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Semantic distortion
The presidential election in 2008 in the United States was a major event, which called for the candidates to select what they said to their supporters and potential supporters carefully. The presidential debates played a key role in changing people's opinions and were platforms the candidates could use to gain support from undecided voters. The words and expressions used in their discourses weren't chosen randomly since they were intended to deliver a key message. The candidates' messages during the debates targeted the same election, the same system and answered the same questions, which makes their responses interesting linguistically (Schroeder 16). Many people use language differently and this is the same case for high profiled officials  and the  semantic distortion in this case will analyze the debates and speeches given by Barack Obama and John Mccain(2008). The two senators did a lot of semantic distortion, some intentional and some unintentional but it was all meant to make their followers like them more. Some of the pronouns used like "we" were also chosen carefully to affect the reaction and behaviour of the voters. The names the candidates called each other had a huge impact on their confidence and how the audience looked at them. For instance, Obama called McCain as John yet McCain never called Obama ‘Barrack'. The critics would later say Obama was more relaxed, which is also clear from the responses he gave. Senators Obama and McCain used semantic distortion to maintain their supporters, sway the undecided voters and even snatch some voters from the competitor's camp. 
Senators Obama and McCain repeatedly use the phrase "Spread the wealth around" ("CPD: October 15, 2008 Debate Transcript") intending to mean something different. Obama uses it positively, arguing that he will spread the wealth around by taking care of the middle class and the poor while taxing the rich more to try and create some sort of a solution that doesn't oppress the poor. To Obama, spreading the wealth means helping the poor and the middle class by leaving their taxes the way they are or even reducing them while blocking the loopholes in the tax system. However, according to McCain, spreading the wealth around means taking it from the rich to give it to the poor (Schroeder 38). He interprets that Obama and his system will drive away investors from the U.S. since investors will run away from the increased taxes. The two senators are conversing to each other, in the same place, but seem to be misunderstanding what each other is saying. 
Obama tries to explain to McCain what he will do to the economy but McCain has is a version of what Obama will do, no matter how hard Obama tries to change that perspective. This distortion seems to be intentional since the senators are just not willing to agree with each other on the meaning of the phrase. The example they give doesn't help at all, because even after talking about Joe the plumber they still don't come to a common ground on what ‘the wealth around' means. Obama aimed to show the middle earners and the poor that he will take care of them while McCain used this to show voters Obama was wrong. 
Senators Obama and McCain also talked of the “hatchet and scalpel” ("CPD: October 15, 2008 Debate Transcript") which were introduced by McCain when asked on what he will cut to reduce the deficit in the federal budget. A scalpel didn't have the huge effect a hatchet could have. Senator McCain called the freezing a hatchet and the cuts he intended to do a scalpel. Obama agreed with him, arguing that programs that didn't work needed to be cut out since they are affecting the economy negatively. 
The two senators use this parable of hatchet and scalpel to imply that their cuts won't affect the economy negatively since they will look for the unnecessary programs and get rid of them. Programs that work will be funded by the two presidential candidates since their scalpel plan will identify the projects that work and work on them. Both of them used the parable to talk of the reconciliation process they would apply on the huge federal spending. The scalpel was meant to reduce the negativity associated with spending freezing since many people saw spending freezing as a huge move and could create a negative response from their voters (Schroeder 81). They would be freezing spending but in a well-planned manner that won't raise negative questions and comment, mostly from their audience. 
Semantic distortion can also be analysed from both Obama and McCain at the beginning of the first debate on September 26th. Senator Obama started his argument with the phrase "That won't go into pad CEO bank accounts and promote golden parachutes"("CPD: October 15, 2008 Debate Transcript"). He applied pad CEO accounts and golden parachutes to show the unneeded spending in the American economy. The term ‘golden parachutes' show semantic distortion that was intentionally made to show how excessive CEO earnings and insignificant compensations were costing America at the expense of the taxpayers, the middle class and the poor. Parachutes don't need to be golden for them to work. Obama was trying to exaggerate the payments made to CEOs that they don't need at all for them to perform since their payments are affecting the US negatively. He was trying to say that the U.S. economy is hugely affected by the expenses companies fund without caring what they would do to the economy. He used ‘golden parachutes' as an example of excessive spending that isn't worth it.
The two senators also showed semantic distortion when talking about the issue of abortion. Obama had hinted that he supports abortion if the health of the mother is in danger. He argued that he would prefer a system that helped mothers when their lives are in danger, thus supporting abortions as long as the mother's life will be saved. McCain had a response that was clearly intended to mean the opposite of what he meant. He paid tribute to Obama's eloquence since he is for the health of the mother. McCain's sarcastic remark was meant to criticize Obama's support for abortion if the mother's health is in danger. It was like he was suggesting that Obama supported abortion for other reasons other than the mother's health. The candidates didn't agree on what Obama meant when he talked of the mother's health, just like many more things that meant different things to them. McCain intentionally used sarcasm to sway the followers to his side, trying to show how wrong Obama was to support abortion no matter the life he wanted to save. 
In terms of sentence structure, the candidates used complex and compound sentences most of the times. The conjunction "that" was used repeatedly as both candidates tried to explain their points to the audience. Compound sentences and complex sentences were used since they gave the two candidates a chance to explain what they intended to do. Obama overused the conjunction ‘because' and adverb "why" which shows he intended to explain things. Obama's sentences were shorter than McCain because he tended to use longer sentences. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In summation, the presidential debates show how deliberate the choosing of the words was. The two candidates; Barack Obama and John Mccain needed to impress their followers and the undecided voters, and maybe get some followers from the competitor's following. Some of the phrases were used to paint a different picture of the candidate to affect the followers, while others were meant to show how good the speaker is. The speakers were answering the same questions and addressing the same issues. Therefore, the words they used and how they articulated their points had a huge impact on their audiences.
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