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Abstract

This paper offers a critical pragmatic perspective of American
official anti-migration statements, focusing on how language is
used to express and reinforce ideological positions. Drawing on
Culpeper and Haugh’s (2012) speech act typology and
Fairclough’s (1995, 2001) concept of ideology, the research
examines thirty authentic statements issued by U.S. government
officials. The analysis aims to identify the types of speech acts
used and explore how they reflect broader ideological themes such
as nationalism, security, and exclusion. Five of these statements
are selected for detailed qualitative analysis, linking specific
speech acts to ideological implications. The study is grounded in
the fields of pragmatics and critical discourse analysis and seeks
to highlight how official language plays a powerful role in shaping
public opinion and legitimizing political agendas. The study
reached several conclusions, among which, assertive speech acts
are the most frequent type of speech acts that are used in
American official anti-migration statements so as to provide a
hegemonic power to the speaker's rhetoric. Moreover, the direct
and indirect realization of all the speech acts in question manifest
the political background and identity sometimes in the form of
low enforcing patriotism and also the commanding spirit of the
national well-being.

Keywords: Critical Pragmatics, Speech act theory, Ciritical
discourse analysis, Official Anti-Migration Statements
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1. Introduction

A major topic of political and social interest in the United States has been
immigration. Recently, some of the most focused issues in the political
world, especially when ignited by official representatives of the
governments. The American officials directing public statements about
migration always exert ideological load, and this in turn can strongly affect
public attitudes and the relevant policies. analyzing how this rhetoric
functions is significant not only for linguists but also for those interested in
how power, discourse, and society interact.

This research investigates how American anti-migration statements on the
official level use certain types of speech acts to practice hegemony.
Whereas many studies have investigated the political and/or legal aspects
of migration, less efforts have been made to investigate the undermined
meanings in the language choices of officials. Language can be used to
include or exclude, to show empathy or to distance, and even to naturalize
policies that might otherwise seem harsh or controversial. Thus, language is
not always neutral. Hence, linguistic analysis can be a useful guide for
sorting out the ideological dimensions behind language when used for
political purposes.

Speech act theory (hence, the study is partially pragmatic) provides helpful
tools for the analysis of how meaning is constructed in interaction. Speech
acts are the actions we perform when we speak such as asserting, warning,
or commanding. In this study, Culpeper and Haugh’s (2012) speech act
typology, is adopted as the model of analysis which includes both
traditional and expanded categories of speech acts. This new typology is
combinatory because it pays attention not only to what is said, but also to
how it is said and how it might be received by others.

To better understand the connection between language and ideology, the
study also adopts Fairclough’s (1995, 2001) concept of ideology from
Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). Fairclough argues that ideology
operates through discourse in subtle ways, often reproducing power
relations and social inequalities. When we link speech acts with ideological
functions, we can see how specific language choices help to justify or
normalize certain political stances for instance anti-migration policies.

This research aims to critically examine the way official anti-migration
statements in the United States uses pragmatic strategies to express and
spread ideological meanings. The main objectives of the study are:
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e To identify the types of speech acts used in official anti-migration
statements.

e To analyze how these speech acts are connected to ideological
positions.

e To understand how language choices shape and reflect official
attitudes toward migration.

The following are the research questions that guide the study:
1. What types of speech acts are used in American official anti-
migration statements?
2. How are these speech acts linked to ideological stances, especially
those related to exclusion, security, and nationalism?
3. In what ways does the use of language in these statements reflect and
reinforce political power?

The study is limited to thirty authentic American official statements made
between [insert timeframe]. Out of these, five statements will be selected
and examined closely as case examples. The analysis will be qualitative in
nature, focusing on the relationship between speech acts and ideology in
each case. This study contributes to the field of critical pragmatics by
showing how language functions not only to communicate ideas, but also to
shape political ideologies and public perception. It also offers insights for
scholars interested in political language, migration discourse, and the
power of speech in institutional settings.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Pragmatics and Critical Pragmatics

Pragmatics is the study of language in use, focusing on how context
influences meaning. One of the central areas of pragmatics is speech acts
theory, first developed by Austin (1962) and later expanded by Searle
(1969, 1979). These scholars argued that when we speak, we do not just say
things—we also do things. To mention some examples, the following
government statement “We will protect our borders”; here the speaker is
not only expressing ideational meaning, but also promising or threatening,
and expanding the context.

