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As an analysis of the rhetoric of the 2004 presidential election, I offer an 
extension of Roderick P. Hart's theory from CampaignTalk: Why Elections Are Good/or 
Us about the dialectical function of campaigns. The dialectical function of a campaign 
offers a specific formula that winning/losing incumbents and winningllosing challengers 
have followed throughout Hart's historical analysis. I determined that the results from 
Hart's Diction 5.0 program were relevant, yet not predictive results of the 2004 
presidential election. In my analysis, I propose that Hart's approach failed to predict the 
outcome of the 2004 presidential election. Although he does give insight into the effects 
of rhetorical choices, Hart's approach did not predict the outcome of the election. I also 
include extensive charts that show my findings, along with criticism and support of 
Hart's quantitative analysis of rhetoric. 
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Chapter 1 

Discourse in Presidential Elections: Why Does It Matter? 

Every political campaign is unique, and the 2004 Presidential Election was no 

exception. The goal of a campaign is to win; and underneath this goal, various functions 

are fulfilled to make this possible. Rhetoric is an especially important component that 

contributes to election outcomes. Rhetoric has been an important study since the days of 

Ancient Greece, where rhetoric was among a student's first studies. Plato and Aristotle's 

method for studying rhetoric during the fourth century B.c. became an overarching 

example that has "controlled all investigations of the art of persuasion since".l Although 

the meanings of words evolve over time, language will always be a crucial determinant in 

our "beliefs about the past and present and what specific changes will mean for various 

groups in the future.,,2 In molding our perceptions during a campaign, politicians must 

maneuver with their words. Language places the audience into a "narrative account" that 

speaks to their ideological beliefs, past, present, and future. Politicians must create the 

meaning for us; their political language creates the political reality.3 Studying rhetoric in 

campaigns acknowledges the significant power that words and sentences have in shaping 

our perceptions, beliefs, and finally, our elections. 

The language that a candidate uses creates an image of himself. This language 

might be the most significant contributing factor to his image in the campaign.4 This is to 

say that a candidate's rhetorical agenda is of utmost importance in the image building 

process. One consistent factor in the rhetoric of winning candidates is that they either 

create their own rhetorical agenda by manipulating the preexisting climate, or they adapt 
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their campaign communication to coincide with the existing conditions and issues.s 

Because language is volatile, creativity and effectiveness through an evolving vocabulary 

allows candidates to successfully maneuver with their rhetoric in order to win. 

Political language has many significant features; it is ritualistic, ambiguous, and 

reliant on context. Because candidates are endorsed by their respective parties, their 

rhetoric is, in a sense, ritualistic; the party's ideology is well-known and much of their 

speech will be consistent with this ideology.6 Each candidate can establish his unique 

image through his style, in his form of delivery. To break through the ritualistic nature of 

rhetoric and utilize creative language is "especially effective" in politics.7 

The ambiguity of language is a second important feature of political language. 

Language is inherently ambiguous because the nature of politics involves conflicts of 

interests. Edelman states that "it is impossible to formulate a nonambiguous sentence" 

because language can mean anything to a person, depending on how far he wants to read 

into it.8 The audience and speaker create their own meanings based on personal biases, 

assumptions, and conceptual frameworks. The constant evolution of word meanings, 

differences in sentence structure and syntax, and the elusiveness of the interpretations of 

language intensify the inherent ambiguity of language.9 Ambiguity creates the possibility 

for multiple interpretations of rhetoric that are inherent in a single situation. lo Ambiguity 

can be an obstacle, but it can also be an asset. Politicians deliberately use ambiguous 

terms, such as patriotic terms of "American," "country," and "family values" simply as a 

ritualistic reinforcement of individual and party ideology. I I The politician can therefore 

use his words as political weapons. l2 



George C. Edwards III states that the speaker should assume that not "all citizens 

hear the same thing when he speaks." It is important to choose words to avert "personal, 

ideological, and partisan baggage. ,,13 Consistent with Edelman and Edwards are George 

Lakoff and Mark Johnson, who state that "political and economic ideologies are framed 

in metaphorical terms." "To [their] knowledge, no political ideology addresses the main 

issue head-on. ,,14 This is a very interesting aspect of discourse that may explain why 

empirical data, without contextual data, is flawed. 

4 

A third feature of political language is that it is contextual; it relies on the context 

of the sentence and situation for its meaning. "Language .. .is not to be conceived as 

something which conveys meaning by itself' because meanings rely on context, the 

various needs and interests of the audience, and on the diverse forms of perception in the 

audience. I5 There will always be conflicts over meaning because politics is inherently 

defined by conflicts of interests. This is why dictionaries cannot be the only source of 

meaning in politics. Meanings depend on social situations, connotations, and 

denotations. For example, "wider eligibility for welfare benefits means encouragement 

of laziness and incompetence to many, and it means the safeguarding of lives and dignity 

to many others.,,16 Social situations, along with people's past experiences and ideologies 

create the contextual framework in which political language must define itself. 

The various characteristics of political language (its ritualistic, ambiguous, and 

contextual nature) contribute to the creation of worlds and versions of worlds in 

politics. 17 Of the various rhetorical functions a campaign serves, the dialectical function, 

developed by Roderick P. Hart, focuses on the specific styles of argument used by 

incumbents and challengers, winners and losers.I8 What Hart means by dialectic is that 
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incumbents and challengers have established distinct rhetorical approaches in campaigns. 

Following clearly established rules of rhetoric is imperative for victory, according to 

Hart. I hypothesized that the distinct rhetorical choices of each candidate, incumbent 

President George W. Bush and Massachusetts Senator John F. Kerry, made a significant 

contribution to the outcome of the election, the reelection of incumbent George W. Bush. 

The dialectical function of campaigns is the coexistence of the distinct rhetorical 

approaches of incumbents and challengers. The importance of the dialectic is that it 

presents clear choices between incumbents and challengers; "dialectic strengthens, and 

dialectic cleanses, and out of such processes, political choices emerge.,,19 Presidential 

campaigns present a clear choice between the dialectical style of incumbents and 

challengers because each plays a distinct role. Campaigns force a sitting president to 

reconnect with the American people, to communicate, to answer questions, and to take 

full responsibility for his presidential record. The incumbent should not become "caught 

up in the particulars.,,2o A challenger has the responsibility to rise above an incumbent by 

distinguishing himself; his job is to "make distinctions between the haves and have-nots, 

between the right and the wrong, between the sensible and the impractical.,,21 In 

establishing himself as the appropriate alternative, a successful challenger has typically 

asked the voters "if the nation cannot do better. ,,22 The dialectic, the different rhetorical 

approaches of each candidate, dictates the tone, direction, and, sometimes, success of 

presidential campaigns. According to Hart, the sustaining of a dialectic in our democracy 

is essential to the survival of the differences among beliefs, observations, perceptions, 

and actions in our democracy.23 



In studying the dialectical function of the 2004 presidential campaign, Hart's 

DICTION 5.0 program was used to examine whether the candidates, President George 

W. Bush and Senator John Kerry, spoke in the ways prescribed for them by Hart, or if 

they were inconsistent with his past findings. This program, compiled by Hart, is a 

database of speeches (2, 357), debates, and campaign information collected from the 

presidential elections of 1948-1996. It calculates the frequencies of words that appear in 

a text, based on thirty one standard dictionaries and three custom dictionaries created by 

Hart.24 This program does not take into account the ambiguities or contextual aspects of 

language, rather, it focuses on the dictionary definition of the words. Despite this 

obstacle, Hart's initial premises about the importance of rhetoric in campaigns, that 

campaigns present clear choices for the voter, and that the dialectic is important 

(evidenced by my data on the differences between the two candidates) are relevant,25 In 

light of the differing theories of rhetoric, there is an overarching importance of rhetoric, 

its implications, and its significance in elections. 

