its been argued that it contributed to the 16-day partial 

                                                

47 http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/01/11/palin-join-fox-news-contributor.html 
48 http://www.theguardian.com/world/2010/feb/07/sarah-palin-tea-party-speech 
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shutdown of Government the next month.50 Cruz is the son of a Cuban former political 

prisoner and has come to be regarded as one of the most prominent members of the 

“intellectual spine” in the Tea Party movement. His bid for Texas Senator in 2012 came with 

the endorsements of several Tea Party heavyweights like Rick Santorum, Sarah Palin, and 

Ron Paul, and on March 23 2015 he announced his bid for the Republican nomination in the 

general election.51  

Cruz serves as one of the more prominent backbones of the Tea Party movement in my 

research, but he also possesses another characteristic that makes him of interest: he is Latino. 

Just as the Republican Party has had trouble appealing to women, so has it had trouble 

appealing to minorities, and as such Ted Cruz is a very interesting case. While the 

Latino/Hispanic community is not as readily defined as a voting bloc as say African-

Americans, who tend to vote Democratic, they do still hold an important minority status. 

Cruz has also asserted himself as a “consistent conservative” and come to heavily define this 

through a Tea Party framework52, which makes him an interesting piece in the Tea Party 

puzzle that deserves attention in my research. 

3.4.4 Glenn Beck 

Lastly I have chosen the television personality and radio host Glenn Beck. Beck’s 

connection to the Tea Party stretches back a long way, in 2010 he held what he called the 

“Restoring Honor rally” which drew a large crowd that could be said to come together under 

a Tea Party umbrella, and featured Sarah Palin as a speaker.53 In 2016 he came out in 

support of Ted Cruz comparing him to George Washington while saying that if Donald 

Trump would get the nomination there once again be no opposition to ever-expanding 

Government.54 

The reason for including Beck, besides his connection to the Tea Party, is to broaden the 

field a bit. Just as Palin is included in part due to her gender, and Cruz in part due to his 

ethnic heritage, Beck is included because he is not a politician. A non-politician inspired the 

Tea Party, and while many politicians have come to join its ranks, the decentralized 
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grassroots organization is essential to the Tea Party identity, thus it makes me want to 

include a non-politician in the analysis. 

3.5 Interpreting speech 

My empirical sample consists of transcripts of speeches done by the four people presented in 

the previous chapter but how will I conduct my interpretation of said speeches? I have to 

acknowledge that it is not my place as a researcher to debunk any discourse, nor to search 

for any origins or accuse these people of constructing lies in their formation of truth 

regimes. Rather, I here aim to study the narratives that are being presented and examine the 

process of establishing these narratives as truths. By asking what interpretations are included 

in these narratives, and which interpretations are excluded or silenced, my approach is akin 

to the genealogical one. My methodology rests on these readings and are multi-layered as it 

includes a threefold analytical level: the statement, the context, and the purpose, all of which 

are interconnected and seldom distinct from each other, but also needed for grasping the 

constitution of discourse.55 

3.6 Empirical material 

Fairclough points out that a single text on its own is quite insignificant and that the power of 

media is cumulative.56 I have therefore chosen three speeches from each of the selected 

persons representing the Tea Party discourse to get a slightly wider selection than simply 

one from each, while still trying to restrict myself and get a surmountable amount. In my 

selection I have tried to use material from different years to get a decent coverage over an 

extended period. The earliest is from 2009, when the Tea Party really bust on to the scene, 

and the latest from 2016. The rest come from years in between with two from 2010, one 

from 2012, three from 2013, two from 2014, and two from 2015. In the footnotes I refer to 

them by either place, type, or event depending on what I think is easiest for that particular 

speech (but I never refer to a speech by multiple names). In the case of Beck’s and Palin’s 

Keynotes they happened to fall on the same year and are therefore distinguished by 2010a 

and 2010b respectively in the footnotes. I also picked speeches from different settings while 

trying to keep some consistency, therefore the sample includes speeches made at functions 

both organized by Tea Party related grassroots groups as well as better established 

organizations. I made sure that at least one of the speeches selected for each person was 
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made at CPAC, which is the Conservative Political Action Conference – a four day 

conference that brings together both conservative grassroots activists and elected officials. I 

think that this will give my material a fairly representative sample to accurately explore the 

discursive strategy employed by the Tea Party. 

3.6.1 Transcriptions 

I was able to find transcriptions of all but two of the speeches that I analyzed, much due to 

the fact that my selection process started by trying to find out what had been transcribed. 

However I had to transcribe two myself, Ted Cruz’s South Carolina speech and Glenn 

Beck’s FreedomWorks speech, and in doing so I made several choices regarding the 

transcription process. I for instance did not bother to transcribe audience reaction or 

“participation” unless it directly influenced the speaker. I also sometimes chose to ignore 

involuntary repetition and “filler words” like “I…uhm…I uhm…I” since those really bore 

no significance on my research. I also tried to make the transcription reflect the rhythm of 

the speech to best of my ability while still maintaining a rhythm that would be readable 

without too much hassle. Sometimes the speech rhythm prevailed, sometimes I chose to 

make it more reader friendly. The last couple of minutes of Beck’s speech were cut in the 

official video and I therefore transcribed the last bit from a recording done by an attendee. 

These transcriptions can be found in Appendix A for anyone who wants to read. 

4. Tea Party discourse – Deconstructing the ‘American’ 

  4.1 Overview of chapter 
This chapter contains the analysis of the discourse on an American identity as articulated by 

the Tea Party in the empricial material. I start by discussing the Tea Party’s notion of a 

founding moment and their reverence for the Constitution, and then I discuss their 

conception of liberty and fiscal responsibility,  and finally their articulation of conservative 

religious ideals. 

4.2 The Founding Moment 

Central to the idea of the American identity is the vision of the “founding moment”, a 

historical construction that symbolizes the foundation of the American nation and people. 

An important feature of Laclau’s notion of populist discourse is that empty signifiers such as 
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“people”, “nation”, and “revolution” link together a series of democratic demands in a chain 

of equivalence.57 Drawing on Laclau, Ritchie Savage calls the “founding moment” a 

fabrication constituted through the social construction of a collective memory recalling key 

events in the American Revolution and framing the constitution that signify the development of a 

unique American legacy and tradition. These values are represented in signifiers such as 

“liberty,” “freedom,” and “independence,” and they are linked together in a narrative that traces 

itself back to America’s point of origin in events such as the revolutionary break from England, 

the Boston Tea Party, and the writing of the constitution.58 

Just think about the name “Tea Party”. It evokes images of the revolutionary Boston Tea 

Party and is thus impregnated with an historical context of opposition to a colonial 

Government. In this context the articulation of the American identity must be anchored 

around the very notion of self-governance, meaning that the elites must anchor the signifier 

of “American” around the notion of the “founding moment”. This is a form of discursive 

strategy to write a history that fits the social narrative of their movement: the founders were 

revolutionaries that opposed a Government colonizing the individual lives of its citizens. By 

limiting the powers of a centralized authority in the foundational documents they set up a 

system that is inherent to the American identity and way of life, something that cannot be 

changed or reinterpreted. Savage uses the example of Michelle Bachmann’s self-branding as 

a “constitutional conservative” as an example of this since it conjures up the framers’ 

concerns with limiting state power as a way to delegitimize and demonize federal spending 

as well as Government-based social services. 

The same can be found in Ted Cruz who attacks ObamaCare on the grounds that it is 

inconsistent with the Constitution59 and a power grab60. It can also be found in Rand Paul’s 

speech at the RNC where he says that he thinks ObamaCare is unconstitutional61. 

ObamaCare and other social services become floating signifiers in the Tea Party discourse 

that they attempt to claim and articulate within their own social narrative. In that narrative 

social services are at odds with the foundational principles that built and guided the United 

States since its inception, and therefore it has to be opposed in the same way that the Boston 

revolutionaries opposed the unfair taxation of colonies by the Royal Crown. The 
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“foundational moment” or simply “the founders”, thereby become a nodal point, which the 

Tea Party can tie the American identity to. But it is not only the notion of describing 

yourself as a conservative, or a constitutionalist; it has an intrinsic meaning in the Tea Party 

discourse. To the Tea Party these are not empty signifiers that can be reinterpreted, they are 

well defined and rigid in their interpretation. 

If you are really a conservative, if you are really a constitutionalist, you shouldn’t have to tell 

anybody. Because you will bear the scars! You will’ve been in the foxholes, in the fight! You 

will have been standing for your principles, and it will be evident for everyone to see. 62 

Cruz emphasizes that there is a component to the foundational principal of the Constitution 

that will show your commitment to it through your actions: you cannot simply say that you 

are a constitutionalist or that you support the Constitution, your actions reveal the true 

character of your allegiance, and those actions are closely tied to the idea of revolution and 

fighting. 

Republican leadership decided that they didn’t want to fight. They were scared of fighting, they 

didn’t wanna stand up and fight. When millions of Americans rose up I was proud to stand 

alongside millions of Americans fighting to stop ObamaCare.63 

In Cruz’s Iowa speech there is a great emphasis on all the ways in which he has “taken the 

fight”. He talks about seven “times for choosing” that played out in the previous years that 

symbolized this commitment to constitutional principles according to his interpretation. 

These included ObamaCare, Second Amendment rights, defunding of Planned Parenthood, 

Amnesty for illegal aliens, corporate welfare, marriage and religious liberty, and the Iran 

deal. In each of these cases Cruz maintains the discursive strategy of linking the issues to the 

struggle of “the people” – the American people – against an oppressive Government that is 

colonizing and intruding in the lives of an essentially autonomous community. Cruz ties the 

“founding moment” to the issue of struggle and fighting thereby legitimizing his staunch 

opposition to a multitude of Government based initiative. Furthermore he frames the 

Government itself as forcefully restricting the liberty and autonomy of the American people 

“[i]nstead he [Obama] pursued a partisan agenda to try and take away the right to keep and 

bear arms of millions of law abiding Americans. […] In 2013 when Barack Obama and 
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Chuck Schumer and Harry Reid were trying to take away our Second Amendment right to 

keep and bear arms, where were you? ”64 

The discursive construction of the founding moment is even more pronounced in Glenn 

Beck’s FreedomWorks speech where it serves as the glue that holds the entire speech 

together. As I wrote earlier Beck makes use of a biblical story, Jeremiah and the Walls of 

Jerusalem, as a metaphor for the Constitution. Beck keeps going back to his assertion that 

“the foundation is good” but that the “rubble” that is the demolished walls needs to be 

cleared so that they can rebuild. Like Cruz he articulates a narrative in which the 

Constitution is perfect and should guide and protect the people against tyranny. In returning 

to the foundation that is the Constitution America will become the Promised Land and the 

people safe and free. 

The foundation, our Constitution; the principles behind the Bill of Rights, that come from 

nature’s God and they are nature’s law. They are unmovable, they are never changing, they are 

eternal principles, the foundation is good. Now remove all of the rubble sitting on top of it. […] 

You make sure what’s in your backyard is clear to the foundation, and then you rebuild your part 

of the wall. And if each of us do that, before you know it the wall has been rebuilt.65 

Just as Cruz, Beck makes no separation between the foundation and the current state – they 

should be one and the same, even if they are not. He also builds a narrative where struggle is 

a key component in securing that what is built on top of the foundation is just as sturdy as 

the foundation itself. By using the story of Jeremiah he stabilizes the discourse as a struggle 

between good (the foundation) and bad (that which has been built on top of it and 

subsequently turned into rubble). Beck also invokes the infallibility of the founders 

themselves when he says that they understood the original principles and rights that nature 

has given to each individual  

They knew that our rights are part of us. That without those rights, we cease to be whole. We 

cease to be human beings. That is why they did not found their new nation as 

They chose instead not to subvert their nature by giving some men power over the lives of 

others, but rather to allow each man to live as an individual. They recognized that each of us 

should be allowed to pursue happiness in our own way, according to the verdict of their own 
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mind. The American Revolution was not a war against England. It was a war against the idea 

that some men have the right to control the lives of others. That was revolutionary.66 

Rand Paul invokes the foundational moment in his RNC speech when he talks about the 

father of the Constitution, James Madison, who said that the powers of the federal 

Government are few and well defined. In his CPAC speech he also emphasizes that the role 

of the president is to defend and preserve the Constitution reinforcing the foundational 

moment as signifier of the American identity .67 However, Paul navigates the discursive field 

of the foundational moment in a much more cautious way than Cruz or Beck, his focus is on 

the philosophy of the Constitution rather than the struggle that laid the foundation for it. 