Unlike the classic treatment of speech acts theory, critical pragmatics
prioritizes how speech acts function in social and political contexts.
According to Verschueren (1999), language use is always strategic and
often ideological. Critical pragmatics investigates how power and ideology
are undermined in pragmatic choices. Thus, it shares many goals with
Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), especially in terms of examining how
discourse maintains social structures.

2.2. Culpeper and Haugh’s Speech Act Typology

Culpeper and Haugh (2012) developed a more flexible model of speech
acts that goes beyond Searle’s categories. Their typology recognizes that
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speech acts can have multiple functions and that context plays a crucial role
in how speech is interpreted. They also emphasize the importance of
impoliteness, indirectness, and metapragmatic awareness—features often
present in political discourse.

This typology is particularly useful for analyzing political speech because it
includes a wide range of acts such as declarations, evaluations, threats,
justifications, and blame assignments. In anti-migration discourse, these
acts often work together to justify exclusionary policies, frame migrants as
threats, or promote national unity against an "outside™ group.

2.3. Fairclough’s Concept of Ideology

Norman Fairclough, a leading figure in CDA, defines ideology as
“representations of aspects of the world which contribute to establishing
and maintaining relations of power, domination and exploitation”
(Fairclough, 2001, p. 2). For Fairclough, language is never neutral. It
always serves social purposes and reflects ideological assumptions,
whether intentionally or not.

Fairclough’s framework involves three levels of analysis: the textual level
(wording, grammar), the discursive practice level (how texts are produced
and consumed), and the social practice level (the broader context). In this
study, the focus is on how the linguistic choices made in anti-migration
statements reflect ideological beliefs such as nationalism, security, and
control.

2.4. Language and ldeology in Political Discourse

Many studies have examined how political language reflects ideology.
Chilton and Schaffner (1997) argue that political discourse is about the
exercise of power through language. Wodak (2015) adds that political
language often creates imagined communities and defines who belongs and
who does not. In anti-migration rhetoric, this is often done through
metaphors (e.g., “floods of migrants™), presuppositions, and emotionally
charged language.

Anti-migration discourse also tends to rely on fear appeals, moral
evaluations, and legitimations of restrictive policies (Reisigl & Wodak,
2001). These strategies work not only at the semantic level but also through
pragmatic choices—such as the use of warnings, promises, and directives
to signal authority or urgency (Van Dijk, 2006).

2.5. Statement of the problem

While many researchers have studied anti-migration discourse using CDA,
few have combined it with a detailed speech act analysis. Even fewer have
focused specifically on American official statements. Most studies look at
media or campaign speeches rather than official policy discourse. This
study fills that gap by providing a critical pragmatic analysis of formal
statements issued by government representatives, such as presidents, press
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secretaries, and DHS officials.
The literature shows that speech acts and ideology are central to
understanding how political language works. Culpeper and Haugh’s (2012)
model provides the necessary tools to examine the range of acts present in
official discourse, while Fairclough’s theory helps interpret their
ideological implications. Together, these frameworks offer a strong
foundation for analyzing how U.S. officials use language to justify and
promote anti-migration policies.
3. Methodology
The research design can be said to be a qualitative-quantitative research
design embedded in the principles of critical pragmatics. The main aim is
to investigate how speech acts found in American official anti-migration
statements are manipulated to express hegemonic meanings. To reach this
goal, the paper integrates two layers of analysis: first, a qualitative analysis
of selected (case example) statements to navigate their deeper pragmatic
and ideological dimensions, followed by a quantitative analysis of speech
act frequency in a corpus of thirty official statements.
3.1. Research Design
The design of this research is both descriptive and interpretive. On one
level, the study describes how speech acts are used across a sample of thirty
authentic U.S. government anti-migration statements. This is done by
identifying and categorizing the types of speech acts that appear most
frequently. On another level, the study interprets how these speech acts
function within larger ideological frameworks, showing how language
contributes to shaping public opinion, reinforcing power relations, and
legitimizing policy decisions.
The combination of descriptive and interpretive approaches allows the
study to provide both a broad overview of speech act usage and a more
detailed, critical examination of selected examples. The mixed design was
chosen to highlight not only patterns in speech act use, but also the subtle
ways that these acts work to support specific political ideologies, especially
those linked to national security, control, and exclusion (Elliott &Timulak,
2005 ; Imbeau, Tomkinson & Malki, 2021).
3.2. Data Selection
The data used in this study consist of a corpus of thirty real American
official anti-migration statements, collected from publicly available sources
such as:

1. White House press releases and transcripts

2. Presidential speeches and addresses

3. Department of Homeland Security statements

4. Press conferences and public briefings by government officials

The selected statements span various administrations, focusing on both
Republican and Democratic presidents, though most of the more
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ideologically loaded examples come from recent years when migration
became a central political issue. The statements are all in English and
represent formal, institutional communication meant for public
consumption.

From the full corpus of thirty statements, five were selected for detailed
qualitative analysis. These were chosen based on their rhetorical intensity,
ideological content, and the diversity of speech act functions they represent.
These five serve as case studies to explore how speech acts perform
ideological work in context. The remaining twenty-five were included in a
guantitative analysis to observe frequency trends and speech act patterns.
The inclusion of both full-corpus and case-level analysis allows for a
deeper understanding of both macro and micro discourse patterns. While
the full corpus reveals general tendencies, the case examples highlight how
language is used tactically in specific political moments.

3.3. Analytical Framework

This study relies on two main theoretical models:

Culpeper and Haugh’s (2012) categorization of speech acts and
Fairclough’s (1995, 2001) concept of ideology. Culpeper and Haugh
elaborate on traditional speech act theory by putting forward more types of
speech. Unlike Searle’s (1969,1979) traditional categories, their model
takes into account indirectness, metapragmatic comments, and socially
embedded functions of speech. This makes it especially suitable for
analyzing political statements, where meaning is often implied or layered.
The typology includes acts such as assertions, directives, evaluatives,
accusatives, and justificatory acts—many of which are key to constructing
political meaning.

Fairclough’s model of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), is a way to
connect language use with ideology. He emphasizes that discourse not only
reflects the world but also helps shape it, often in ways that maintain
existing power structures. Ideology, in this view, operates through language
that appears neutral but actually reinforces dominant social positions.

4. Analytical Part

4.1 Qualitative analysis

Statement 1
“The federal government remains shut down for one reason and one reason only:
because Democrats will not fund border security.”

Context

This statement was made by President Donald Trump in a televised
national address on January 8, 2019, during a prolonged partial government
shutdown. The shutdown resulted from a budget impasse between the
Trump administration and the Democratic-controlled House of
Representatives, mainly over the President’s demand for more than $5
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billion in funding to build a wall along the U.S.—Mexico border. The
address was delivered to the American public as a justification for the
ongoing closure of government agencies and an attempt to mobilize support
for the wall. In this context, the President framed the issue not as a political
disagreement but as a security crisis caused by his political opponents.
Pragmatic Analysis

From a pragmatic perspective, this statement is a dense and strategic use of
multiple speech acts, primarily functioning as an assertion, a blame-
attribution act, and an implied directive. The utterance begins with a
declarative structure that performs a representational act, asserting the
continued closure of the federal government as a fact. However, it quickly
shifts to a more evaluative and adversarial function. The phrase “for one
reason and one reason only” works to eliminate any possibility of
alternative interpretations, emphasizing certainty and framing the situation
as entirely caused by the opposing party. This creates a clear speech act of
accusation, targeting the Democrats as responsible for the shutdown due to
their alleged refusal to fund border security.