6 

By running speeches through the Diction 5.0 program and comparing them with 

the 2,357 past campaign speeches, the tendencies of incumbent George W. Bush and 

challenger John F. Kerry could be classified as either proving or disproving Hart's theory 

of predictive dialectical tendencies in presidential elections. My research will show that 

the dialectical function was not a predictive indicator of the 2004 presidential election, 

but that Hart's theory does give insight into the importance of rhetoric in campaigns. It is 

relevant in that the tendencies Hart has noticed can be assessed with respect to the past, 

not with respect to a predictive value for the future. Also, as other scholars have noted, 

rhetoric is of utmost importance in campaigns. Hart's acknowledgment of differences 
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between the candidates is very important, yet his theory lacks the contextual component. 

We can analyze word choices made strictly within the context of Hart's theory, or we can 

use the numbers from the program and discover the context in which certain rhetorical 

styles are successful. Therefore, this study has discovered an extension of Hart's theory 

by placing it within the overall context of political rhetoric, by pointing out the theory's 

advantages and disadvantages. 



Chapter 2 

DICTION 5.0 
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The DICTION 5.0 program, authored by Roderick P. Hart, provides the frequency 

scores of all variables used to test incumbent and challenger rhetorical style in the 2004 

presidential election. In studying the past presidential elections from 1948-1996, Hart 

compiled an extensive database, called DICTION 5.0, which statistically analyzes word 

choice and tests for a text's verbal tone.] By using this program, Hart determined that 

challengers and incumbents have clearly distinct ways of speaking.2 The program is 

composed of: 

"a series of dictionaries to search a passage for five semantic features - Activity, 

Optimism, Certainty, Realism, and Commonality as well as thirty-five sub 

features. DICTION conducts its searches via a 1O,000-word corpus and the user 

can create additional (custom) dictionaries for particular research. The program 

writes its results to both alphabetic and numeric files. Output includes raw totals, 

percentages, and standardized scores and, for small input files, extrapolations to a 

SOO-word norm. DICTION also reports normative data for each of its forty scores 

based on a 20,OOO-item sample of contemporary discourse. The program can 

accept either individual or multiple passages and, at the user's discretion, provide 

special counts of orthographic characters and high frequency words ... ,,3 

Quantification of political language has limitations. "The analysis of language is 

perhaps the most controversial aspect of Hart's project.,,4 Critics view the program as 

having made various assumptions that undermine its validity. For instance, the program 



assumes that quantity is related to quality and that words are significant outside of their 

context.s Kelly D. Patterson, from Brigham Young University, states that the computer 

program "cannot capture the subtleties of language and context," and "mere 

quantification misses the meaning conveyed by campaign communications.,,6 

Despite criticism of his quantitative approach, Hart has garnered support in the 

communication and political science fields with regard to his Diction 5.0 program that 

accompanies his book Campaign Talk: Why Elections Are Good/or Us. Despite the 

criticism that Patterson offers in the American Political Science Review, she commends 

Hart for a thought provoking work that "provides a thorough and cogent defense of 

presidential campaigns and the rhetoric they spawn.,,7 She also acknowledges that there 

are tradeoffs when conducting a study that analyzes the effects of campaign 

communications. 8 

9 

Lane Crothers, from Illinois State University, commends Hart for his holistic 

interpretation of election rhetoric. Crothers says that Hart's holistic view is "a 

noteworthy corrective to the many analyses that examine some discrete portion of the 

campaign in detail and find, inevitably, that contemporary campaigns are wanting.,,9 

John Paulson, of the University of Texas of the Permian Basin, states that 

although Hart's Diction method has been criticized, Hart is able to reveal various 

important trends through his quantitative textual analysis. Paulson also argues that 

Campaign Talk: Why Elections Are Good/or Us is worthy of becoming "an integral part 

of courses on political communication."l0 

Hart argues that DICTION is "not better or worse data," but different data. 11 It 

has limitations, but Hart argues that political discourse is an art and a science, with 
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quantification of language highlighting the phenomena of tone and public mood, for 

example.12 Furthermore, Hart does not repeat one word throughout his dictionaries and 

his dictionaries are "not discipline-or subject-matter dependent, allowing for a subjective 

and comprehensive analysis.13 

Hart's ability to postdict and/or predict election results is based on extensive 

empirical research, but lacks a predictive factor. His theory on the rhetorical tendencies 

of incumbents and challengers encompasses the tendencies that he finds to be consistent 

in the 1948 through 1996, not what will happen in the future of campaigns. His studies 

have shown that winningllosing incumbents and winningllosing challengers from the 

1948 through 1996 presidential elections utilized specific and consistent rhetorical 

approaches that coincide with their label (winningllosing challenger/incumbent). He 

chose a few specific tendencies for each label, completely disregarding other variables 

that he tested for, as if they had no influence in the outcome of the elections. Hart's 

theory comprises what has fit with past elections, not necessarily what will occur in 

future races. The empirical nature of the theory, coupled with the software developed by 

the author, exemplify the flaws in the formulation of this theory; it does not necessarily 

have a predicting component, but focuses more on past tendencies. 
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Chapter 3 

Rhetorical Style: Observed Tendencies of Incumbents and Challengers 

Incumbents have inherent circumstances, advantages and disadvantages, in a 

reelection campaign, such as advantages in raising money, leverage in Congress, a 

command over the airways, and a record to defend. l In addition to noting the importance 

of these advantages, the coexistence of different rhetorical approaches in campaigns is an 

important net causation in the persuasion of the voter that cannot be overlooked. 

Winning and losing incumbents have had a distinct rhetorical style. From 1948 -1996, 

according to Hart, the following characteristics of speech have dominated: 

Table 2.1 
Characteristics of Incumbents 2 

Winnin2 Incumbents Losin2 Incumbents 
High Commonality Low Activity 

[Centrality + Cooperation + Rapport]- [Aggression + Accomplishment + 

[Diversity + Exclusion + Liberation] Communication + Motion]-

[Cognitive Terms + Passivity + 

Embellishment] 
High Optimism High Insistence 

[Praise + Satisfaction + Inspiration] - [Number of Eligible Words m Sum of their 

[Blame + Hardship + Denial] Occurrences] 110] 
High Leader and Party References 

[Number of references to any leader or 

party term included in the dictionary] 
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Winning incumbents typically have a cordial style of speaking, with high 

Commonality and Optimism scores.3 Voters have identified with incumbents that defend 

their record and are optimistic about the future. 4 

"The Commonality Score: 

Definition: Language highlighting the agreed-upon values of a group and 

rejecting idiosyncratic modes of engagement. 