While he espouses reverence for its teaching and he, rather than talking about fighting and 

struggle, likes to talk about the perceived greatness that it has resulted in. Paul turns his 

focus to the American success story – the American dream – when he says “American 

inventiveness and the desire to build a developed because we were guaranteed the right to 

own our success. For most of our history, no one dared to tell Americans, you don't build 

that.”68 In a way Paul connects the foundational moment to a much more positive idea than 

Cruz and Beck, focusing on what he perceives as the ultimate success story that is America, 

and in doing so he articulates a privileged sign, a nodal point, in the process; greatness, that 

becomes connected to the foundational moment and thus excludes other interpretations of 

greatness in the discursive field. Paul also articulates greatness and the foundational moment 

in relation to hard work and being self-made  

When you say -- when you say they don't build it, you insult each and every American who ever 

got up at the crack of dawn. You insult any American who ever put on overalls or a suit. You 

insult any American who ever studied late into the night to become a doctor or a lawyer. You 

insult the dishwasher, the cook, the waitress. You insult anyone who has ever drag themselves 

out of bed to try -- to strive for something better for themselves and their children.69 

Further reinforcing the idea that Government intervention and social services are 

fundamentally contrary to the American ideal and intention. 

                                                

66 CPAC, 2016 
67 CPAC, 2013 
68 RNC, 2012 
69 Ibid 



 20 

In the same way Sarah Palin is comfortable enough to use the name “the Heartland” in her 

Iowa speech because they are said to cling to their guns, their God, and their Constitution.70 

There is a pride in doing so according to Palin who like the others heavily criticizes Barack 

Obama for running the country in a way that is contrary to the foundational documents, and 

just like Cruz and Beck she does not shy away from speaking in terms of fighting battles 

against the oppressors in Washington D.C. as well as considering the Constitution as 

providing tools to do so.71 But Palin also develops an idea of the foundational documents as 

directly linked to Americans as an in-group, excluding a other, and only applicable to the in-

group by criticizing the fact that foreign terrorists try to use the rights and protections 

provided in the documents 

For example, there are questions we would have liked this foreign terrorist to answer before he 

lawyered up and invoked our U.S. Constitutional right to remain silent. Our U.S. Constitutional 

rights. Our rights that you, sir [to male veteran in audience] fought and were willing to die for to 

protect in our Constitution. The rights that my son, as an infantryman in the United States Army 

is willing to die for. The protections provided  -- thanks to you, sir -- we’re going to bestow them 

on a terrorist who hates our Constitution and tries to destroy our Constitution and our country? 

This makes no sense because we have a choice in how we’re going to deal with the terrorists. We 

don’t have to go down that road.72 

The ”people” are narrowly defined in this statement and includes only those who are 

American, therefore is the application of Constitutional protections only afforded to those 

who fall within this definition, effectively creating a sign of Us, those who fought for these 

rights, in an antagonistic relationship with the other; Them, who are trying to destroy these 

rights. This creates a dislocation where Palin says that Americans, are afforded these 

protections because they have fought for them, but at the same time this creates a 

disconnection with the document it-self which states that Americans recognizes that they 

find it to be self-evident that all are endowed these rights by their creator. 

So not only does the Tea Party use the foundational moment as a discursive strategy to 

distinguish themselves in an antagonistic struggle between good and bad, but they also 

simultaneously employ a strategy where history and time explains their current situation. 
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They make sense of the world, which seems to be chaotic and in disorder, by articulating a 

narrative of order that can be found in these foundational documents. 

4.3 Constitutional revolutionary 

This focus on the Founding documents thus becomes the very essence of the American 

character: the true American is committed to these documents. So what the Tea Party does is 

defining their identity as constitutionalists. In his speech at the 2013 CPAC Rand Paul 

mentions the Constitution seven times and “reminds” President Obama that the presidential 

office is sworn to protect, preserve, and defend it, not just in intention.73 Paul characterizes 

the Constitution as embodying timeless ideas about personal liberty and urges the 

Republican Party to understand that “power corrupts and absolute power corrupts 

absolutely”.74 He emphasizes that respect for the Constitution and respect for the individual 

is the way forward for the Republican Party.75 This emphasis on the Constitution can also be 

found in his RNC speech where the word “unconstitutional” is mentioned three times, and 

“Constitution” once. In this particular case it is mentioned in connection with the Affordable 

Care Act, referred to as Obamacare, which is something that he finds to be unconstitutional. 

He further invokes the Founding Fathers of the United States by saying that Madison 

argued, in opposition to Hamilton, that the powers of the Government were “few and 

defined”; Paul then goes on to say that Obama misunderstands American greatness.76  

Ted Cruz also talks about constitutional rights in his speeches. His emphasis lies in what he 

perceives to be violations of these rights under the Obama administration. Like in this 

excerpt from his Iowa speech 

We are facing extraordinary threats to our nation. We are seeing an administration that seems 

bent on violating every constitutional protection we have in the Bill of Rights. I don’t know 

that they have yet violated the Third Amendment, but soon they may start quartering soldiers in 

people’s houses.77 

Cruz also connects the Constitution to freedom. For instance, in the ending paragraph of his 

Iowa speech connects constitutional principles to freedom by quoting Ronald Reagan’s 

observation that freedom is not passed down from one generation to the next in the blood 
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stream, rather every generation has to defend it, for Cruz this means getting back to free 

market principles and constitutional rights.78 In his South Carolina speech he emphasized 

how proud he was to have stood and led the fight in defending Constitutional rights to bear 

and keep arms against the likes of Barack Obama, Chuck Schumer, and Harry Reid. Ha also 

promised that if elected president of the United States he would on his first day rescind 

“every single illegal and unconstitutional executive action.”79  

Sarah Palin mentions the Constitution ten times in her Keynote speech and claims that 

Washington, D.C. (i.e. the federal Government) is violating it. She says that the Constitution 

provides a road map towards a more perfect union and that only a limited Government can 

expand prosperity and opportunity for all. Unlike the others however she specifically 

mentions the Constitution as only being applicable to U.S. citizens by talking about how 

terrorists try to invoke the Constitutional right to remain silent, as she puts it “[o]ur U.S.  

Constitutional rights."80 She emphasizes that these are rights that U.S. soldiers have fought 

for and heavily implies that it is ridiculous to apply them to terrorists who, according to her, 

hates the Constitution and wants to destroy it and the country, by saying that it makes no 

sense because “we have a choice in how we’re going to deal with terrorists. We don’t have 

to go down that road.”81 In her Iowa speech she also talks about how she thinks president 

Obama is trampling the Constitution82 and in her CPAC speech she mentions Ted Cruz’s 

filibuster on Obamacare as using the tools of the Constitution.83 

Glenn Beck emphasizes in his CPAC speech that conservatives and libertarians are 

dedicated to the Constitution and that they do so because they are clear-minded, because 

they are rational, and that if someone does not understand why the Constitution matters then 

they are the ones who are confused. He mentions that the principles in the Constitution are 

eternal and factually correct. Beck also claims that America has been rising like a rocket 

since the Constitution was ratified, it is what has make America great.84 His commitment to 

the Constitution is even more apparent in his FreedomWorks speech where he spends a great 

deal of effort in comparing it to the Walls of Jerusalem in the biblical tale of Jeremiah. Beck 

                                                

78 Ibid 
79 South Carolina, 2015 
80 Keynote, 2010a 
81 Ibid 
82 Iowa, 2015 
83 CPAC, 2014 
84 CPAC, 2016 



 23 

emphasizes that “the foundation is good”, meaning that the Constitution is good, and that his 

audience has to “clear the rubble”, meaning the bad parts that has been built on top of it. 

This metaphor becomes clear when he states outright “The foundation, our Constitution”. 

For Beck the Constitution is the foundation upon which American greatness is built, it is a 

document that has eternal principles, unmovable and never changing, a true American is 

someone who defends this document, and interprets it the way he interprets it.85 He also 

characterizes the Constitution as “factually correct”, so as something that is objectively 

measured and easily recognized.86 

4.4 Enemy of the State 
On the back of the idea of the founding moment and a revolutionary heritage we can also 

find a form of discourse in the material that is closely related, but also slightly different, and 

that is the construction of the Government as an enemy; something that is becoming too 

powerful and an obstacle to freedom for the individual. Power, according to Laclau, is the 

trace of contingency within the structure87 and thus every articulation and discourse is 

vulnerable to subversion. The Tea Party can be said to construct an antagonistic field in 

which multiple forces compete to define the social which opens up question relating to 

power in the context of political institutions: are citizens considered subjects to their 

Government, or is the Government the extension of the people’s will? On the one hand we 

have “the Left”, which in Tea Party discourse can be viewed as a floating signifier without a 

definite meaning, that is trying to define the Government’s role in an overreaching way, on 

the other we have the brave Right that is fighting this. By making a claim on absolute truth 

the Tea Party is trying to establish a dominion over the meaning of this and other floating 

signifiers that have a value to their cause. In constructing the American identity these Tea 

Party elites are articulating the Federal Government as the biggest threat to it and in doing so 

they are aiming to articulate their own social narrative of what the Government does 

currently in relation to what they believe the Government should do.88  

In all of the speeches we can find examples of how the Government is one of the primary 

enemies to the people: it is overreaching, it is in need of decentralization, it is spending itself 

into oblivion and robbing future generations of prosperity. It is also the Government that is 
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funding morally reprehensible organizations like Planned Parenthood as well as 

compromising the security of its people by making terrible deals with foreign enemies. At 

virtually every turn there is reason for alarm and the Tea Party shows large anxiety about the 

Government’s current size, role, and possible future expansion. The Tea Party is creating a 

hegemonic discourse in which the Government is seen as something almost inherently bad, 

and it is the duty of the American to stand up to this illegitimate tyrant. 

A clear example of the way in which this is done can be seen in the opposition to the 

Affordable Care Act, referred to as ObamaCare 

if you recall, Washington D.C. was terrified to fight but because millions stood up together and 

lit up the phones, for one brief moment we saw a hint of a backbone appear in Congress. 

[…]You wanna know who’s really gonna repeal ObamaCare, you wanna know who’s willing to 

bleed and stand, in 2013 ask of every candidate on that stage where were you when that fight 

was being fought and the American people were standing up to Washington.89 

The framing of the ObamaCare issue as a threat emanating from Washington, i.e. from the 

Federal Government, constitutes a strategy of claiming truth and creating an enemy of said 

truth. In this case the issue becomes a nodal point that involves a colonization of local 

communities by the destructive force of Government, which in turn destabilizes the idea of 

the American identity in the Tea Party mindset. Just as ObamaCare was used in a way to 

open up discussion of original intent in the Constitution and further serving as a way to 

articulate revolutionary imagery it is here used as a starting point for articulating 

antagonism: they are the establishment – we are the opposition. Cruz mentions how the 

American people rose up and fought multiple times against the Government in the past few 

years, whether it was over the issue of the right to keep and bear arms, or the issue of 

amnesty to illegal immigrants, or the previously mentioned ObamaCare.90 The issue of 

resistance towards the Government thereby becomes an intrinsic part of the American 

identity and connects it to the historical struggle against an oppressive Government (the 

British) that was the origin of the United States itself: the true American is wary about 

Government and opposes its power, a true American is not subservient to its Government. 
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As Sarah Palin puts it “You know, ’The Man’ can only ride ya when your back is bent. So 

strengthen it. Then The Man can't ride you.”91 

The opposition to the Government also stems from a fear of the corruptive force of power. 