The speech act here is not simply descriptive but evaluative in nature,
assigning blame and morally positioning the Democrats as obstructive.
Although it does not directly instruct anyone, it functions implicitly as a
directive: by identifying the opposition as the problem, it suggests that
action—specifically, conceding to the funding demand—is required to
resolve the issue. In this way, the speaker exercises pragmatic pressure
while maintaining a facade of merely stating facts. Thus, the prominent
speech acts in this statement—assertion, accusation, and implied
directive—are closely intertwined, serving a persuasive rhetorical function
under the guise of neutrality.

Ideological Analysis

When examined ideologically, the speech acts in this statement function to
construct a powerful binary opposition rooted in nationalist and securitizing
discourses. By asserting the continued government shutdown and
attributing its cause solely to the Democrats’ refusal to fund “border
security,” the statement implicitly embeds the assumption that protecting
the nation’s borders is a matter of urgent necessity—and that any resistance
to it is irresponsible or even dangerous. This draws on the ideological
framework that links migration with threat, casting the refusal to build the
wall not as a policy disagreement, but as a rejection of national protection.
The accusation speech act, in this sense, does more than assign blame; it
reinforces an ideological message that positions the administration as the
sole guardian of national safety and casts its opponents as undermining that
role. The implied directive adds further weight by pressuring the opposition
into compliance, subtly presenting capitulation as the only patriotic option.
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Fairclough (2001) argues that ideology in discourse often operates through
such presuppositions and oppositions, embedding power relations within
apparently straightforward language. Here, the President’s speech acts are
used to naturalize the view that border control equates to national security,
while dissent is reframed as a partisan obstruction that threatens the well-
being of the country. The ideology of securitization is thus linguistically
sustained by strategic pragmatic choices that blend assertion with moral
judgment and political coercion.

Statement 2
“They’re bringing drugs. They’re bringing crime. They’re rapists. And some, I
assume, are good people.”

Context

This statement was made by Donald Trump on June 16, 2015, during the
speech in which he officially announced his candidacy for President of the
United States. Speaking at Trump Tower in New York City, Trump
outlined what he saw as the major problems facing the country, with
immigration taking center stage. He focused particularly on illegal
immigration from Mexico, presenting it as a national threat. The above
guote was one of the most controversial lines from the speech, attracting
widespread criticism for its sweeping generalizations and perceived racism.
This statement was delivered to a mixed audience of supporters, media, and
political observers. It was intended to introduce Trump’s campaign
priorities and to position him as a candidate willing to speak “truths” that
others allegedly avoided. It marked the beginning of what would become a
central theme of his campaign and presidency—strong opposition to illegal
Immigration, especially from Latin America.

Pragmatic Analysis

Pragmatically, this statement is highly charged and emotionally
provocative, relying on a series of representational and evaluative speech
acts. The repeated structure “They’re bringing...” functionS as a sequence
of assertive speech acts, where Trump presents as facts what are actually
generalized claims. By stating that undocumented immigrants are bringing
drugs and crime, and labeling them as “rapists,” he performs acts of
accusation and negative evaluation. These acts do not merely describe a
situation; they attribute blame and construct a threatening image of a social
group.

The structure builds up to the final sentence, “And some, I assume, are
good people,” which appears to soften the accusations but actually serves a
metapragmatic function. This final clause operates as a token disclaimer,
intended to give the impression of balance, while in fact reinforcing the
overwhelmingly negative framing. It also introduces an epistemic hedge (“1
assume”) that shifts responsibility for the judgment away from the speaker,
while still keeping the core negative message intact.
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Thus, the statement contains a mixture of assertives, evaluatives, and
accusative speech acts, arranged to maximize emotional and ideological
Impact. It presents value-laden statements as if they were factual
observations, using repetition and certainty to establish authority. The force
of the speech acts lies not only in what is said, but in the deliberate
vagueness about who “they” refers to, which leaves room for broad
interpretation and further emotional reaction.

Ideological Analysis

Ideologically, this statement plays a key role in promoting a narrative of
fear, division, and racialized exclusion. By asserting that undocumented
Immigrants—especially Mexicans—are bringing crime, drugs, and sexual
violence into the country, the speaker draws on a long-standing ideological
tradition that portrays immigrants as a threat to national safety and moral
order. These ideas are deeply rooted in nativist and nationalist ideologies,
which often rely on associating “outsiders” with danger and disorder.