Formula: [Centrality + Cooperation + Rapport] - [Diversity + Exclusion + 

Liberation]"5 

Commonality scores are based on six variables, Centrality, Cooperation and 

Rapport frequencies, minus Diversity, Exclusion and Liberation frequencies. The first 

variable of the Commonality score, Centrality, includes terms that denote "institutional 

regularities and/or substantive agreement on core values.,,6 The Centrality category 

includes terms that are indigenous terms (native), designations of legitimacy 

(constitutional), systematicity (bureaucratic), typicality (standardized), and terms of 

congruence (conformity), predictability (expected), and universality (womankind). The 

second variable, Cooperation, includes terms that designate "behavioral interactions 

among people that often result in a group product.,,7 Included in this group are terms of 

formal work relations (unions), informal associations (partner), intimate interactions 

(friendship), neutral interactions (mediate), job-related tasks (network), personal 

involvement (contribute), and self-denial (public-spirited). 8 The third variable in the 

Commonality score is Rapport. This variable includes terms that describe "attitudinal 

similarities among groups of people.,,9 Terms included in the rapport variable are terms 

of affinity (congenial), assent (approve), deference (tolerant), and identity (consensus). 10 
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After the first three variable frequencies (Centrality + Cooperation + Rapport) are 

added together, then the frequencies of the next three variables are subtracted: Diversity, 

Exclusion, and Liberation. The fourth variable in the Commonality score, Diversity, 

includes "words describing individuals or groups of individuals differing from the 

norm.,,11 Such words may be neutral (inconsistent), positive (exceptional), and negative 

(illegitimate), heterogeneity as an asset (dispersed), or heterogeneity as a liability 

(jactionalism).12 The fifth variable is Exclusion. Exclusion is a variable that describes 

"the sources and effects of social isolation.,,13 Exclusion includes words about seclusion 

(displaced, self-sufficient, repudiated, secede, ostracize, loneliness, right-wingers). The 

concept of exclusion is often dialectical, because it involves differing interpretations of 

seclusion, whether positive, negative, passive, voluntary, involuntary, or personality. 14 

The sixth variable in the Commonality score is the Liberation dictionary. The Liberation 

dictionary includes terms that describe "the maximizing of individual choice and the 

rejection of social conventions.,,15 Included in the Liberation dictionary are terms such as 

autonomous, unencumbered, eccentric, liberty, freedom, exodus, and outpouring, among 

the many. 16 In the Commonality score, connecting with the voters' values wins elections, 

especially for incumbents.17 

The second important feature of winning incumbents is their typically high 

Optimism scores. Optimism scores rely on an analysis of Praise, Satisfaction and 

Inspiration frequencies, minus Blame, Hardship and Denial frequencies. 

"The Optimism Score: 

Definition: Language endorsing some person, group, concept, or event, or 

highlighting their positive entailments. 
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Formula: [Praise + Satisfaction + Inspiration] - [Blame + Hardship + Denial),,18 

The first set of variables, Praise, Satisfaction, and Inspiration, are all added 

together for the first part of the equation in the Optimism score. The Praise dictionary 

contains affirmations of people, groups, or abstract entities. Social (witty), physical 

(beautiful), intellectual (bright), entrepreneurial (successful), and moral qualities 

(faithful) are all included in this dictionary. 19 The second variable of Optimism is Praise. 

All of the terms included in the Praise dictionary are adjectives. The third variable, the 

Satisfaction dictionary, includes terms that are associated with positive affective states 

(cheerful), moments of joy (smile), pleasurable moments (fun), moments of triumph 

(celebrating), and nurturing terms (healing)?O The Inspiration dictionary, the fourth 

variable, contains words attributed to virtues that deserve universal respect. Moral 

(honesty), personal (courage), social (patriotism), and political ideals (justice) are 

included in this dictionary.21 

The second portion of the Optimism score includes the dictionaries of Blame, 

Hardship, and Denial. These variables are added together, and then subtracted as a whole 

from the first portion of the Optimism equation. The Blame dictionary includes terms 

that designate social inappropriateness (mean), downright evil (fascist), unfortunate 

circumstances (bankrupt), unplanned vicissitudes (nervous), and outright denigrations 

(cruel).22 Next, the Hardship dictionary focuses on terms related to natural disasters 

(earthquake), hostile actions (killers), censurable human behavior (infidelity), unsavory 

political outcomes (injustice), human fears (death), and incapacities (error).23 Lastly, the 

Denial dictionary contains terms that are negative contractions (aren't), negative function 

words (nor), and terms designating null sets (nothing)?4 
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To have a high Optimism score, the candidate needs to endorse the group he is 

speaking to, while positively highlighting their desirable qualities.25 The concept of 

higher Commonality and Optimism scores highlights the incumbent's need to reconnect 

with the American people, with either a positive reflection of the past or a bright look to 

the future. 

Hart features a 1996 speech from Clinton the incumbent to illustrate the style of a 

winning incumbent. Hart states that Clinton could "stick to the record" as an incumbent. 

In his speech, Clinton focuses on his record: 

"I have a simple philosophy that I've tried to follow for the last four years: Do 

what creates opportunity for all, what reinforces responsibility for all of us; and 

what will help us build a community where everybody's got a role to play and a 

place at the table. Compared to four years ago, we're clearly better off ... ,,26 

The fault in Hart's example is that he does not explain this speech's specific scores in 

relation to their significance in proving his theory. Further, he does not provide numbers 

at all for this speech. It is difficult to determine what he was trying to convey with this 

example, other than it has the winning style he previously explained. It is not noted 

whether the entire speech or the portion that Hart provides was tested; therefore, any 

insight into the components that Hart wanted to convey is mere speculation. 

Losing incumbents have a distinctly different rhetorical style. They typically 

speak with low Activity scores, high Insistence scores, and high Leader and Party 

References.27 The Activity score is based on Aggression, Accomplishment, 

Communication and Motion, minus Cognitive Terms, Passivity and Embellishment 

frequencies. 



"The Activity Score: 

Definition: Language featuring movement, change, the implementation of ideas 

and the avoidance of inertia. 

Formula: [Aggression + Accomplishment + Communication + Motion]

[Cognitive Terms + Passivity + Embellishmentr,28 
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The first dictionary, Aggression, includes terms about human competition and 

forceful action. Terms about physical energy (crash), social domination (conquest), goal

directedness (crusade), personal triumph (mastered), excess human energy (prod), 

disassembly (dismantle), and resistance (prevent) are included in this dictionary?9 

Second, the Accomplishment dictionary includes words regarding task-completion 

(establish), organized human behavior (motivated), capitalist terms (produce), modes of 

expansion (grow), general functionality (strengthen), and programmatic language 

(agenda).3o Third, the Communication dictionary focuses on terms referring to social 

interaction, including face-to-face (listen), mediated (telephone), modes and moods of 

intercourse (translate, chat), social actors (reporter), and social purposes (persuade).31 

Fourth, the Motion dictionary contains terms about human movement (leap), physical 

processes (circulate), journeys (travels), speed (lickety-split), and modes of transit 

(ride).32 

To complete the Activity score, the dictionaries of Cognitive Terms, Passivity, 

and Embellishment are added together, and then subtracted from the first portion of the 

Activity equation [Aggression + Accomplishment + Communication + Motion].33 The 

Cognitive Terms dictionary encompasses words referring to cerebral processes. This 

includes terms of discovery (learn), domains of study (political science), mental 
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challenges (question), institutional learning practices (graduation), and the three fonns of 

intellection: intuitional (invent), rationalistic (estimate), and calculative (analyze).34 The 

Passivity dictionary asses words that range from neutrality to inactivity. This includes 

tenns of compliance (allow), docility (submit), cessation (arrested), inertness 

(backward), disinterest (unconcerned), and tranquility (quietly).35 Lastly, the 

Embellishment dictionary focuses on "a selective ratio of adjectives to verbs based on 

David Boder's conception that heavy modification "slows down" a verbal passage by 

deemphasizing human and material action.,,36 This dictionary is calculated differently 

than the others; there is a specific fonnula: [Praise + Blame + :I] I [Present Concern + 

Past Concern + 1].37 The Activity score is very significant for incumbents. An 

incumbent needs to be lively; for when an incumbent is not lively, he is not generating 

any momentum for the next four years. 