In Tea Party discourse there is an articulation of centralizes power as inherently corrupting 

and resulting in cronyism. This cronyism is beneficial to the “insiders”, meaning those with 

political connections to influence and guide political process, but not everyday Americans.92 

The Tea Party thus articulates a discursive strategy to handle and make sense of a perceived 

lack of influence: as everyday Americans they are not able to influence their Government, 

they are not able reap any benefits from the system because the nature of Federal power only 

benefits those in the elite political spheres of influence. 

This strategy also works to separate them from an establishment within their own ranks, they 

are not only in opposition to the administration currently in political power; they are just as 

much an opposition to those who promise change but do not deliver. Cruz does this in his 

earlier mentioned part about people being able to see that you are a constitutionalist through 

your actions and Beck implies it when he says that “[p]rogressives in both [my emphasis] 

parties believe that governments should do more than simply protect our liberties.”93 There 

is thus a desire in the Tea Party to distinguish itself from the mainstream and to articulate 

their struggle as one in opposition to any establishment. In doing so anti-establishment itself 

becomes a signifier that they claim and connect to their effort. 

4.5 Fiscally responsible 
Going further another discursive strategy is framing Americans as fiscally responsible, in 

opposition to a Government that is not. Perhaps the most obvious example of this strategy is 

represented in Rand Paul’s Kentucky speech where he spends the whole speech talking 

about the issue of the financial situation and the debt in America. He says that they are a 

bankrupt society that is becoming a bankrupt country by spending trillions of dollars going 

on to state that the number one item in a family budget is not food, or housing, or rent – it is 

taxes. Paul emphasizes that the Government is spending itself into oblivion and pays for the 

deficit either through taxing the people, borrowing, or printing.94 The whole of Paul’s 
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speech is about this very issue. Maybe this is due to the fact that it is the oldest of the 

speeches, it is from 2009 when the Tea Party movement started to really take of, but it is 

nevertheless indicative of the kind financial policy that the Tea Party is concerned with. Paul 

also mentions the debt in his other speeches as well even if it is not as pronounced as it is in 

his Kentucky speech. 

Sarah Palin also mentions the debt when she says that  

So, from debt […]You know, normal people, when they're a hole they don't wanna be in, the first 

thing they do is stop digging. I don't know what is wrong with the leaders in this country who 

understand we are in a hole we don't want to be in and they keep digging.95 

Palin alludes earlier in the speech to the debt issue by saying that the 18 trillion dollar 

question is if candidates are ready to represent real hope, any change – referencing Barack 

Obama’s 2008 campaign slogan – or if it is more of the failed statism that they have suffered 

from.96 Debt, taxes, and the size of Government is also mentioned in her CPAC speech 

where she claims that no Republican gets elected promising higher taxes, wasteful spending, 

increased debt, and bigger Government and that America is counting on the GOP to get it 

right.97 She emphasizes that the country is drowning in debt and that they need to not simply 

slow down on the spending, but to cut it, axing the plans for a second stimulus, in her 

Keynote.98 Furthermore she characterizes this spending as immoral and essentially stealing 

the opportunities of their children and then sticking them (the children) with the bill.99 

Cruz goes further and proposes passing an amendment that would require presidential 

administrations to have a strong balanced budget, something he sees as necessary to stop 

bankrupting the country, in his CPAC speech. And just as Sarah Palin he frames the debt as 

a question as much about future generations as it is about the current by saying that their 

kids and grandkids is inheriting a country where the national debt is larger than the size of 

the entire economy. Cruz goes on to compare this situation to this generation being deadbeat 

parents, not sticking up for their children.100 He also proposes to abolish the IRS and adopt a 

flat tax, as well as audit the Federal Reserve, which he thinks is an example of 
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unaccountable power in Washington.101 This talking point, about the national debt and 

future generations, is also prominent in his Iowa speech 

If we keep going down this path, our kids and our grandkids will spend their whole lives not 

working to meet the challenges of the future, working to meet their priorities, but working to 

pay off the debts of their parents and grandparents.102 

But it is, interestingly enough, completely absent from his South Carolina speech. In fact, he 

does not mention the debt, the IRS, the Federal Reserve, or anything like that in his South 

Carolina speech, which is somewhat surprising since that was a Tea Party event and one 

would think that this is something that would be of interest for the audience. He does in that 

speech mention TARP, the stimulus, and cronyism in Washington, but it is not as prominent 

in the speech as one would perhaps have thought. Only one section of Cruz’s South Carolina 

speech is about these issues, though the issue of ObamaCare features heavily in the speech. 

By treating emphasizing Governments spending as irresponsible and bankrupting America 

the Tea Party articulates themselves as the morally superior – the ones that will take 

responsibility for the nation and her people.   

4.6 Live Free 

If we were to summarize all of the above discourse I argue that it all comes down to a single 

issue: freedom. Whether the Tea Party discuss the Constitution and the foundation of the 

United States, or the opposition to ObamaCare and social services it is all connected to the 

issue of freedom and liberty, both of which serves as nodal points in Tea Party discourse – 

directly linked to the American identity. Social services, ObamaCare, the Constitution, all of 

these are mere examples that either limit or enhance liberty and freedom (I use both as 

synonyms meaning the same thing). “Individual Liberty, and a government prevented by 

law from interfering. That is what made American Great. And that is the only thing that can 

’Make America Great Again.’”103 

The Tea Party thus constructs a web of empty signifiers where each is either deemed good or 

bad depending on how they relate to liberty, as defined by them. In Tea Party discourse 

these concepts are also clearly defined and is closely associated with the idea of Government 

intervention – if Government is involved it is not freedom. In doing so the Tea Party builds 
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their notion of liberty on the negative sense according to the distinction developed by Isaiah 

Berlin in his essay Two Concepts of Liberty. The negative sense denotes the question of 

“What is the area within which the subject - a person or group of persons - is or should be 

left to do or be what he is able to do or be, without interference by other persons?'104 So in 

the Tea Party discourse liberty is the absence of external forces and everything that can be 

perceived as such a force is a restriction on liberty that has to be opposed in every way 

possible, I call this the libertarian notion of liberty. In the mind of the Tea Party there is a 

universal truth that is not up for intellectual debate, freedom is a rigid concept that does not 

lend itself to interpretation as evident by Glenn Beck’s assertion that the country s heading 

in the wrong direction because it has disconnected from truth 

[W]e are headed for very difficult times and it is, it’s really obvious why we’re headed for those 

times because we’ve disconnected from everything that is right and true. […] There is a lack of 

truth in our country now and it is time that we restore that truth, and we are very, very clear what 

that truth is, and quite honestly that truth has nothing to do with political parties, obviously, it 

has nothing to do with who’s gonna to be the next president of the United States, that truth 

comes from one source and that is nature’s God and nature’s laws.105 

The truth is self-evident and exists beyond the confines of human imagination, and a true 

American recognizes this truth and is willing to fight for it. The Tea Party constructs 

themselves as the grassroots bearers of truth and righteousness against an oppressive 

establishment that aims to restrict their freedom – the very essence of their identity.  

But truth can only be understood in relation to what is untrue, so what constitutes the untrue 

in relation to liberty? Beck gives us a few examples in his CPAC speech when he contrasts 

Liberty and Tyranny. To Beck the leading cause of death in the 20th century was not 

“cancer. It wasn’t car accidents. It wasn’t drugs and alcohol, or terrorism. It wasn’t gang 

violence in the inner cities. The greatest murderer over the last century was governments. 

Socialist, communist, fascist and theist governments.” So in opposition to liberty we find not 

only authoritarian and totalitarian states, but also Socialist. Beck makes a claim on truth that 

constitutes a narrative in which socialism is excluded from the sign of liberty. In doing so he 

can create a way for the Tea Party to discredit anything or anyone that it does not like by 

linking it to socialism. 
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The idea of ObamaCare, with its Government intervention, thus becomes a clear sign for the 

Tea Party that the freedom that they hold dear, the freedom that is the very foundation of the 

American society, is being threatened by political elites in Washington D.C. Beck alludes to 

ObamaCare when he speaks about “socialist mandates” and thereby connects ObamaCare to 

the signifier of socialism which has been transformed through a chain of equivalence into 

something that is antagonistic to the notion of liberty. 

Freedom also has another quality that is essential to the Tea Party discourse: it is individual. 

This is clearly articulated in several ways where liberty or freedom is specified as individual 

liberty/rights106 or in one case defined as “freedom is big enough for every American who 

loves liberty and trusts the individual.”107 Rand Paul is the one who clearly stabilizes the 

discourse of individual liberty by claiming that the individual is greater than any 

collective108 and further asserting that as government grows liberty shrinks as the collective 

takes precedent over the individual.109 The Tea Party thus articulates a chain where liberty 

becomes equivalent to individual liberty and excluding any collective notion of liberty in the 

process. Sarah Palin also highlights how policies in Washington, specifically the debt and 

the stimulus has made America “beholden to other countries”110 and that “freedom lovers” 

need to be aware of this fact, essentially Palin is articulating a fear of being indebted to or 

codependent with other countries. Being interconnected with other countries is seen as 

contrary to the idea of self-sufficiency and therefore equivalent to restricting individual 

liberty. The individual is thereby free when she is not in need of anyone else, and this is also 

true on a larger scale as a nation.  

Here we see a kind of disconnection in the Tea Party discourse where liberty is both defined 

as a personal and individual concept, and at the same time intrinsically connected to the 

collective notion of a nation and of a people. In doing so the Tea Party discourse straddles 

both a libertarian notion of liberty and a populist political reasoning – we are all individuals, 

but we are also one people. If the people or the nation is something that is clearly 

sequestered, an articulation of libertarian liberty come at odds with this. This however only 
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holds true no one can assimilate themselves into the people from an outside position – can 

anyone become an American? 