The speech acts of accusation and negative evaluation contribute directly to
this ideological framing. They allow the speaker to construct a collective
identity for a group (Mexican immigrants) based on criminality, while
simultaneously constructing the speaker and his audience as protectors of
law, morality, and national values. The assertion that “some... are good
people” functions ideologically as a strategy of plausible deniability,
enabling the speaker to deflect accusations of racism or overgeneralization
while keeping the dominant negative image intact.

According to Fairclough (1995), ideology often operates through
naturalized discourse that appears factual or common-sense. This is evident
in Trump’s use of repeated declaratives that sound like neutral statements
but are actually loaded with assumptions. The ideological function of the
speech lies in presenting a complex political and social issue—
immigration—as a matter of moral and criminal urgency, and in framing a
whole population as deviant, with little room for nuance or empathy.

In short, the speech acts in this statement do not simply describe reality—
they help construct a worldview in which immigration is dangerous,
immigrants are criminals, and strong protective action is needed. This is a
clear example of how pragmatic choices are used to build and spread an
ideological position.

Statement 3

“QOur immigration system is broken, and everybody knows it.”

Context

This statement was made by President Barack Obama during a televised
address from the White House on November 20, 2014. In this speech,
President Obama announced a series of executive actions intended to
improve the U.S. immigration system, including a program to temporarily
defer deportation for certain undocumented immigrants. The address came
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after years of stalled immigration reform efforts in Congress, and Obama
positioned his actions as a necessary response to legislative gridlock.

The audience for this speech included the general American public,
lawmakers, immigrant communities, and advocacy groups. The tone of the
address was both assertive and conciliatory—acknowledging the divisive
nature of immigration but presenting reform as a moral and practical
necessity.

Pragmatic Analysis

The statement “Our immigration system is broken, and everybody knows
it” is built around two central speech acts: assertion and solidarity-building.
The first clause, “Our immigration system is broken,” functions as a strong
assertive act. It presents a negative evaluation of the current system as if it
were an obvious fact. While no specific evidence is provided in the
sentence itself, the speaker uses authoritative tone and inclusive language
(“our”) to establish common ground with the audience and frame the issue
as shared and urgent.

The second part, “and everybody knows it,” carries a strong metapragmatic
force. It reinforces the first claim by implying universal agreement and
reducing the possibility of disagreement. This is a classic example of an
assumptive speech act—the speaker assumes consensus to pressure the
audience into accepting the statement as common sense. This strategy
limits space for opposing viewpoints without having to refute them
explicitly.

Together, these speech acts work not just to describe a policy situation, but
to position the speaker as reasonable and aligned with public opinion, while
suggesting that resistance to change is irrational or uninformed. The
speaker’s tone is firm but inclusive, creating an appearance of unity and
responsibility.

Ideological Analysis

From an ideological perspective, this statement constructs a crisis narrative
around immigration, but in a more subtle and institutional tone than more
aggressive anti-migration discourse. By asserting that the immigration
system is “broken,” the speaker sets up the necessity for immediate and
possibly exceptional action—justifying the use of executive power in the
absence of legislative progress. This framing aligns with a reformist
ideology, where the state positions itself as a responsible actor seeking
efficiency, fairness, and moral clarity.

The speech act of assertion in this case does more than state a condition—it
acts as a tool to normalize the idea that systemic dysfunction justifies
bypassing traditional legislative procedures. Fairclough (2001) notes that
such discursive moves serve ideological purposes by presenting political
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choices as technical fixes. The phrase “everybody knows it” supports this
ideological move by eliminating the need for debate, assuming consensus
and thereby depoliticizing the issue.

Furthermore, by using the pronoun ‘“our,” the speaker engages in
ideological in-group building. It frames immigration as a national problem
that “we” must solve together, even while the solutions being proposed
(e.g., deferral of deportation) are controversial and contested. This
inclusive tone, paired with strong evaluative language, reflects a liberal
ideological stance that combines humanitarian concern with policy control.
In sum, this brief statement uses pragmatics to create certainty and
consensus, and uses ideology to justify executive action while appearing
rational and moderate. It reflects how even mild or non-confrontational
discourse can still serve powerful ideological functions.