The second characteristic of a losing incumbent, a high Insistence score, is based 

on a repetition of significant tenns.38 The Insistence score is "a measure of code-

restriction and semantic "contentedness." The assumption is that repetition of key tenns 

indicates a preference for a limited, ordered world.39 To calculate the Insistence score, 

any word that occurs three or more times as a noun or noun-derived adjective are used. 

The fonnula for Insistence is: [Number of Eligible Words m Sum of their Occurrences] I 

10].40 When an incumbent focuses on a narrow topic scope and appears unqualified to 

speak effectively about many issues, he is seen as incapable of expanding the national 

d· I 41 Ia ogue. 

Third, the Leader and Party References score is based on a custom dictionary 

prepared by Hart. High frequencies of leader and party references do not benefit an 
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incumbent; when an incumbent addresses the party too frequently, he fails to focus on 

himself and his record; therefore, he detracts attention from himself. The Leader and 

Party References dictionary includes a list of "Democrat" and "Republican" variations 

along with a comprehensive list of politicians, all past presidents and vice presidents, 

Supreme Court members since 1948, prominent U.S. Senate members since 1948, House 

of Representative leaders since 1948, and presidential candidates since 1948 involved in 

the major-parties and third parties.42 

Hart provides an example of a losing incumbent's style with a speech from 

George H.W. Bush in 1992. He cites that George Bush's problem was not generating 

enough momentum for another four years. It can be inferred from Hart's explanation that 

this speech has lower Activity scores, high Insistence scores, and high Leader and Party 

References. Hart provides this example of George Bush's third debate in 1992 to 

illustrate a losing incumbent's style: 

"I think: everybody's paying too much taxes. He [Clinton] refers to one tax 

increase. Let me remind you it was a Democratic tax increase and I didn't want 

to do it and I went along with it. And I said I make a mistake - if I make a 

mistake, I admit it. That's quite different than some. But I think: it's the 

American way. I think: everyone's paying too much. But I think: this idea that 

you can go out and he, then he this me for vetoing a tax bill. Yes, I did. And 

the American taxpayer ought to be glad they have a President to stand up to a 

spending Congress. We remember what it was like when we had a spending 

President and a spending Congress and interest rates - who, who remembers that? 

They were at 21.5 percent under Jimmy Carter ... ,,43 
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Challengers also have a distinctly different rhetorical style. This style is not 

necessarily advocated by Hart, however, because challengers typically lose. Hart 

explains that from 1792 to 1996, "presidents have run for reelection twenty-five times 

and lost on only five occasions.',44 This can be updated; from 1792 to 2004, presidents 

have run for reelection twenty-six times and lost only five times. Hart attributes the 

successes and loss to their rhetorical style. 

Hart's findings suggest that challengers win when they speak like incumbents: 

Table 2.2 
Characteristics of Challengers 45 

Winning Challengers Losing Challengers 
High Familiarity High Patriotic 

[Number of occurrences of common [Number standard tokens of Americanism 

prepositions, demonstrative pronouns, that appear] 

interrogative pronouns, particles, 

conjunctions, and connectives] 

· High Optimism Low Realism 

[Praise + Satisfaction + Inspiration] - [Familiarity + Spatial Awareness + 

[Blame + Hardship + Denial] Temporal Awareness + Present Concern + 

Human Interest + Concreteness] - [Past 

Concern + Complexity] 

. High Collectives 

[Number of singular nouns connoting 

plurality that function to decrease 

specificity] 



High Insistence 

[Number of Eligible Words m Sum of their 

Occurrences] / 10] 

20 

A winning challenger speaks with high Familiarity scores, high Optimism scores, 

high Collective terms, and high Insistence scores.46 First, the Familiarity score 

composes word choices that would most connect with the American constituency. It 

contains the most common words of the English language, such as common prepositions 

(across), demonstrative pronouns (this, that), interrogative pronouns (who, what), 

particles, conjunctions, and connectives (a,/or, SO).47 Similar to the high Commonality 

score suggested for winning incumbents, the Familiarity score for winning challengers 

allows the candidate to bridge the gap between politician and voter through his rhetorical 

approach. 

Second, as previously stated, the Optimism score relies on an analysis of praise, 

satisfaction and inspiration frequencies, minus blame, hardship and denial frequencies. 

To have a high Optimism score, the candidate needs to endorse the group he is speaking 

to, while positively highlighting their desirable qualities.48 Optimism can distinguish a 

challenger from an incumbent and create a sense of success and momentum for the 

campaign. 

Third, a winning challenger has high Collectives scores; the challenger creates a 

sense of community in his speech. He appeals to the broad scope of voters by using 

terms such as "community, humanity, nation, public.'.49 

Fourth, a winning challenger focuses on simply one or two issues, generating a 

high Insistence score. Key issues and terms are repeated many times throughout the 
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campaign speeches, thereby creating an easily recognizable identity for the candidate and 

campaign. Along with Hart, I would suggest that these characteristics are not difficult 

rhetorical choices. 50 Despite this, they are rarely used. 

Hart uses a speech from Jimmy Carter to illustrate high Optimism, high 

Familiarity, high Collective terms, and high Insistence scores that are typical of winning 

challengers. Hart states that Carter focused on the issue of ethics in government, and that 

this insistence helped him succeed. In a campaign speech, Carter states: 

"We've lost the spirit of our nation. A spirit of youth, vigor, a spirit of 

confidence, self-reliance, a spirit of work and not of welfare, a spirit of caring 

for one another, a spirit of unity between the President and the Congress, between 

federal, state and local levels of government. Between government itself and our 

great private enterprise system. This has been lost, and that's not part of the 

consciousness or character of the America people ... It's not an easy thing for an 

outsider like me to defeat an incumbent President. We need a standard of ethics, 

a standard of excellence, and to make us proud once again. And demonstrate to 

our own people, and to the rest of the world, that you and I still live in the greatest 

nation on earth."Sl 

In contrast to the successful style of winning challengers, the typical challenger, a 

losing challenger, speaks with high Patriotic scores and low Realism scores. The typical 

challenger attacks; his job is "to make distinctions."s2 Therefore, losing challengers are 

more ideological. Losing challengers include "the stuff of dreams" in their rhetoric; this 

type of speech includes high Patriotism scores and low Realism scores.53 First, the 

Patriotic score is composed of "Americanism:" Constitutional language (inalienable), 
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celebratory tenns (flag-waving), fundamental rights tenns (justice), and historic language 

(old-glory).54 

Second, a losing challenger has a low Realism score. Having a low Realism score 

does not connect well with pragmatic voters. Realism includes tenns that refer to 

"tangible, immediate, recognizable matters that affect people's everyday lives.,,55 The 

fonnula is [Familiarity + Spatial Awareness + Temporal Awareness + Present Concern + 

Human Interest + Concreteness] - [Past Concern + Complexity]. 56 

As stated above, the first variable in the Realism score, the Familiarity score, 

composes word choices that would most connect with the American constituency. 