4.7 Their Cross to Bear 

The heart of America has nothing to do with politics, it has everything to do with God – at 

least this is what we are told by Glenn Beck in his Keynote from the Restoring Honor rally 

in Washington D.C.111 In his speech Beck makes a connection between God and the 

American nation by pointing out that on the Washington monument there is an inscription 

that reads Laus Deo – Praise to God.112 Beck articulates a discursive element that implicitly 

links the identity of the American nation to a belief and a worship of God that in turn 

articulates the people of the nation as worshippers of God. By using the empty signifiers of 

populist discourse (nation, people etc.) Beck creates a narrative in which the Tea Party is 

trying to restore the nation to its former glory, the greatness, and the component essential to 

meeting that goal is returning to God. He also articulates the founding moment and the 

historical context in this discourse by claiming that “Abraham Lincoln found God in the 

scars of Gettysburg. He was baptized and gave the Second Inaugural. He looked to God and 

set men free. America – America awakens again.”113 In saying that Lincoln looked to God 

and then set men free, Beck also articulates a notion of God as being essential to the very 

notion of freedom – liberty as Americans know it  –  cannot be separated from the concept 

of God. These discursive elements constitute the foundation for building the ideal type of the 

pious man, he who recognizes and worships God as a matter of principle. God is thus 

invoked in a very direct way, perhaps most prominently as a way of defending certain parts 

of the Tea Party doctrine of individual rights and responsibility. Freedom and individual 

rights are often characterized as “God-given” or coming from the “Creator”. The very notion 

of liberty and individual rights is in the Tea Party discourse articulated in close connection 

to a Creator or God  

We have nothing to fear except our own unwillingness to defend what is naturally ours, our god-

given rights.114 

Government cannot give us our liberty, our rights come from our Creator.115 
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And that freedom is a God-given right and it is worth fighting for.116 

Because it was first the preacher that said all men are created equal, that rights come from God, 

no government, no king.117 

It is the result of dedication to the original principals and an understanding of the rights endowed 

to us by our Creator, by Nature’s God.118 

The foundation, our Constitution; the principles behind the Bill of Rights, that come from 

nature’s God and they are nature’s law119 

These are just a few of all the times where God or a Creator is invoked as the origin of the 

individual rights that are fundamentally important to the movement. The Tea Party thus 

articulates a discourse in which belief in a God or Creator, I use both to mean the same 

thing, is necessary to understand the very notion of their fundamental principles: rights are 

endowed to the people by God. This opens up the question of who God is and what kind of 

relationship each American has with him or her. 

First of all God does not seem to be a metaphor in any sense. One of the above quotes 

directly mentions a preacher as first saying that all men are created equal, nor does the 

Creator seem to be up to each and every American to determine on their own. While Beck 

several times refers to “Nature’s God” something that is open for interpretation to include 

secular starting points, he also uses biblical metaphors, and also refers to God as a conscious 

agent 

I do see what God is trying to do to us in waking us up every step of the way. […] If we are on 

God’s side, God doesn’t pick sides he requires us to pick sides, and if we’re on God’s side who 

dares stand against us? But this is the moment of choosing. […]You need to…you need to 

understand that you can stand up, and God’s gotten down to us.120 

Beck also makes a connection between Americans and God in his Keynote speech by saying 

that the heart of America has everything to do with God and nothing to do with politics – 

God is the answer.121 Beck asks his audience to recognize their place to the Creator and that 
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he is their king, he is the on that guides and directs their life – the one that protects them.122 

To Beck the very identity of freedom, the Constitution, America, all of it, is as a piece of the 

puzzle in God’s creation.  

In fact, Beck’s speeches are those that are most obviously steeped in religious language as 

he uses biblical metaphors and imagery constantly to get his message out. In his speech at 

CPAC he says that the loyalty and dedication of the American people is owed to “the 

Original Principles, to our God, and to each other.”123 In doing so he clearly implies that 

there is a single God which belief in is something that unites the people in his movement. 

This becomes even clearer in his FreedomWorks speech, which is structured more like a 

sermon than a political discourse. His use of the Jeremiah story as a metaphor for the current 

situation is somewhat remarkable in the forum of a political action meeting. It becomes even 

more remarkable when he, on the back of a story about John F. Kennedy, says “I know there 

is a God. I see a storm coming, and if he has a plan for me I believe I am ready.”124 Beck 

makes himself seem like a prophet sent by God: “He has sent me to read Jeremiah”, “I’m 

here to tell you: he’s [God] not asking you to”. There is an ambiance of religious awakening 

or revival in his rhetoric rather than a political one and Beck makes sure to clear up that it is 

primarily a Christian revival, maybe also a Jewish one, by excluding Muslims and has 

strong emphasis on what he believes God wants from the people, what he wants them to do, 

that it has come time to choose the side of good or evil; the side of God or not. Beck even in 

his concluding remarks state that he believes there is a God, and God, in that instance, does 

not seem to be a metaphor. So the Tea Party, or at least Glenn Beck, articulates that the 

people are a group that believes in God. Is this God an empty signifier that you as an 

individual can choose to claim discursive dominion over? Well, no. Not really. 

Rand Paul paraphrases the Constitution when he says that “our rights come from our 

Creator”125 but the original phrasing in the Constitution actually says “their Creator” which 

is a much broader definition leaving the Creator up to each citizen to define (Beck quotes 

this passage in his CPAC speech). In Paul’s language however, the people share a common 

notion of the Creator. It thus becomes harder to fit an inclusive articulation of the Creator in 

the Tea Party discourse; instead we see how the Tea Party tries to stabilize the discourse 
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through the exclusion of other interpretations – our rights stem from our Creator that we as 

a people share. This exclusion is apparent in the omission of Muslims in the charity Beck 

started:  

We started the Nazarene fund for the Christians ‘cause quite honestly I don’t know how to sort 

out the Muslims, I don’t. I know there are really good Muslims over there in Syria that are just as 

much in trouble because they’re not Muslim enough with ISIS, but just as I would’ve said in the 

1930s “you’re a German, you say you’re not for socialism but I don’t know if you are or not. I 

don’t have time to sort it out, I am just one guy I can’t sort it out but I can go to those who are 

German and Jewish and see that they’ve been marked and they were not part of the Nazi-

movement and I can say to them “Come, come, come have shelter with us.” We are a 

nation…the Tempest-tossed should come to us and right now the Statue of Liberty has turned her 

back on the Tempest-tossed. The wretched refuges of their teeming shores are being turned 

away. Christians who have received the mark of the Nazarene, it says you follow the Nazarene 

it’s the same as the Hitler squads did with the Star of David: “you follow this, you can kill 

them.”126  

So as a Muslim you are not automatically a good person, but if you are a Christian, Beck 

considers you to be trustworthy. The same goes for Cruz’s insistence that one of the biggest 

external threats to the United States is that of radical Islamic terrorism, emphasizing that it is 

Islamic terrorists not Presbyterians.127 In the Tea Party discourse there is thus a clear 

exclusion of the Muslim and that relating to Islam, it does not fit within the definition of a 

pious person that has been endowed by a Creator certain rights. This is also echoed in what 

Cruz says in his South Carolina speech about him not recalling that it was a bunch of 

Presbyterians who flew planes into the twin towers, it was militant Islamic radicals.128 

Which opens up another question: is the true American a Christian one?  

That is harder to distinguish from the sample. Cruz does mention standing with rabbis 

once129 but it is also the only time that any religion other than Christianity is mentioned in 

such a way. Beck only mentions Jews when making comparisons to Nazi Germany and his 

speeches certainly emphasizes the Christian religion in its use of imagery. American is thus 

never outright equated to Christian, but it does seem to be heavily implied in the discursive 

signs. What is clear however is that Muslim is excluded. 
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Another issue that is linked to the idea of God is how the Tea Party is so seemingly 

concerned with marriage. Ted Cruz sees the Supreme Court decision that legalized 

nationwide gay marriage as unjust and employs two distinct discursive elements in 

articulating political demands regarding the issue: democracy and religious liberty. By 

emphasizing that the judges are unelected he implies a democratic deficit on the issue, that 

the Supreme Court went over the heads of the American people and implemented a decision 

devoid of democratic legitimacy. He also frames this as a tearing down of a fundamental 

institution in society, the family, which has stood for millennia.130 Furthermore he sees this 

as an attack on religious liberty, an attack on the First Amendment in the Bill of Rights, and 

in doing so invokes the idea of the Constitutional revolutionary to spark outrage in his 

audience. Cruz thereby articulates a discourse that says that all Americans are concerned 

with protecting the Constitution and value the idea of democracy, at the same time he also 

highlights that Americans also value traditional family structures and religious liberty. 

American becomes equivalent to someone who values religious liberty, but this religious 

liberty in turn becomes an empty signifier that that the Tea Party needs to stabilize to mean 

religious liberty in a conservative sense, where emphasis lies on traditional structures 

thereby excluding libertarian interpretations. Once again we see this disconnection between 

the libertarian notion of freedom from external forces, and a right-wing populist discourse. 

While this might not be as apparent and on the nose in the case Rand Paul and Sarah Palin, it 

is still something that is there in a lot of what they’re saying. For instance Cruz speaks about 

protecting the American people’s right to “seek out and worship God Almighty with all of 

their hearts” and just like Beck he is clear that this I primarily a Judeo Christian God by 

including priests, pastors, and rabbis in the list of people to stand with in protecting religious 

liberty.131  

But the issue of religious piety also goes beyond the notion of Constitutional rights in the 

Tea Party discourse; God symbolizes a good that is in opposition to the bad. The good and 

the bad serves as a symbol of an antagonistic relationship that defines the notion of the 

American nation where America is good, not because she is good in herself, but because 

Americans choose to make her good – America is great because her people make her 

great.132 According to this articulation greatness is not something that is inherent, it must be 
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earned and according to the Tea Party logic, articulated in Beck, we find that God makes all 

the difference 

America is at crossroad and there is a clear and simple choice. Do we choose to just look at the scars? Do we 

choose to look back? Or do we do what every great generation has done in America in times of trouble, look 

ahead? Dream about what we're going to become not worried about what we are. Look forward, look West, 

look to the heavens, look to God and make your choice. […] Recognize your place to the Creator. Recognize 

that he is our king and he is the one that guides and directs our life and protects us. 133 

The American people here becomes a collective identity that unites them through their faith 

and recognition of their place within the Creation. Secularism thus in effect becomes a sign 

that is negatively associated with America; the Tea Party rejects the secular as something 

that can be fitted within their narrative. Furthermore they imply that this is not only a 

recognition of a faceless God, but it is a Judeo Christian one by excluding Muslims outright 

and not mentioning any other religious affiliations. This is most obviously pronounced in the 

material from Glenn Beck, like when he says that he knows there are good Muslims while 

still comparing them to Germans under the Nazis and that he does not know how to sort out 

the good ones from the others, a distinction he does not seem to make in the case of the 

Christians, and Ted Cruz and his insistence on emphasizing Islamic terrorism, not 

Presbyterian one. But it is still an existing factor in both Rand Paul and Sarah Palin. In 

essence Tea Party discourse, as manifested in this material, never abandons religious 

elements when stabilizing meaning and in doing so they discursively establish the meaning 

of American in relation to God and in opposition to the secular. 

5. Summary & Conclusion – Building the American 
In this chapter I summarize my findings and answer the questions I posed in the first 

chapter. I then go on to give some concluding remarks on these results. 

5.1 What is central to the American identity in Tea Party discourse? 
Central to the idea of an American identity is a clear reverence for the Founding documents, 

the Constitution and the Bill of Rights, as well as the Founders themselves, along with 

important historical figures such as Abraham Lincoln. The historical context allows the Tea 

Party to evoke images of a revolutionary past that has been rekindled and is aiming to 
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overthrow their oppressors and through this they articulate an identity that is closely 

associated with opposition to an elite power that is colonizing the individual lives of 

autonomous communities. 

The Tea Party utilizes a populist reasoning, in Laclau’s terms, in constituting the social 

reality of a nation, people, and foundational moment. Stemming from this articulation comes 

the notion of liberty and freedom as it can be found in the founding documents. By 

excluding equating objects that they do not like, for instance ObamaCare, to collective 

notions like socialism they are able to reject them as contrary to the founding principles of 

the nation, and therefore illegitimate as part of an American identity. They also articulate 

opposition to Government as an intrinsic part of the American identity by linking 

Government to all the things that they find to be bad and build a discursive element of 

antagonism between the Government and the People – the people being those Americans 

that are fed up with the colonization that the Government does. The ideal American does not 

need the Government, in other ways than perhaps protecting their liberties, but is a self-

sufficient individual who relies on his own hard work to get him places.  