Statement 4

“We must send a message: if you come here illegally, you will be sent back.”
Context

This statement was delivered by President George W. Bush during a
national address on May 15, 2006, from the Oval Office. The speech
focused on immigration reform, as public and political pressure was rising
over what many considered a broken system. Bush called for increased
border security, a temporary guest worker program, and new procedures for
dealing with undocumented immigrants already residing in the country.
The above statement came during a part of the speech where President
Bush emphasized the need for strong enforcement of immigration laws. It
was addressed to both the American public and lawmakers, aiming to show
that the administration was taking action to secure the border while also
promoting a balanced reform approach.

Pragmatic Analysis

The statement is framed around a strong directive speech act, embedded
within a declarative structure. The speaker begins with the performative
phrase “We must send a message,” which signals the intent to act
communicatively but also establishes urgency and authority. This
expression is not merely descriptive—it functions as a directive in the form
of a policy declaration, urging enforcement against illegal immigration.

The second part of the sentence, “if you come here illegally, you will be
sent back,” is a clear example of a commissive speech act, which commits
the state to a specific future action. Although expressed as a conditional
future (“you will be sent back”), it functions as a warning and a deterrent
aimed at potential migrants. The use of the second person pronoun “you”
personalizes the warning and positions the addressee (the undocumented
migrant) as the target of the policy action.

In addition to the directive and commissive force, there is also an implied
declarative act that positions the state as legitimate enforcer of legal
boundaries. This aligns with what Culpeper and Haugh (2012) describe as
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multi-functional speech acts, where a single sentence can perform several
pragmatic functions—here, to warn, to declare intent, and to affirm
authority.

The overall tone is firm, unambiguous, and formal, emphasizing state
control and legal enforcement. By using simple, strong language, the
speaker eliminates ambiguity and maximizes the deterrent effect of the
message.

Ideological Analysis

Ideologically, this statement clearly reflects a law-and-order framework
rooted in conservative political discourse. The use of directive and
commissive speech acts constructs a worldview in which unauthorized
entry into the country is not only a legal violation but also a threat to
national order. This aligns with an ideology of border control, where the
state’s primary responsibility is to regulate entry and maintain sovereignty.

The commissive act (“you will be sent back™) does more than promise a
specific legal outcome—it works to legitimize exclusionary practices by
presenting deportation as a natural and necessary response to illegal entry.
This aligns with what Fairclough (1995) describes as the ideological
function of language to make certain practices appear inevitable or
common sense. By framing deportation as a non-negotiable outcome, the
speaker ideologically closes off other options, such as asylum,
humanitarian consideration, or legal reform.

The pronoun “we” in “we must send a message” also plays a key
ideological role. It invokes a national “us” that excludes the migrant “you,”
reinforcing a binary division between citizen and outsider. This division is
not just legal—it becomes moral and symbolic, positioning the migrant as
someone who challenges social order and must be pushed back.

In brief, the speech acts in this statement are not simply about law—they
serve to reinforce an ideological stance that values security, enforcement,
and control over inclusion, dialogue, or humanitarian alternatives. The
pragmatic force of the utterance is deeply tied to its ideological effect:
language becomes both a weapon of policy and a tool for shaping public
perception of migration.

Statement 5
“A nation without borders is not a nation.”

Context

This statement was delivered by Donald J. Trump during multiple
campaign events and official speeches, but it became most prominently
associated with his April 2016 foreign policy speech in Washington, D.C.,
and later repeated during his presidency. The phrase served as a central
slogan in Trump’s broader immigration narrative. It appeared on social
media, in rallies, and even during the 2016 Republican National
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Convention. The speaker used it to justify his administration’s push for
building a physical wall along the U.S.—Mexico border and enforcing
stricter immigration controls.

The phrase was directed at the American public and lawmakers, intended to
rally nationalist sentiment and support for tough immigration policies. Its
repetition across settings shows its symbolic weight as more than just a
sentence — it became a foundational principle of Trump’s migration
rhetoric.