Second, the Spatial Awareness dictionary refers to geographical entities, physical 

distances, and modes of measurement such as general geographical tenns (abroad), 

specific geographical tenns (Poland), politically defined locations (fatherland), points on 

the compass (east), points on the globe (latitude), tenns of scale (kilometer), quality 

(vacant), and change (migrated).57 Third, the Temporal Awareness dictionary includes 

"tenns that fix a person, idea, or event within a specific time interval, thereby signaling a 

concern for concrete and practical matters.,,58 Included in the Temporal Awareness 

dictionary are tenns ofliteral time (century), metaphorical designations (lingering), 

calendrical tenns (autumn), elliptical tenns (spontaneously), and judgmental tenns 

(premature).59 Fourth, the Present Concern dictionary is a list that contains present-tense 

verbs taken from C.K. Ogden's list of "general" and "picturable" tenns. These include 

tenns of general physical activity (cough), social operations (meet), and task perfonnance 

(make).60 Fifth, the Human Interest dictionary is an adaptation of Rudolf Flesch's notion 

of the lifelike quality of discourse, focusing on people and their activities. Human 
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Interest includes personal pronouns (he), family members and relations (cousin), and 

generic terms (friend}.61 The sixth component of the Realism equation is the 

Concreteness dictionary. This dictionary tests for tangibility and materiality. This 

includes sociological units (Catholics), occupational groups (carpenter), political 

alignments (Europeans), physical structures (court-house), forms of diversion 

(television), terms of accountancy (mortgage), modes of transportation (airplane), body 

parts (eyes), articles of clothing (shirt), household animals (puppy), foodstuffs (wine), and 

general elements of nature (silk). 62 

The second component of the Realism score includes the Past Concern and 

Complexity dictionaries added together, and then subtracted from Familiarity + Spatial 

Awareness + Temporal Awareness + Present Concern + Human Interest + Concreteness. 

The Past Concern dictionary includes the past-tense form of the verbs that are included in 

the Present Concern dictionary. The Complexity dictionary involves a measure of the 

average number of characters per word in the file that is analyzed. This builds on the 

idea of Rudolf Flesch, who says that "convoluted phrasings make a text's ideas abstract 

and its implications unclear.,,63 

Hart provides Bob Dole's 1996 challenge as an example ofa "classic challenger," 

a losing challenger. Hart does mention that the challenger's job is to make distinction, 

and that Dole did this; however, he did so without maintaining a successful rhetorical 

approach. Hart does not mention specific scores about the following text that he 

provides; however, one can speculate that these speeches contain high Patriotism and low 

Realism scores: 
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• "President Clinton says the era of big government is over. Yet, for nearly 

four years now he has been doing everything in his power to make sure the 

government stays big and gets bigger." 

• "You know, the Clinton-Gore team have given the California Gold Rush 

new meaning. They're now holding fund raisers in Buddhist temples 

where you take a vow of poverty before you can get in.'M 

Hart identifies the campaign as a battle between the "Imagined Ideal" versus the 

"Proven Actuality," the challenger and the incumbent, respectively.65 This dialectical 

function of campaigns gives voters a clear choice between incumbents and challengers. 
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Chapter 4 

Determining How They Spoke 

In using DICTION 5.0, seventy nine speeches from President George W. Bush 

and seventy nine speeches from Senator John F. Kerry, ranging from March through 

October, were converted into text files. After preparing the files for DICTION, the 

program tested each speech against the database of campaign speeches. A 

comprehensive report was analyzed and results were placed in tables. The main variables 

featured in the results are based on Hart's identified tendencies of winning and losing 

incumbents: 

Table 4.1 1 

Characteristics of Incumbents (Refer to Table 2.1 for further description of the variables) 

Seventy nine speeches from George W. Bush and seventy nine speeches from John F. 

Kerry were analyzed to determine high and low frequencies. 

Winning Incumbents Losin2 Incumbents 
High Commonality Low Activity 
High Optimism High Insistence 

High Leader and Party References 

Table 4.2 2 

Characteristics of Challengers (Refer to Table 2.2 for further description of the variables) 

Seventy nine speeches from John F. Kerry and seventy nine speeches from George W. 

Bush were analyzed to determine high and low frequencies. 
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Winning Challengers Losing Challengers 
High Familiarity High Patriotic 
High Optimism Low Realism 
High Collectives 
High Insistence 

DICTION 5.0 provides results based on frequency, percent of analyzed words, a 

normal range, a standard score, and out of range occurrences. For this study, only 

frequency and out of range occurrences are focused on. Frequency refers to the number 

of times a type of term appears in a text. Out of range occurrences reveal an abnormally 

high or low score, according to Hart's past analysis. In order to determine what high and 

low means, each candidate was tested for the incumbent and challenger variables; this is 

why Senator Kerry is included in the incumbent results and why President Bush is 

included in the challenger results. The candidate with the higher score was determined 

high for the respective category, and the candidate with the lower score was determined 

low. This approach to a complex statistical analysis is a necessary limitation for this 

study. However, frequencies are needed as the foundation of the statistical approach; 

therefore, they are very significant in Hart's approach. 

Based on the frequencies of Commonality, Optimism, Insistence, Activity, and 

Leader and Party References scores, President George W. Bush either spoke as a winning 

or losing incumbent. If Bush had high Commonality and Optimism scores, then he fell 

into Hart's projected category as a winning incumbent.3 If Bush had high Insistence, low 

Activity, and high Leader and Party Reference scores, then Bush spoke like a losing 

incumbent, despite the fact that he won. If this happened, winning incumbent President 

Bush would be an exception to Hart's rule.4 
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Senator John Kerry either spoke like a winning or losing challenger based on the 

different variables. If Kerry had high Familiarity, Optimism, Collectives, and Insistence 

scores, he spoke like a winning challenger. This would contradict Hart's analysis.s If 

Kerry spoke with high Patriotism scores and low Realism scores, then he fulfilled Hart's 

projection as a losing challenger.6 

According to Hart, candidates change their rhetorical style, in part due to changes 

in their polling numbers among the potential electorate. Hart has found the 0-9 percent 

differential in polling numbers to be critical in gauging the rhetorical style of winning 

candidates. Change in rhetorical approach, in response to polling numbers, shows that 

"campaigns matter, that politicians do react to the (perceived) will of the people, in this 

case by substituting a more fundamental kind of political discussion for retail politics.,,7 

In addition to their respective categories, the winner of the 2004 presidential 

election, incumbent George W. Bush, should have changed his rhetorical style because 

there was 0-9 percent polling spread over the course of the election, especially focusing 

his rhetorical changes on the final stretch of the campaign. He should have decreased his 

populism by cutting back on Optimism, Human Interest, and Familiarity, and he should 

have increased his speech about basic values (showing a decrease in Realism scores). 
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Chapter 5 

How They Spoke: Winning Incumbent, President George W. Bush 

Hart's theory applies better to winning incumbent President George W. Bush than 

to losing challenger Senator John F. Kerry; however, Bush is still inconsistent with Hart's 

predictions. Although President Bush spoke without meeting any of the requirements of 

a losing incumbent, he spoke meeting only one of the two requirements of winning 

incumbents. President Bush's results do not fulfill Hart's theory. 