However, the Tea Party tows the line of defining freedom in a libertarian sense as the 

absence of external forces, while at the same time utilizing a discursive element of 

democracy in articulating freedom in relation to religious liberty, specifically regarding the 

issue of marriage which is defined as between one man and one woman. In this sense the 

Government is portrayed as deaf to the demands of the people and embodying a democratic 

deficit by overruling the opinion of majority. Their religious liberty is now under threat 

because social institutions like marriage and family are under attack. American thus 

becomes equated to someone who holds traditional social values and believes in a God. The 

Tea Party logic is that the constitutional values of individual liberty is granted to each person 

by God and nature’s law – which implicitly mean God’s law – and therefore adherence to 

God’s teachings is an important part of being an American. This discourse is stabilized by 

the Tea Party through the reading of the Constitution as a document that mentions a Creator 

not as a metaphor, but as a matter of fact. 

American is thus both linked to individual liberty, revolutionaries, opposition to centralized 

power, Constitution, foundation, and greatness, but also to traditional values such as 

marriage, family, and God. 
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5.2 Who do they believe is the “true American”? 

The true American is one who embodies the all of the three ideals that emerges in the Tea 

Party discourse. First they must be a constitutionalist, this means that they hold the founding 

documents of the United States in the highest regard and agree with the intent, as interpreted 

by the Tea Party. But it is not enough to simply talk the talk; there is no room for armchair 

constitutionalists, like those politicians that have burned people in the past. No, the true 

American is on the front line fighting all the battles that takes place, defending the 

Constitution at every turn. In doing so the American recognizes that he is part of the 

American nation and the American people, two honorable titles that is worth fighting for. 

Furthermore he is fiscally conservative, he does not rely on handouts from the Government, 

nor does he think that this is appropriate for anyone else. In fact, he believes that the Federal 

Government does not have the constitutional authority to engage in such things as social 

services or health care. The American is self-sufficient and preferably running some form of 

business. 

He is also devout to God and his teachings; there is no place for the secular in the 

American’s self-image. Secularism is seen as an ideology pushed by the political Left and 

political elites in Washington D.C. The American recognizes that the very foundation of his 

nation and the rights of his people have been afforded to him by God and no one else. The 

principles of the Constitution with individual liberty and human rights are God-given and 

therefore it is contrary to his identity to reject God. Furthermore the Tea Party articulates the 

American as a devout person of traditional family values: marriage is between one man and 

one woman, something that has been torn down by the Supreme Court, which shows the 

democratic deficit in Washington. Democracy is extremely important to the American who 

believes that his people, the majority, are being oppressed by political elites. 

5.3 Conclusion 

The Tea Party movement articulates an American identity that is not entirely cohesive; on 

the one hand they adhere to libertarian principles of the lack of external forces influencing 

the individual is treasured, on the other they put a great emphasis on traditional conservative 

social values where God, family, and marriage are pronounced. This reinforces the Tea Party 

as a populist movement that spends a great deal of time and energy in articulating a 

collective identity and a notion of a people and a nation, and also shows the conflicting and 

sometimes incompatible impulses that are common features in the heritage of the American 
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conservative movement. The struggle between the libertarian political camp and the 

Christian Right that Phillip-Fein talks about is clearly visible in the Tea Party discourse 

which does not seem to be stabilized. The legacy of the tax revolt in California can however 

be seen in their staunch opposition to social services that are perceived as benefitting others 

than the everyday Americans that the Tea Party to a large extent claim to represent – the 

people who pay for them – thereby rekindling the old struggle between taxpayers and tax 

recipients. Lacking from their discursive strategy, as it can be found in my material is a 

racial component, other than the antagonistic relationship between the Judeo Christian West 

and the radical Islamic Middle East. While the Tea Party discourse clearly excludes the 

Muslim, it does not necessarily do so out in racialized terms.  

Thus the Tea Party discourse shows a similar eclecticism that defines the nature of its 

founding and operation – it is a grass-roots movement that encompasses a multitude of 

conservative and libertarian activism. To try and articulate a stable discursive hegemony 

within that would be an impossible task, and therefore we see how the American identity has 

to put up with being constituted in several logically conflicting impulses, and at the end of 

the day; maybe that is the truest identity of them all? 
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Appendix A 
FreedomWorks 9.12 Grassroots Summit Glenn Beck Speech: 

Well hello Florida, how are you? Thank you. Thank you. Thank you, thank you, thank you. I 

uh, I wanna thank you and I will tell you it’s…after such a long day I, I won’t be long I 

promise ya. Of course that, to me that means about two hundred and eighty minutes so, huh. 

I wanna first of all, I wanna thank FreedomWorks for doing this. And I asked to be here, 

they’re not paying me to be here or anything else, I asked to come here to be with you today 

and be with them. Because FreedomWorks, and in particular Adam is, there are two guys 

that,  when FreedomWorks first came to me for this march, they came to me and they said 

“Hey we wanna do a march” and there were some rather shifty people in the GOP that were 

around FreedomWorks at the time, thank God they’re all gone, but it was Matt Kibby and 

Adam Brandon. And Matt as you know has started his own venture now and he has moved 

on, but Adam is here and I have tremendous confidence in him, and I have seen him behind 

the scenes for a long, long period of time wherever he has gone to, I just wanted him to hear 

how much I support him and FreedomWorks. And I believe we are on an amazing adventure 

and I think the next twelve months, I hate to be the bearer of bad news, but I believe we are 
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heading towards 1968 and all that that implies. I believe that the Democratic convention 

being in Philadelphia we are gonna see them trying to burn that town to the ground 

[audicence member shouts “Yeah!”] and so that…that’s a strange thing to…I’ve lived in 

Philadelphia so I understand but uhm…we are headed for very difficult times and it is, it’s 

really obvious why we’re headed for those times because we’ve disconnected from 

everything that is right and true. There is a lack of truth in our country now and it is time 

that we restore that truth, and we are very, very clear what that truth is, and quite honestly 

that truth has nothing to do with political parties, obviously, it has nothing to do with who’s 

gonna to be the next president of the United States, that truth comes from one source and 

that is nature’s God and nature’s laws. And God has shown us the way out, and I know that 

there’s a difference, I’m speaking at three different church services tomorrow and I’m gonna 

get all Jesus-freaks on them, tomorrow, and I won’t do that to you, but I will tell you that 

there is a clear path and our founders knew it and it does come from the scriptures. And if 

you look at the things that we can learn from history, and we can learn from what our 

founders knew, when our…when people came over from overseas and they were on the 

Mayflower and the Arbella, it was John Winthrope who was on the Arbella in the hold of 

that ship and he talked about a shining city on the hills. We are at a place now, especially 

with what we’re doing with Planned Parenthood; with what we’re doing with the Iran deal; 

with how we are actually having political candidates who are listening to Black Lives 

Matter, we have absolutely taken and embraced death, and I do not believe that God could 

be anymore merciful when we see the things that are happening now in our world. Honestly 

seeing them debating yesterday about Iran, on September 11th, a lot of people will look at 

that and say that’s horrific, I believe that is a tremendous blessing, I really do, because I do 

see what God is trying to do to us in waking us up every step of the way. There is nothing 

that he could do more to wake us up on the sorry situation that we’re in, in embracing the 

Muslim Brotherhood and the mullahs in Iran, than having that vote happen on September 

11th so we can all say “Good God Almighty, what are we doing?” He is giving us the same 

blessing when it comes to Planned Parenthood, he has raised these amazing people up to be 

smart enough, to be wise enough, to careful enough, to be able to take their cameras into 

several situations over, and over again, to have the courage to stand and do that. And then 

have the ability to think it through, the ability to map the entire strategy out, and have it 

come out carefully over weeks, and weeks, and weeks so we can see clearly Death: what 

we’re doing and what we’re endorsing. There is no way that God Almighty that I know 
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could make it more clear than showing us the Petri dishes with the babies and say “Choose 

now: life or death, choose now!” 

I want you to know we all have our own purpose for living. We all of us, each of us, were 

born at this time for a reason. We were placed in our positions for a reason if we’re humble 

enough, which reminds me I could do about 35 minutes here on Donald Trump just on that 

but I won’t, if we are humble enough we will recognize that we have been placed exactly 

where you are for a reason. I believe my reason is to ring the bell, my reason is to warn, I am 

somebody who has the advantage of being up on top of the wall and being able to see a little 

over the horizon, and see the hordes that are coming, and it is my job, in my position, to 

warn the people. What you do with that is up to you. What America and the world does with 

that is up to each individual. But it is my job to warn, and I’ll tell you that I spend a lot of 

my time on my knees begging the Lord “What do I tell them, what do I tell them?” 

[Applause] Wait. He has sent me to read Jeremiah. That doesn’t really end well. But 

Jeremiah was very, very clear, in fact God was very clear: “You tell them right now, 

Jeremiah you go ahead, you tell them. You tell them the sorry state that they’re in, and you 

tell them that I’m about to withdraw all of my protection because I can no longer protect 

these unrighteous people, and if they don’t turn around I will allow them to be wiped off the 

earth.” It is the promise that God made when Moses was looking down on the Promised 

Land and he said to the Israelites “Listen, you have a choice right now: choose light or 

darkness, life or death. If you choose life you’re gonna be fine, if you choose death there 

will come a time when God will withdraw and you will be wiped off of this Promised 

Land.” I warn you today: we are at that point, we are at that choosing, and if we choose life, 

if we choose light, if we choose God, we will be okay. It’s not gonna be pretty getting there, 

but we will be okay. But if we do not we will be wiped off of this land.  

Now, how do we fix that? Jeremiah said “Let me just tell him that” and God, you generally 

don’t see God give up on people very often, and he said “Jeremiah, don’t even talk to ‘em. 

Stop praying for them, they’re so lost stop praying for them.” He told them, they did 

nothing.  Then he said to them, God said “Tell them, Jeremiah, just become slaves. They’ve 

already sold themselves into slavery; they just don’t know it yet. Just accept their position of 

slavery and I’ll let them stay in the land.” They didn’t do that. They were wiped out of the 

Promised Land. So now how do we reverse these things? The first thing we have to 

understand is: we are going to be at a time right now, beginning right now, we are in a new 

season. I believe this fall is the beginning of a new season, and it is not a good season. But it 
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is a new season, and it will be a season where giants are born. It is a season where giants are 

made. We are made by history, we don’t make history, we are made by history. And whether 

or not we choose to stand up or sit down, to cower or to move forward, that’s our choice; 

each of us as individuals. 

Now, let me show you the shining city on the hill. What had happened? If you look, we call 

it the shining city on the hill, and what is that? It’s a place where everybody can look at it. 

Everybody can see it. In fact, in Jerusalem it used to be the Temple and they built the 

Temple upon the hill, and when you brought your tent, you would put your tent out and 

make it so your tent opened up so when you opened up your tent the first thing you saw was 

the Temple. The shining city on the hill, our shining city on the hill, is that light that Emma 

Lazarus talks about: that imprisoned lightning that I hold beside her golden door, that light 

that lights the world, and it’s a beacon to the rest of the world. We are set apart if we do our 

job right, but we have let decay and greed and corruption in our own lives, forget about 

Washington, in our own lives we have let these things happen to us. And so our walls have 

come down, and if I may equate it to Jerusalem in the time of Nehemiah the walls came 

down. Here’s this great city: God retracts, and they’re destroyed. So what happens? How did 

they rebuild? What did Nehemiah do? This is really important for each of us because you 

already understand that, but I want you to really truly listen to my words today. Because 

tough times are coming and you have to know this from the soles of your feet to the tops of 

your head, you have to know how the story ends. Nehemiah has to go in and he ahs to 

rebuild the walls. Well that’s impossible, that’s impossible. There’s still waring going on. 