Pragmatic Analysis

The statement “A nation without borders is not a nation” is formally a
simple declarative sentence, but pragmatically, it performs multiple speech
acts with significant rhetorical power. At the surface, it acts as an assertive
speech act, expressing a truth claim about the identity of a nation.
However, it also functions evaluatively, suggesting that border control is
not just a logistical or legal issue but a defining feature of national
existence.

The sentence structure uses a universalizing tone — it appears to define
what a nation is in absolute terms, leaving no room for interpretation. This
Is an example of a metapragmatic act, where the speaker is not only saying
something but also establishing the conditions under which something can
be said or accepted. It is as if Trump were attempting to redefine the
concept of “nation” itself around the idea of enforced borders.

Additionally, the utterance works as an implicit directive. Although it does
not directly instruct anyone to build a wall or close the border, the logical
implication is that without doing so, the nation will cease to exist. This
indirectness increases the utterance’s persuasive power, making it sound
like a shared truth rather than a partisan command.

The simplicity and punchiness of the sentence also reflect sloganization, a
discursive strategy in political rhetoric where short, powerful phrases are
used to frame complex policies in emotionally resonant ways.

Ideological Analysis

This statement serves as a condensed ideological claim that aligns with
nationalism, securitization, and anti-globalist sentiment. By equating
nationhood with border enforcement, the speaker promotes the idea that
territorial control is essential to national identity, excluding other possible
foundations such as democratic values, multiculturalism, or shared history.
The assertive speech act in this statement is powerful because it appears
neutral and obvious — a hallmark of ideological discourse according to
Fairclough (2001). In reality, it naturalizes a particular worldview: that a
strong border is not just policy, but the essence of sovereignty. This
ideology tends to exclude migrants, refugees, and even citizens who
challenge border enforcement as unpatriotic or a threat to stability.
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The metapragmatic and implicit directive functions ideologically by
creating urgency. If a nation “without borders” is no nation at all, then
Immigration is not just a policy issue — it becomes an existential threat.
This narrative justifies hardline measures, including border walls, travel
bans, and deportation as not only acceptable but necessary to “preserve” the
nation.

The use of the noun “nation” twice within a short sentence intensifies the
emotional and symbolic appeal. The repetition invites the listener to
internalize the message and feel a sense of identity loss if borders are not
defended. Ideologically, this reinforces an “us versus them” dichotomy
where insiders must defend their space against outsiders who are portrayed
as eroding its integrity.

In short, this brief yet forceful statement shows how simple language can
carry heavy ideological weight. Through the strategic use of assertion,
implied instruction, and symbolic framing, the statement reinforces
exclusionary ideas while appearing to speak on behalf of national truth.

4.2 Quantitative Analysis

As shown in figure (1) Assertive speech acts top rank all the other
categories with 48 occurrences followed by evaluatives which scored 30,
directives 27, justificatory 18, metapragmatic 14, commissives 12,
Declaratives 11, and finally the least scoring speech acts type is expressives
with 4 instances only.
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legitimize their ideas. Metapragmatic acts (statements about how language
or truth should be interpreted) reveal efforts to frame discourse and
preempt opposition. Commissives and Threatening acts reflect promises of
enforcement and deterrence strategies. Declaratives (acts that change
institutional status) and Expressives (revealing emotion or stance) are less
frequent but still present.
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Conclusions
Based on the theoretical basis and the quali-quanti analysis it can be
concluded that:

1. Assertive speech acts are the most frequent type of speech acts
that are used in American official anti-migration statements so as
to provide a hegemonic power to the speaker's rhetoric.
(Research question 1 is answered.)

2. The sorted-out speech acts with no exception fulfill various
purposes for instance commisssives and threatening types are
necessary to present the institutional power of law enforcement.
(Research question 2 is answered.)

3. The direct and indirect realization of all the speech acts in
guestion manifest the political background and identity
sometimes in the form of low enforcing patriotism and also the
commanding spirit of the national well-being. (Research question
3 is answered.)
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