Table 5.1 

Winning Incumbents 1·2 

Hart's Theory of Bush Kerry % Difference Result, with 
Winning respect to Hart's 

Incumbents Theory 
Bush had lower 

High Commonality 50.18 50.6 Commonality 
0.42 % scores; therefore, 

! (49.79 %) (50.21%) he is not consistent 
with Hart's 
predictions for a 
winning 
incumbent. 
Bush spoke with 

High Optimism 55.13 52.11 higher Optimism 
2.82% scores; therefore, 

(51.41 %) (48.59%) he is consistent 
with Hart's theory 
of winning 
incumbents being 
more optimistic. 
Bush only fulfilled 

Total 112 one of the two 
requirements for 

50 % accuracy Hart's theory. 
Bush did not speak 
like a typical 
winning 
incumbent. 
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Of the two characteristics expected of a winning incumbent by Hart, high 

Commonality and high Optimism scores, winning incumbent George W. Bush only 

fulfilled one of these characteristics, high Optimism. Kerry was more successful at 

focusing his speech on the middle, on agreed upon values, cooperation and rapport; his 

0.42 percent higher Commonality score reflects this.3 For example, in a speech on July 6 

in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Kerry made a speech that announced Senator John Edwards 

as his running mate. In his speech, Kerry identifies with the common man: 

"In the next 120 days, John Edwards and I will be fighting for the America we 

love. We'll be fighting to make America stronger at home and more respected in 

the world .... And we're going to win this fight by standing together, not as two 

Americas, but as one America.'>4 

Kerry chose to use the word "America" often, a universal term that everyone can relate to 

and identify with. He also did this in the context of the Fourth of July. He played upon 

the cooperative feeling that Americans have around this time by using terms such as 

"we," "win," "together," and "love." 

At times, however, Bush did speak with higher Commonality scores. In a speech 

on September 10, 2004 at a Victory 2004 Rally in Rochester, Minnesota, Bush appealed 

to the common man by identifying with him: 

"See, our dads and granddads generally had one job, one career, worked for one 

company, and provided health and pension plans. The world we live in is different 

from that. .. .In a new term we will transform these systems so all citizens are 

equipped, prepared, and thus, truly free to make your own choices, to be able to 

pursue your own dreams. ,,5 
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The use of "dads," "granddads," "world," "citizens," "free," "choices," and "systems" all 

appeal to the core values of the voters. The use of "job," "career," "company," 

"provided," "plans," equipped," and "prepared" indicate the cooperation and rapport 

necessary in a high Commonality score. The 0.42 percent difference between the two 

candidates is very low. Although Bush did not completely fulfill this category, the close 

results should be noted.6
-
7 

Although Kerry spoke with higher Commonality scores, Bush's significantly 

higher Optimism scores balanced out his less centered speech. Bush spoke with a mean 

score of 55.13, a score so high that it surpassed the normal range, and was 2.82 percent 

higher than his challenger, Kerry.s Such optimistic speaking contributed to his image

building and helped him win the 2004 presidential election. At a Victory 2004 dinner in 

Santa Monica, California, on August 12,2004, Bush's optimism was evident: 

"I have a hopeful vision. I believe this young century will be liberty's century. 

We'll promote liberty abroad, protect our country and build a better world beyond 

the war on terror. We'll encourage liberty at home to spread the prosperity and 

opportunity of America to every corner of our country. I will carry this message 

to my fellow citizens in the closing days of this campaign, and with your help, we 

will win a great victory on November the 2nd. God bless. God bless our great 

country.,,9 

Through his "hopeful vision," his plan to "encourage liberty" and "spread the prosperity 

and opportunity in "our great country," Bush's discourse was inspirational and praising, 

according to Diction 5.0. In this speech, Bush spoke with an Optimism score that was 

significantly higher than the normal range for the past elections between 1948 and 
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1996. 10 Despite Bush's high Optimism scores, his lower Commonality scores reveal a 

flaw in Hart's predictability. 

The one solid agreement in this study is the conclusion that Bush did not speak 

like a losing incumbent. He fulfilled none of the three characteristics of a losing 

incumbent; he spoke with higher Activity, lower Insistence, and lower Leader and Party 

References scores.1H2 

Table 5.2 

Losing Incumbents 13-14 

Hart's Theory Bush Kerry % Result, with 
of Losing Difference respect to Hart's 

Incumbents Theory 
Bush did not 

Low Activity 50.07 48.55 have lower 
1.54 % Activity scores 

(50.77 %) (49.23 %) than Kerry. He is 
consistent with 
Hart's theory 
because he did 
not speak like a 
loser. 
Bush was also 

High Insistence 50.06 58.96 less insistent than 
8.16% Kerry, not 

(45.92 %) (54.08 %) speaking like a 
losing incumbent. 
Bush also 

High Leader and 8.61 9.81 referred to the 
Party References 6.52% party and other 

(46.74 %) (53.26 %) leaders less than 
Kerry, not 
speaking like a 
losing incumbent. 
Bush fulfilled 

Total 0/3 none of the three 
requirements for 

100% Hart's theory on 
accuracy losing 

incumbents. 
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Hart's theory is 
relevant in that, 
as a winning 
incumbent, Bush 
did not speak like 
a typical loser. 

For instance, Bush had a 1.54 percent higher Activity score than Kerry did.15 

Bush needed to generate a more active rhetoric to establish that he could build 

momentum for the next four years. In a weekly radio address to the nation on June 19, 

2004, Bush spoke with lively rhetoric: 

"Our nation has a healthy, vibrant, and growing economy. Our nation is ready to 

face the economic challenges that lie ahead. We have millions of confident 

entrepreneurs who work hard and take risks and create opportunities for others. 

We have a culture of innovation where people are encouraged to come up with 

new solutions to old problems. We have a great work force. With these strengths, 

there is no limit to how much we can accomplish. And I am certain that our best 

days are yet to come.,,16 

Words such as "healthy," "vibrant," "growing," "work," "risks," "create," 

"opportunities," "innovation," "encouraged," "solutions," and "accomplish" specifically 

target momentum building. Bush's rhetoric featured changes, movement, and progress. 

A second characteristic of a losing incumbent is a high Insistence score.17 Bush 

did not have a higher Insistence score than Kerry; his Insistence was 8.16 percent lower 

than Kerry' S.18 This was important for Bush because he was able to focus on a wide 

variety of issues that were important to the American people. A losing incumbent 

typically has an inability to speak on a plethora of issues, thus seeming incapable of 



handling the presidency.19 Bush was able to maintain a variety in speech that is 

evidenced by his lower Insistence score. 
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A third characteristic of losing incumbents is a tendency to rely on the party and 

other leaders too often, marked by a higher Leader and Party References score.20 Bush 

did not rely on the Republican Party or on other leaders more often than Kerry did. Kerry 

referred to the Democratic Party and leaders 6.52 percent more than Bush referred to the 

Republican Party and leaders.21 In a speech in Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania on October 

19, during the final stretch of the campaign, Kerry referred to past leaders many times: 

"And today, I want to talk about one of the great issues that matter to middle-class 

families all across America saving Social Security. Seventy-two years ago 

today, another candidate for President by the name of Franklin Roosevelt came 

here to Pennsylvania to discuss how we could restore America's prosperity and 

America's future. At that time, this nation was in the depths of the Great 

Depression. The incumbent president then, Herbert Hoover, had actually lost jobs 

on his watch - and so has George W. Bush-the first president in 11 presidents to 

do so. He failed to restore our economic prosperity - and so has George W. 

Bush. And as Roosevelt said, President Hoover's policies had jeopardized, "the 

welfare of our people and the credit of our country" - and so has George W. 