Who’s gonna rebuild the wall? How is that possibly gonna happen? The gates are down, the 

wall has been destroyed, there’s slaughtering in the streets. How can we possibly, we can’t 

get anybody to rebuild it. Yes you can. By me going to you and saying “You, your house, 

inside, is right here, your house is right here” [Draws on chalkboard] “and your house is 

here, and here, and here, all the way around. Here are your houses, all by the gates, all by the 

walls of Jerusalem. I don’t want you, who lives here to worry about this part of the fence. I 

want this person, who lives here, to worry about this part of the wall. And I want you to 

worry about this part of the wall. And the first thing we have to do is we have to clear the 

rubble. Because it’s all over the place, the stones have come down and there is nothing but 

rubble. So the first thing you have to understand is: the foundation is good, the foundation is 

solid, the foundation is real. There is nothing that needs to be done about the foundation. 

The foundation, our Constitution; the principles behind the Bill of Rights, that come from 
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nature’s God and they are nature’s law. They are unmovable, they are never changing, they 

are eternal principles, the foundation is good. Now remove all of the rubble sitting on top of 

it. But remove the [unintelligible]…don’t, don’t worry about the rubble over here [begins 

pointing to the board again], or over here, over here. You only have to worry about that part. 

Because that’s what’s in you literal backyard. Is just that. And so I need you, in your 

backyard, to worry about that. And then you, in your backyard, you build this. You in here, 

you clean the rubble off. You make sure what’s in your backyard is clear to the foundation, 

and then you rebuild your part of the wall. And if each of us do that, before you know it the 

wall has been rebuilt.  

Now, as the people were doing this to the wall here’s the problem: there were no gates. May 

I suggest that you have met the men and women of that gate today; the Freedom Caucus are 

the men and women that will stand and block the gate. They must be united and arm in arm. 

We must start to think like Martin Luther King thought. He knew, he could see, he knew the 

foundation was the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and he said to his people “if you just 

do right in your life, and you’re willing to stand shoulder to shoulder and link arms and 

never blow back; never, they’ll hit you, they’ll strike you, they’ll send the dogs after you, 

never strike back.” Which I could probably spend another 40 minutes here on Donald 

Trump, which I won’t. We are not a people of vengeance, vengeance belongs to God, we are 

people united in a peaceful purpose. 

They watch the gates, we build the wall. This is what we need to do, this is how they did it. 

This is what we must do today, and we are going to go through difficult times. But I ask 

you, and you don’t need to answer ‘cause I know who you are. We have been together for a 

long time, I know who you are. We have to ask all those who join out ranks “What is it 

you’re afraid of losing?” If you’re afraid of losing your position. If you’re afraid of losing 

your chairmanship. If you’re afraid of losing your business. If you’re afraid of losing your 

reputation, your friend. Your job, your house. I promise you in the end, you will be part of 

the problem, not the solution. If you instead say “My reputation, they’ll say whatever they’re 

going to say about me, and that’s fine. I know who I am. I don’t need my house, I don’t need 

my car. If everybody decides to boycott my business, if they decide to throw me in jail 

because I believe in God’s eternal principles and I will hold the line in my backyard so be it. 

I will be mocked and I will be put in jail, but I will stand because I know what is true!” 
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We truly live in a moment of giants and I want you to understand that. This is a golden 

opportunity, we are the luckiest people on the fact of the earth. I know it doesn’t feel that 

way, and it’s gonna feel less like that in the coming days, months, and years, but I’m telling 

you this is a miraculous time to live. Because each of us are going to fac...there are no 

spectators anymore, there will not be a time where you can just follow the crowd. You have 

to know who you are and be willing to stand, and those of are willing to stand will be 

remembered as giants. We have an opportunity right now, we started the Nazarene fund four 

weeks ago. Some of you stand up so I can thank you if you were with me in Birmingham 

three weeks ago. Stand up if someone was in Washington earlier this week. Thank you. You 

may not feel like you’re being heard. The press mocked those in Washington, the press 

ignored those in Birmingham, it doesn’t matter. They are so far out of their league they have 

no idea what’s about to hit them. We started the Nazarene fund for the Christians ‘cause 

quite honestly I don’t know how to sort out the Muslims, I don’t. I know there are really 

good Muslims over there in Syria that are just as much in trouble because they’re not 

Muslim enough with ISIS, but just as I would’ve said in the 1930s “you’re a German, you 

say you’re not for socialism but I don’t know if you are or not. I don’t have time to sort it 

out, I am just one guy I can’t sort it out but I can go to those who are German and Jewish 

and see that they’ve been marked and they were not part of the Nazi-movement and I can 

say to them “Come, come, come have shelter with us.” We are a nation…the Tempest-

tossed should come to us and right now the Statue of Liberty has turned her back on the 

Tempest-tossed. The wretched refuges of their teeming shores are being turned away. 

Christians who have received the mark of the Nazarene, it says you follow the Nazarene it’s 

the same as the Hitler squads did with the Star of David: “you follow this, you can kill 

them.” I put a goal out of 10 million dollars four weeks ago, maybe three weeks ago when 

were we in Birmingham? Two weeks ago? Whoo. Time flies when you’re having fun. Two 

weeks ago I put a goal of 10 million dollars out, this is not like Jerry Lewis where somebody 

is gonna come out with a giant oversized check and say “7/11 is here to help you out” it’s 

you. It’s my radio audience, the Blaze audience. In two weeks we are now, almost I haven’t 

had the official number today, but we are almost at six million dollars in two weeks. And 

every single dime of that, every single dime of that money will go vet, to get them over to a 

country, to set them up in some countries for up to a year. It’s to make sure they’re 

connected to a church and a group of people who will take care of them. We are going to 

move…we will, by December, save a 1000 people more than Oscar Schindler did in the 

whole war. And it is you who is doing it. This is an age of giants and miracles and you are 



 46 

the giants. My staff is over on the ground now in Iraq and they are vetting, and in the next 

four weeks will bring the first families out, but we are bringing them to Hungary because the 

United States still won’t accept them. They said that they will accept them, maybe, 

sometime in 2016 they’ll think about it well by the time they think about those people will 

be dead. So, as I have said, and I’m going to put this word out when we are ready to go but it 

will be before January. So help me God I will go to jail for a righteous cause, that border is 

open, I’m flying them to Mexico and we are gonna have our own Selma and we will watch 

them cross the bridge to life and freedom. If we are on God’s side, God doesn’t pick sides he 

requires us to pick sides, and if we’re on God’s side who dares stand against us? But this is 

the moment of choosing.  

[Holds up a letter] This is the letter, the actual letter signed by Neville Chamberlain, this is 

the actual letter that when he returned from Berlin and meeting with Hitler he wrote this 

letter to the Hitler Youth. And in this letter he says “I saw what you guys are doing and you 

are gonna play a big role in the future.” In this letter he says “I met with your Fuehrer and he 

wants peace as much as I do.” When he got off the plan in Berlin he held up the treaty and 

said “Peace in our day!” I will tell you that when I read Jeremiah the first thing that God said 

to Jeremiah to tell the people “Stop listening to the liars, stop listening to the liars”. There 

were times those people at that time said “God will never wipe us out, nothing bad can ever 

happen to us because we have God’s temple.” How many people have you heard saying 

“America can never be wiped out we’re too strong, our economy is too strong, the rest of the 

world needs us too much”? Stop listening to the liars! Step 1: Appeasement is never the 

answer, it will not work. Next thing, humble yourself. Wanna tell you an amazing story that 

nobody ever talks about, nobody knows, we’re never taught: it’s the story of Charles 

Pomeroy Stone. He was an amazing guy who actually was kind of like the first head of the 

Secret Service if you will, when Abraham Lincoln was elected, and he had to go from 

Baltimore to Washington. He had a train that brought him to Baltimore and then came from 

Baltimore to Washington for his inauguration. Well, he wasn’t popular. Not a lot of people 

liked him, especially down towards the South, and he was about to cross the Mason-Dixon 

line. So Charles Pomeroy Stone, who was part of the Union army, knew this and said “I 

need to protect the president” so he’s the guy who protected the president all the way from 

Baltimore to the White House and made sure that Abraham Lincoln was safe. Abraham 

Lincoln owed him a great deal and became friends with Charles Pomeroy Stone but they 

kind of lost touch. But he advanced in the ranks and during the civil war he was hated by the 
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Congress, they hated him, because he was not a guy who hated the South. He stood the line 

for what was right, but he didn’t hate the southerners. Well, that wasn’t very popular you 

needed to hate people. You needed to make sure that you embarrassed them, and ridiculed 

them, and treated them like garbage, and he wouldn’t – he stood the line of righteousness. 

So Charles Pomeroy Stone, when there was a battle that happened and it went poorly for the 

Union, somebody needed to pay for it, somebody needed to hang this around somebody’s 

neck and so they hung around his neck. Well he wasn’t even there, he had nothing to do with 

it and when they were trying him in Congress they refused him to even answer the charges, 

to even testify, to even say “I wasn’t even there! How can I have been the architect of this 

disaster, I wasn’t involved at all?” Congress blocked him, but they couldn’t convict him. So 

they just put him in jail, and he was in jail, in prison actually, for 8 months. Until finally 

someone got to Abraham Lincoln and said “You know Charles Pomeroy Stone is till in jail? 

They haven’t convicted him, but he’s still in jail and he’s gonna rot there unless you do 

something.” So Abraham Lincoln signed a Bill that said you must charge and convict or you 

must release the prisoner. A month went by and they didn’t listen to the president, he was 

still in prison. Finally he went to them and said “you open the damn jail or I will do it 

myself” and they let him out. But he had been so humiliated, his reputation was destroyed, 

the papers had made him into this monster because Congress had made him into this 

monster, he couldn’t find a job. So he had to…it was so bad for him that he had to leave the 

United States of America because he could not find work here. He finds himself over in 

Egypt and he finds himself working for the French, and he’s helping the French rebuild 

Egypt. He works there until 1770s, late in the 1770s, and he gets over to the job over there 

and he works hard, he works well, he comes back thinking, late 1770s, that maybe [audience 

interrupts] Did I say 1970s? Yeah 1870s, I don’t know what I just said but disregard. Those 

aren’t the facts you’re looking for. Okay, so the 1870s…whatever, you know the time period 

I’m talking about: they’re all wearing weird suits, and hats, and stuff, okay so that 

time…man you guys are so picky. Does this sound kind of like a Donald Trump fact? I’m 

sorry I shouldn’t have said that. So anyway. So anyway. He comes back and he’s hoping 

that he can get a job. Well, he looks around and he can’t really find anything until one day 

somebody wearing a Union uniform comes knocking on his door and the country needs his 

service again. And looks at them an says “I’m sorry, what?” And they say “Well, you were 

over and you were working with the French to build things, correct?” and he said “Yes.” 

“You’re probably the only man that can help us figure this out. The French just sent us a gift 

and they’re all boxes and there’s no directions on how to assemble the damn thing. Will you 
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help us build the Statue of Liberty?” [Holds up a plastic folder with document] This is the 

original document, the purchase order for all of the stones for the base of the Statue of 

Liberty signed by Charles Pomeroy Stone. When his country called, and when it was based 

on its principles, he did not have malice, he did not have anger in his heart. He served us, 

and that Statue is a monument to Americans that do the right thing when they are called 

upon. 

But it happens time and time again. If you ever saw Valkyrie with Tome Cruise you know 

who von Stauffenberg is, Friedrich von Stauffenberg. [Holds up a book] I don’t know if the 

camera can get a close enough shot of this but that’s the bookplate, and underneath you can 

see it says Freidrich von Stauffenberg. This is from his library, in fact this is…this was a 

gift, a very rare copy of Mein Kampf. And it was von Stauffenberg’s copy of Mein Kampf 

given to him by Adolf Hitler. But if you look at this copy of Mein Kampf what is so 

unbelievably fantastic…can the camera get in closer? There is no dog-ear, there is no 

markings, there’s nothing…it has never been opened, it’s never been read. This guy was not 

a Nazi, he was wearing the uniform but he was not a Nazi. And in the end he stood with his 

back against a wall and said “Long live the republic”, he stood when it was his time to stand. 

He stood too late. He knew the wrong principles, but he was afraid and he couldn’t get 

anyone to stand with him until it was too late. We have to understand that the world is not 

going to coming running towards us, it’s not going…it’s Gideon’s army, it’s Gideon’s army! 

There might only be 300 of us in the end, but it’s gonna be the right 300. I’ve thought about 

Martin Luther King a lot, I mean Martin Luther King who was cheating on his wife. He was 

not living a lot of the principles of God so how did God use Martin Luther King? I have 

looked at that, and I’ve looked at that, and I’ve tried to study that out of my head and Lord 

how did…was he a man of God? Well look at the fruit of his labor: yes, he was! Look at the 

action in his personal life: no, he wasn’t! So how do you, how do you solve that riddle? This 

is the Gospel according to Glenn: God was out of all the righteous people, because all the 

righteous people were sitting in their churches going “Oh, I can’t say anything ‘cause I 

might lose my church. I can’t say anything ‘cause I might lose my reputation. I can’t say 

anything ‘cause I might…I might lose whatever, I might lose my life.” [Audience member: 

*unintelligible*…truth!] Got it. You need to…you need to understand that you can stand up, 

and God’s gotten down to us. He’s like “Of crap, I’m with the Beck crowd? Ah okay, good! 

Bring it on!” We can be one person, and one person makes all the difference in the world. 

[Holds up another plastic folder with a document inside] This is an amazing man. This 
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is...this is uhm… this is from Raoul Wallenberg. Most people don’t even know who Raoul 

Wallenberg is. Raoul Wallenberg was a guy who was all by himself; he stood all by himself 

in Budapest when they were rounding up the Jews. He was a guy who worked in the 

embassy for Sweden. And saw what was going on and the king in Sweden was like “No, 

don’t do that. Stop it, we’re in enough trouble.” And he’s like “But these people need to be 

saved!” This is…this is actually a purchase order for a person. Raoul Wallenberg would take 

this and he would write this up and he would say “Take off your star, take off the star. You 

don’t have to, you are now a Swedish citizen, you’re with mine people; you’re with me. I 

claim you!” His whole government stood against him, this is one of the last ones he wrote. 

This woman got out of Budapest, she survived, she went to New York – she became a 

famous author in New York. She begged him “Please, please leave.” He said “I can’t, there 

are too many left to save.” He would go to the train station and he would…he would have 

stacks of these, and as they would load the Jews onto the trains he would…he would take all 

of these papers and he would stuff them into the cracks and he’d say “Take one, everybody 

take one, everybody take ONE.” And then he would stand on the top of the train as it was 

pulling out of the station on the way to the death camps and he would say “Stop the train, 

you have my people in there!” and they would stop, and he’d say “Open up the trains! Ask 

them if they have their passport from Sweden!” And they would get off the train, and they 

go to safety. This is that time again! We are…we are living in a time where giants will be 

found. I don’t know who they are, and it won’t be one: it will be those people who are 

standing in their backyard looking at their part of the wall, most likely saying “This is 

impossible, this isn’t gonna make any difference.” I know you feel the same way I do. How 

many times have you been on your knees at night saying “Lord, none of this is gonna work! 

I don’t know what else to do! I can’t change the whole world!”? I’m here to tell you: he’s 

not asking you to. He is asking you to get down to the foundation in your own life, he’s 

asking you to build the wall behind your own home. That’s it!  

When John F. Kennedy went over to meet with Khrushchev, and he was with 

Khrushchev…and they begged him not to go. He was young and he was arrogant, and they 

said “Khrushchev – you don’t know what you’re dealing with. Mr. President, please don’t 

go, he will bury you and embarrass you.” And because he was arrogant he went along with 

it, and he went over and he said “I got it.” Well, he didn’t. he was embarrassed by 

Khrushchev. And when he got on to the plane, after being humiliated got the whole world to 

see, he knew he would get off that plane after he got back from the Atlantic…over the 
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Atlantic, and he’d have to give speech to the American people, and he’d have to apologize, 

and he’d have to say “What the heck, what did…what did you do Mr. President!?” so he 

wrote that speech on the plane, on the way home. [Original recording cuts out] 

Halfway through his secretary Evelyn Lincoln was buzzed on Air Force One. She said “Yes 

Mr. President?” he said “Would you please come in the cabin and please remove these 

papers?” She said later that she walked in to the cabin of Air Force One and he had his head 

down on the ground…on the desk…and all of the papers were all over the floor, and he had 

just taken his papers and he’d just pushed them off the ground. She picked them all up in 

silence, said nothing, threw them all away, except for this one. [Holds up another plastic 

folder] She thought this was worth saving. I wanna share this with you today, and share 

you…share with you a new piece of information I just found out in research yesterday: 

Abraham Lincoln said almost the same thing. This is what he said: “June 1961, I know there 

is a God and I see a storm coming. If he has a plan for me I am” Scratched out to “I believe I 

am ready.” I just wanna tell you, I know there’s a God. I see a storm coming, and if he has a 

plan for me I believe I’m ready. [Applause] I ask you to leave here tonight and say those 

words to yourself: I know there’s a God. I do see a storm coming, and if ha has a plan for me 

– he does – I believe I’m ready. I wanna leave you with one thing you were asked for a 

straw poll: Who would you vote for? [Audience starts shouting] No. Number one: Donald 

Trump. I’m kidding! Are you nuts?! Scared you, didn’t I? Scared the crap outta me when 

they did that to me backstage. Number three, with 8 percent: Donald Trump. Number 

two…number two, with twelve percent: Dr. Ben Carson. And number one, with 41 percent: 

Ted Cruz! Thank you, God Bless! 

Ted Cruz Speaks at South Carolina Tea Party Coalition Convention: 

God bless the great state of South Carolina!  

Now, how many of y’all watched the debate this week? How fantastic is it that we have so 

many young talented dynamic republican candidates running for president? And what a 

contrast, with the democrats, you know I’m pretty sure  the first democratic debate consisted 

of Hillary and the chipotle clerk. We can’t forget about Bernie sanders. So now the 

democratic field consists of a wild eyed socialist whose ideas are dangerous for America and 

the world, and….Bernie Sanders. And has anyone else noticed that they keep scheduling the 

democratic debates at like 1.30 in the morning on a Saturday, they air it on Alaska PBS. You 

know its almost like they don’t want anyone to see their candidates. But there is good news. 
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They have announced the location of the next democratic debate: They’re gonna host it at 

Levenworth. They wanted to make it easier for Hillary to attend. You know I’m so glad to 

be back with all of y’all. I wanna start by just giving thanks for news we got today that four 

Americans are coming home from Iran. Four Americans including pastor Saeed Abedini. So 

many of us has been lifting up by Pastor Saeed in our prayers. You know I’ve gotten to 

know his wife name, who is a wonderful, wonderful person. Who has stood like a rock while 

Pator Saeed was wrongly imprisoned, who has raised their two little kids in Idaho while her 

husband languished in an Iranian prison. So we give thanks to God that they’re coming 

home. But at the same time we’ve got to shake our head at how it’s happening. You know, 

the details of this deal is still coming out. You noticed that the Obama administration 

announces the good news and then hides the bad news? So the details that are still coming 

out, but from what we understand we’re releasing seven people who were incarcerated for 

violating the sanctions on Iran and helping Iran developing nuclear weapons. And there are 

another dozen or more who violated the law that we agreed we’re just not gonna prosecute. 

Now let me say there is a false moral equivalence in a deal like this. Pastor Saeed was 

imprisoned for the crime of preaching the gospel, he shouldn’t have been there. Amir 

Hekmati, a U.S. marine, shouldn’t been there in that prison. Jason Rezaian, a reporter who 

was imprisoned for reporting on the news, shouldn’t have been there. And so, while we 

celebrate their return, this deal serves a piece of propaganda for both Iran and the Obama 

administration. You noticed every compliant reporter would say “Well isn’t this Iranian deal 

wonderful?” Let me tell you, three years ago I introduced legislation that said the 

unconditional release of American hostages should be the first step in the precondition 

before beginning before beginning any conversation with Iran. You know, we saw this past 

week when Iran captured two ships, imprisoned ten sailors, tried to humiliate them: 

President Obama, John Kerry, celebrates; how wonderful after humiliating our sailors they 

let ‘em go. No it is not wonderful, they shouldn’t have been captured in the first place. And I 

will tell you that image, of ten brave sailors forced to their knees, that image will summarize 

the failure of the Obama-Clinton foreign policy, more powerful than any image from the last 

seven years.  

Let me ask something, how many people here have been burned by politicians? 

[Unintelligible]..of us have had the experience where we have a politician, they come up, 

they campaign, and they sound great. They say everything we wanna hear. And we vote for 

‘em. And they go to Washington and they don’t do what they said. And let me say that 
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hasn’t happened once, hasn’t happened twice, it happens over, and over, and over again. 

Now listen, the stakes in 2016 have never been higher. Our country is hanging in the 

balance. So I’ve got a very simple question for the folks here: how do we not get burned 

again? [applause] Alright, I wasn’t fishing for that. There is no more important question in 

this primary than how do we not get burned again because you know what? Every single 

Republican running knows what you’re supposed to say. Did you notice that no one on that 

debate stage gets up and says “I’m a squishy establishment moderate. I stand for nothing”? 

None of them say that! When someone announces its republican candidate for president 

suddenly they agree with the values of everyone in this room. Now let me suggest a simple 

rule: ignore what all of us say. Ignore what I say, ignore what every other candidate says. 

Don’t listen to the words on the campaign trail. Look to action.  

You know, I had a former boss who used to say “If I’m ever accused of being a Christian, 

I’d like for there to be enough evidence to convict me” [Unintelligible]…thorugh with being 

a Conservative. If you are really a conservative, if you are really a constitutionalist, you 

shouldn’t have to tell anybody. Because you will bear the scars! You will’ve been in the 

foxholes, in the fight! You will have been standing for your principles, and it will be evident 

for everyone to see. If you agree with me that the stakes have never been higher, then I 

wanna suggest a metric to apply to every candidate. This is a time for choosing, and I’m 

gonna highlight seven times for choosing, seven battles in resent years, where every 

candidate for public office had a choice of where to stand. Lets start with the fight over 

ObamaCare.  

In 2013 millions of Americans rose up against the disaster that was ObamaCare. ObamaCare 

was getting ready to be implemented and you know what? Republican leadership decided 

that they didn’t want to fight. They were scared of fighting, they didn’t wanna stand up and 

fight. When millions of Americans rose up I was proud to stand alongside millions of 

Americans fighting to stop ObamaCare. You know uh, journalists today wrote a column 

saying ‘Cruz doesn’t talk about the shutdown anymore’. Well if you recall, Washington 

D.C. was terrified to fight but because millions stood up together and lit up the phones, for 

one brief moment we saw a hint of a backbone appear in Congress. You know, all of us 

were taught in junior high that invertebrates can’t walk upright and yet politicians disprove 

that every single day. And let me suggest that time for choosing. If you wanna know, by the 

way every republican candidate for president says repeal ObamaCare; they’ll also offer to 

sell you a bridge. You wanna know who’s really gonna repeal ObamaCare, you wanna know 
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who’s willing to bleed and stand, in 2013 ask of every candidate on that stage where were 

you when that fight was being fought and the American people were standing up to 

Washington. If you weren’t there, if you didn’t stand up, if you didn’t engage, well that tells 

you something. Lets look at a second time for choosing: fight over guns. 