Bush's.,,22 

Such references to Franklin Roosevelt, Herbert Hoover, and even George W. Bush 

detract attention from Kerry and his message, and place the attention on past leaders, 

policies, and his opponent. 
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The analysis of incumbent President George W. Bush is not consistent with Hart's 

theory of winning incumbents. While Bush did not speak like a losing incumbent, neither 

did he fulfill all of the requirements of a winning incumbent. 

In the case of a close election, Hart states the eventual winner of a presidential 

election changes his rhetorical style. The change in style is a reaction to a 0-9 percent 

polling spread average for the election cycle.23 Hart states that the eventual winner 

overcomes this small differential by his rhetorical changes. In the case of the 2004 

presidential election, there was a 0-9 percent polling spread. Therefore, Bush should 

have changed his rhetorical style in response to these close results. However, Bush's 

rhetorical approach remained consistent throughout the campaign, despite the close 

polling results, contradicting Hart's theory. In the 2004 presidential election, the polling 

spread was consistently within the 0-9 percent range: 
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RealClearPolitics.com provides valuable polling resources online. Specifically 

relevant to this research are the polls on the 2004 presidential election. 

RealClearPolitics.com provides the data of main polls taken from January 28, 2004 until 

Election Day. The vitality in these polls is that there are various organizations 

represented; one cannot rely simply on one polling firm. CNN/GalluplUSA Today, 

Reuters, Pew, Zogby, Time, Newsweek, and AP are included in the three-way average of 

the campaign's polling spread, to name a few. In this case, the three-way average shows 

a 0-9 percent polling spread between the candidates.25 

Because of the 0-9 percent polling spread, Bush should have shown a decrease in 

populism, shown by decreased scores in the Optimism, Human Interest, and Familiarity 

categories. The winner should also show an increase in Realism scores.26 Hart's brief 

explanation of this change states that "from the standpoint of democratic theory, such 

changes ... show that campaigns matter, that politicians do react to the (perceived) will of 

the people, in this case by substituting a more fundamental kind of political discussion for 

retail politics,,27 Hart's theory lacks an explanation for the specific categorical changes, 

other than saying the change is from "retail politics" to fundamental discussion, so it is 

difficult to postulate an explanation for why these specific changes are made by winners 

in close elections. 

Despite the close polling spread, Bush's scores do not indicate a significant 

decrease his populism speech. In fact, his Optimism scores were still so high that he 

surpassed Diction 5.0's normal range for Optimism scores. From September to October, 

Bush's Optimism scores actually increased from 54.2 to 55.23, and both months he spoke 



with such high optimism that he was above the normal Optimism range for campaign 

speeches.28 
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In addition to his high Optimism, Bush's Human Interest scores fluctuated 

throughout the final stretch of the campaign. From August to September, Bush's Human 

Interest score fell from a significantly high 51.12 to 37.93. In October, however, his 

Human Interest score went up to a 38.01.29 According to Hart, Bush should have 

continued to decrease his Human Interest scores in order to win the election.3o 

The only category of rhetorical change that agrees with Hart's theory is in Bush's 

slight decrease in Familiarity scores.3) Bush's Familiarity scores did not change much 

during the final months of the campaign, yet this was the only variable that declined, 

coinciding with Hart's predictions. In August, Bush's Familiarity score was 110.24, so 

low that they fell below the normal range. However, Bush then changed his rhetoric to 

allow for over a ten point increase in his Familiarity scores, receiving a score 120.9 in 

September. During October, Bush did decrease his Familiarity, though not significantly, 

evidenced by a normal score of 117.21.32 

Bush should have also increased his speech about basic values (evidenced by a 

lower Realism score).33 Bush's scores were consistently below the range of normal 

Realism scores; therefore, his significantly low scores are consistent with Hart's theory of 

low Realism scores for the election winner. However, beginning April, Bush spoke with 

significantly low Realism scores, marking a rhetorical style unchanged by the 0-9 polling 

spread.34 This may not be significant to proving Hart's theory, because the most 

important aspect is that Bush's Realism scores were low, indicating a more idealistic 

tone. 
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Bush only fulfilled two of Hart's four predictions of election winners in a 0-9 

percent polling spread situation; Bush decreased his Familiarity and his Realism, yet he 

increased his Optimism and Human Interest, instead of decreasing his scores in all four of 

these categories?5-36 This shows that Hart's theory of rhetorical change by election 

winners is not completely predictive in the 2004 presidential election. 

An analysis of Kerry's performance, with regard to the 0-9 percent polling spread, 

reveals that Kerry responded to the 0-9 percent polling like an election loser. The 

winner's rhetoric should shift to show a decrease in populism scores, exposed through the 

Optimism, Familiarity, and Human Interest scores decreasing. Also, the winner increases 

his Realism.36 Kerry's Optimism scores from September to October actually increased 

from 50.79 51.72.37 Although this is only a slight increase, Kerry should have 

decreased his Optimism in order to win, according to Hart.38 Kerry's Human Interest 

scores also indicate an increase, with scores so high in September and October that the 

averages were out of range.39 

In addition to decreasing Optimism and Human Interest rhetoric, the winner 

should decrease his Familiarity.4o This could be a point of contention, because Kerry's 

Familiarity scores changed little - a statistically low 109.36 in September to a statistically 

low 113.77 in October. Although this is an increase in score, the average scores for both 

months are significantly lower than for the average campaign speech.41 

The one category in which Kerry responded to the close polling spread like 

winner is the Realism frequency. A winner should increase his frequency, and Kerry did 

that.42 He increased his scores from an average of 50.25 to 51.26.43 Despite the increase 
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in realistic rhetoric, Kerry's response to the close polling spread is consistent with Hart's 

explanation of presidential election winners.44 



Chapter 6 

How they Spoke: Losing Challenger, Massachusetts Senator John F. Kerry 

Losing challenger, Massachusetts Senator John F. Kerry, spoke neither like a 

losing challenger nor a winning challenger. My findings for Senator Kerry are also 

inconsistent with Hart's theory. My conclusion is that Kerry's inability to establish a 

consistent rhetorical approach contributed to his loss of the election. 

39 

As a losing challenger, Kerry's Patriotic score was 25.05, considerably lower than 

Bush's score of 40.47. This is very surprising because of Kerry's emphasis on his war 

experience and because a losing challenger is typically much more patriotic. Bush was 

23.54 % more patriotic than Kerry in his rhetorical choices. l For example, during a 

prime time press conference on April 13, 2004, Bush specifically relied on patriotic 

rhetoric: 

"This young century will be liberty's century. By promoting liberty abroad, we 

will build a safer world. By encouraging liberty at home, we will build a more 

hopeful America. Like generations before us, we have a calling from beyond the 

stars to stand for freedom. This is the everlasting dream of America -- and tonight, 

in this place, that dream is renewed. Now we go forward -- grateful for our 

freedom, faithful to our cause, and confident in the future of the greatest nation on 

earth."z 

Bush refers to liberty, freedom, and America to gather support for the war in Iraq. It is 

surprising that Bush used such patriotic rhetoric in the 2004 presidential election, instead 



of losing incumbent Kerry. This contradicts Hart's predictions that a losing incumbent 

speaks with higher Patriotism.3 
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Also, Kerry scored higher than Bush in the Realism frequency, with means of 

51.09 and 48.56, respectively. Kerry was 2.54 percent more realistic than Bush.4 More 

often than Bush, Kerry spoke with realistic rhetoric, as evidenced by this radio address to 

the nation given on October 30,2004: 

"In the end, I believe that the only way to do all this is by coming together as One 

America. It is time for America to put the politics of polarization behind us. It is 

time to appeal to the best instincts of Republicans, Democrats, and Independents 

alike. I see an America of rising opportunity. And I believe hope, not fear is our 

future."s 

Kerry spoke of "one America," of "Republicans, Democrats, and Independents alike," 

and "our future." Kerry's realistic rhetoric should have helped him because, according to 

Hart's theory, Kerry did not speak like a losing challenger. 