Following the horrific shooting in Newtown, Connecticut. President Obama and Chuck 

Schumer came out with an aggressive new national gun control plan. You know, the 

president could’ve tried to unify us, he could’ve tried to brought us together and say ‘Lets 

focus on violent criminals, lets come after violent criminals – come down on them lick a ton 

of bricks’. That would’ve brought us together, that would’ve been the right thing to do to 

stop the murderers and rapists and criminals. But president Obama didn’t do that. Instead he 

pursued a partisan agenda to try and take away the right to keep and bear arms of millions of 

law abiding Americans. In response to that millions of us across the country rose up to 

defend our Constitutional rights, I was proud to stand and lead that fight. And to the utter 

astonishment, to the shock and dismay to Barack Obama and Harry Reid and Chuck 

Schumer, who were triumphant, when it came time to a vote every one of their proposals to 

undermine the Second amendment right to keep and bear arms was voted down on the 

Senate floor. Now, once again, any republican presidential race, every republican candidate 

will stand up on that stage and say they support the Second Amendment. There are no 

dumdums on that stage. There is a simple test to apply, to distinguish campaign rhetoric 

from actual record. In 2013 when Barack Obama and Chuck Schumer and Harry Reid were 

trying to take away our Second Amendment right to keep and bear arms, where were you? 

Did you stand up and fight, or were you otherwise engaged? If you wanna know where 

someone is, look to their actions. Lets take a third example: Amnesty. 

Now, in this election there are a lot of folks who wanna talk about immigration, wanna talk 

about securing the borders. I think that’s fabulous. I think that’s fabulous, that people are 

finally focused on the reality that border security is national security. But we had a battle on 

2013, led by Barack Obama and Chuck Schumer, and far too many establishment 

Republicans in Washington. And then on the other side, millions of Americans rose up and 

said “No, we don’t want amnesty. We wanna secure our borders and protect the American 

people”. And we had incredible heroes and warriors leading that battle. People like Jeff 

Schechens and Steve King, who stood heroically with the American people. Now I’ll tell ya, 

I was proud to be shoulder to shoulder with Jeff Schechens and Steve King, leading the 

fight. When it came time for the votes, remember they pushed it through the Senate and 
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Republican leadership planned to push it through the house, it was about to pass; it was 

going to happen. The issue was lost. All of the reporters were listening to the democrats 

crow triumphant, how republican leadership would join with all the democrats to pass 

amnesty, Obama would sign it and the battle would be over. Now, if any candidate for 

president says he or she cares about immigration, when we’re on the verge of losing the 

major battle, when the fight will be over if this bill is signed into law, then it’s no longer a 

question of talking points; it’s a question of where do you stand? And I will say this, 

anybody who was AWOL from the battle on the gang of eight has no standing as a candidate 

now to say we’ll enforce the border. Your actions speaks much, much louder than your 

words. Let me give a fourth issue, a set of issues that gave rise to the birth of the Tea Party. 

It’s a combination of TARP, the stimulus, and cronyism in Washington: corporate welfare.  

That is what fomented this incredible grassroots movement of the Tea Party, fed up with 

bailing out Wall Street and ignoring Main Street and the workingmen and women of this 

country. Now, in my time in the Senate I have been proud to stand over and over and over 

again with the American people fighting against cronyism, fighting against the mandates, 

fighting against bailouts. No bailouts for any bank. Period. No subsidies, no mandates, stop 

picking winners and losers. And let me say, if someone tells you they’re Tea Party, you 

can’t be Tea Party and at the same time have supported TARP. You can’t be Tea Party and 

at the same time have supported Barack Obama’s stimulus. You can’t be Tea Party and at 

the same time support the ethanol mandate because it’s good politics in Iowa; and support 

the sugar subsidies ‘cause it’s good politics in Florida; and support all of the other corporate 

welfare and cronyism. So if you really wanna know what kind of president is someone 

gonna be, are they gonna take on the Washington cartel, are they gonna take on the 

lobbyists? You can ask yourself the simple question where did they stand on TARP, and the 

stimulus, and cronyism, and corporate welfare? And if they weren’t willing to take it on 

when the fights were being fought, I can tell you no one in history ever grew a backbone 

after they got to 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. Let me give you a fifth time for choosing: and 

it’s marriage and religious liberty.  

Last year the Supreme Court, five unelected judges, issued a lawless fundamentally 

illegitimate decision reporting to tear down the marriage laws of all fifty states. Now, when 

that decision came down there was a time for choosing for everyone. Where do you stand, 

which side of the line are you on? By the way, our friends in the media? They want us to 

give up on this fight. Oh they celebrate your enlighten wisdom to allow marriage, the 
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foundation of the family from millennia, from the very beginning, from Adam and Eve, to 

celebrate tearing down marriage. The media praises you when you’re so enlightened to 

wanna tear down the fundamental building blocs of family and society. But that decision 

provided every candidate with a choice, and I’ll tell you quite a few of the candidates 

standing on that debate stage stood up and said “the Supreme Court’s decision is the settled 

law of the land, we need to accept it, surrender, and move on.” Now, those are word for 

word Barack Obama’s talking points. Any republican who responded to that decision by 

saying it’s the settled law of the land move on, we know for a fact as president they will not 

defend marriage. They’ve told us that, do not be surprised. How do you not get burned 

again? Don’t listen to the words; listen to what they’ve done. If they’ve surrendered the fight 

on marriage on the outset, they ain’t gonna be there in the future. And when it comes to the 

assault on religious liberty, our first liberty; the very first right protected in the First 

Amendment of the Bill of Rights, if you wanna know if someone will stand with pastors, 

someone will stand with rabbis, someone will stand with priests, someone will stand with 

you and me and protect our fundamental right to seek out and worship God Almighty with 

all of our hearts, minds, and souls. Then don’t listen to the words on the campaign trail, ask 

“When have you stood and fought for religious liberty? Talk’s cheap, it’s easy to say it. 

When have you stood and fought for the Ten Commandments, to defend the Pledge of 

Allegiance, to defend veteran’s memorials that honor the men and women who gave their 

lives for this country? When the government comes and supeanus pastors, as they did in my 

home city of Houston, did you stand with the pastors or did you stand out of the fray?” The 

sixth fight, the sixth time for choosing that matters, is the battle over Planned Parenthood. 

Y’all remember the debate at the Reagan library? Where just about every candidate looked 

in the camera and gave and emotional speech about how important it was to stop Planned 

Parenthood. In light of these horrific videos in which they’re caught on tape essentially 

admitting to a pattern of felonies: illegally selling the body parts of unborn children. Every 

candidate, just about, said “Gosh, this is terrible”. Well just a few weeks later we had a 

knock down, drag out fight in Washington D.C. over exactly this issue. Millions of 

Americans rose up, I was part of reaching out to over hundred thousand pastors nationwide, 

asking the pastors to pray for this country and to light up the phones and call their members 

of Congress. I was proud to stand with millions of Americans saying “Enough is enough” on 

Planned Parenthood. And let me say something of the other very fine individuals on that 

debate stage: none of them were anywhere to be found. That was a moment, could you 
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imagine how different that fight would’ve been if every major presidential candidate had 

descended on Washington D.C. Had stood in unison and said “Mitch McConnell and John 

Boehner don’t send 500 million dollars of taxpayer funding to Planned Parenthood.” And 

there are candidates on that stage that right now today say “We should continue to send 

taxpayer funds to Planned Parenthood.” Nobody should be surprised, if you get burned, if 

you’re not willing to stand up when the fight is happening you’re not gonna do anything 

different if you ever get elected. And by the way, anyone who says the marriage decision is 

the settled law of the land; anyone who is afraid to stand up to Planned Parenthood, I’ll tell 

you right now every Supreme Court Justice they name will be a disaster. Are you fed up 

with republicans nominating liberals to the Supreme Court? Well, you’ve got direct power 

over that: Which is don’t support anyone who’s run away from the fight on life and marriage 

‘cause if you’re not willing to stand and fight on life and marriage every Judge you put on 

the court is gonna be a disaster. Why? Because you’re gonna curry favor with the New York 

Times instead of standing with the American people. And let me give you the seventh and 

final time for choosing: and it’s the battle over Iran.  

The single greatest national security threat facing Iran, facing this country, is the threat of a 

nuclear Iran. We saw just this week how profoundly dangerous it is after Iran captures our 

ships, after they attempt to humiliate our sailors what does Barack Obama do? Turns around 

and wants to give the ayatollah Khameini a hundred and fifty billion dollars. I got an idea, 

how about we sell ‘em our ships 75 billion a piece. Look, this is shameful it is wrong, I’ll 

tell you this: if I’m elected president our sailors will never bee on their knees.  

[Applause, mic cuts out and Cruz gets another one] 

The press is gonna report that we heard Black helicopters. Any Islamic terrorist, any Islamic 

tyrant, who attempt to capture U.S. servicemen and women will face the full force and fury 

of the United States of America. We will not bargain with terrorists, we will not negotiate 

with terrorists, we will not, as Barack Obama does, apologize for terrorists. Instead, if you 

are a radical Islamic militant, and I would note they are radical Islamic militants, last I check 

it wasn’t a bunch of Presbyterians who flew the planes into the twin towers. If you are a 

militant anywhere on the face of the planet and you go and join ISIS, you go and wage Jihad 

against the United States of America and attempt to murder Americans, you are signing your 

death warrant. But we’ve had a moment where this battle was being fought on Iran asks of 

the candidates who has stepped forward to lead stopping this Iranian deal? Who has stepped 
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forward to delve into the details, to understand what’s going on, to understand what we need 

to do to prevent the ayatollah Khameini from ever getting a nuclear weapon? If that fight is 

not important enough for someone to step forward and lead, what fight will be?  

Let me tell ya if I’m elected president, on the very first day I pledge to do five things. 

Number one: rescind every single illegal and unconstitutional executive action. Number two: 

instruct the U.S. department if Justice to open an investigation into Planned Parenthood and 

prosecute any criminal violation. Number three: instruct the department of Justice, the IRS, 

and any other federal agency that the persecution of religious liberty ends today. Number 

four, rip to shreds this catastrophic Iranian nuclear deal. And number five: begin the process 

of moving the American embassy in Israel to Jerusalem, the once and eternal capital of 

Israel.  

Now, for every one of us who agrees the stakes have never been higher. And for every one 

of us who raised their hands and said “we’ve been burned before by politicians who have 

made promises and haven’t done it”. How can you know that I will follow through on those 

promises on the first day in office and every day afterwards? As the scripture says “ you 

shall know them by their fruits”. And any candidate on that stage, no matter how much you 

might like them when they’re campaigning, if they haven’t stood and fought at those seven 

times for choosing. If they haven’t been willing to stand and lead you can know to an 

absolute fact they wouldn’t do so as president either. If we wanna see another John Boehner 

in the White House the new shouldn’t look to people’s records, we should listen to what 

they say. But if we can’t get burned again we should ignore all the campaign rhetoric from 

everyone, and simply say who’s been walking the walk. Who’s demonstrated through action 

where they stand?  

I wanna give you one final word of encouragement. I’ve said many, many times I think 

today, 2016, is very much like 1980. The parallels between Barack Obama and Jimmy 

Carter are uncanny. It took Jimmy Carter to give us Ronald Reagan, and I am convinced to 

most long lasting legacy of Barack Obama is gonna be a new generation of leaders in the 

republican party that stand for the Constitution, that stand for freedom, and that stand with 

the people. Thank you, and God Bless you! 

 