Surprisingly, Bush was more patriotic and less realistic. Typically a losing 

challenger would be less realistic, more idealistic, and more patriotic.6 Having proven 

that Kerry did not speak like a typical losing challenger, it is important to find the reasons 

why he lost. These findings completely contradict Hart's predictions and theory of losing 

challengers. 
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Table 6.1 

Losing Challengers 7·8 

Hart's Theory Bush Kerry % Result, with 
of Losing Difference respect to Hart's 

Challengers Theory 
Kerry did not 

High Patriotic 40.47 25.05 speak with higher 
23.54 % Patriotic scores; 

. (61.77 %) (38.23 %) therefore, he did 
not speak like a 
typical losing 
challenger. 
Kerry did not 

Low Realism 48.56 51.09 speak with lower 
2.54% Realism scores; 

(48.73 %) (51.27 %) therefore, he did 
i not speak like a 
typical losing 
challenger. 
Kerry did not 

Total fulfill either of 
0/2 the categories of 

a losing 
0% accuracy challenger. He is 

an exception to 
Hart's rule. 

Based on the findings that Kerry's rhetorical choices were not that of a losing 

challenger, one might think that Kerry may have spoken like a winning challenger. 

However, Kerry did not speak like a winning challenger, either. This is consistent with 

Hart's theory; winning challengers typically speak with higher Familiarity, Optimism, 

Collectives, and Insistency scores.9 Kerry did only one of these, speaking with higher 

Insistency scores. 

Bush was much more familiar, optimistic, and he created more of a sense of 

community in his rhetoric, evidenced by higher Collectives scores.10 The only category 
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that Kerry spoke like a winner is the Insistence category. In his speeches, he tended to 

focus on a smaller range of issues than Bush did. As a challenger, this helped Kerry 

establish himself as a clear alternative to Bush in speech in Milwaukee, Wisconsin on 

September 14, 2004: 

"As the President likes George W. Bush. And the W stands for wrong. Wrong 

choices, wrong direction, and wrong leadership for America. And this election all 

comes down to one decision: Do we want four more years of wrong choices, or do 

we want to move America in a new direction?"u 

Table 6.2 

Winning Challengers 12-13 

Hart's Theory of Bush Kerry % Difference Results, with 
Winning respect to Hart's 

Challengers Theory 
Bush spoke with 

High Familiarity 119.77 119.07 higher Familiarity 
0.3 % - requirement not 

(50.15 %) (49.85 %) met. 
Bush spoke with 

High Optimism 55.13 52.11 higher Optimism -
2.82% requirement not 

(51.41 %) (48.59 %) met. 
Bush spoke with 

High Collectives 11.09 8.85 higher Collectives 
11.24 % - requirement not 

(55.62 %) (44.38 %) met. 
Kerry spoke with 

High Insistency 50.06 58.96 higher Insistency -
8.16% requirement met. 

(45.92 %) (54.08 %) 
Kerry fulfilled only 

Total 114 one category of a 
winning 

75 % accuracy challenger. 

Hart's theory would propose that Kerry's failure to speak with higher scores in 

these categories caused Kerry to fail. However, Kerry did not speak like a loser typically 
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speaks; he was much more realistic and less patriotic than losers typically are. Rhetoric, 

of course, is only one factor contributing to his loss, but it is a significant one. 



Chapter 7 

Conclusion 

44 

An overall assessment of Hart's theory, pertaining to its predictability in the 2004 

presidential election, reveals that Hart's theory was not as predictive as I had once 

thought. President George W. Bush won, although he only fulfilled half of Hart's 

requirements for a winning incumbent, high Optimism scores. l Bush spoke 

optimistically; his average Optimism score was higher than the normal range of the 2,357 

campaign speeches in Hart's database of speeches from 1948 1996.2 And Senator John 

F. Kerry lost, although he did not speak like a loser. Kerry was less patriotic, and more 

realistic; not typical marks of a losing challenger.3
-
4 Although Kerry's rhetorical 

approach was not that of a losing challenger, it was not characteristic of a winning 

challenger, either. Kerry was insistent in his speeches, yet he was not as familiar, 

optimistic, or collectively focused as he needed to be in order to have spoken like a 

winning chal1enger.5
-
6 

The Bush victory has been labeled "a supremely well-executed White House 

campaign" that contained few errors, and was marked by Kerry's inability to connect 

with voters on a personaileveL7 Yet, if the Bush campaign was so strong, why did Bush 

barely win without even having a third party candidate running against him? Bush's 

marginal victory can be attributed to his inherent advantages as an incumbent, his high 

optimism, and Kerry's inability to establish himself as a winner or a loser in his rhetoric. 

Bush had the advantages in his reelection campaign such as advantages in raising money, 

leverage in Congress, a command over the airways, and a record to defend.8 
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Bush had more inherent advantages; whereas Kerry was forced to distinguish 

himself as a clearly better alternative from the beginning. This is where Kerry failed. 

Kerry's inability to personally connect with the voters helped Bush immensely.9 Kerry 

failed to attract voters to his economic message because "he offered no bold ideas for 

reducing the economic security that terrifies so many ... Americans."lO As a challenger, 

Kerry could have taken advantage of a connection with the voters to use significant 

economic problems to his advantage in winning the hearts and minds of voters. 1 1 In mid

September, when Kerry finally "found his voice," he offered only mere critiques of the 

Bush administration without any substantive plan for change. He offered multilateralism, 

but there was no clear goal to achieve with his multilateralism strategy.I2 

This study and Hart's theory leave out these important contextual elements of 

campaign rhetoric. True, there is a clear difference between challengers and incumbents. 

Sustaining the dialectic, allowing the coexistence of various rhetorical choices and 

ideological choices, is vital to our democracy. 13 Because context is so important, the 

most that can be concluded from this study is that a quantitative approach to rhetoric can 

give insight into the effects of candidates' rhetorical choices. For example, because 

Kerry failed to establish himself as either a winner or a loser, Bush certainly had an 

advantage because the voters were confused. Bush's "clear sense of direction" offered 

the voters stability and solace as an alternative to Kerry's shifting rhetoric.14 

The Diction 5.0 program suppresses the importance of rhetoric's context and 

ambiguity. People's values, perceptions, and past experience contribute to the 

importance of context and ambiguity in campaign rhetoric. "Language .. .is not to be 

conceived as something which conveys meaning by itself' because meanings rely on 



context, the various needs and interests of the audience, and on the diverse forms of 

perception in the aUdience. l5 The context of the political climate, the location, and the 

various interpretations of words cannot be encompassed by the Diction 5.0 program. 
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Not only does the Diction 5.0 program ignore the importance of rhetoric's 

contextual and ambiguous nature, but it also negates the climate of each election. The 

2004 presidential election was the first in a post-September 11 world. We were and are 

in the middle of a war in Iraq. And the "stolen" election of 2000 was on the minds of 

many Democrats. Scholarly resources that analyze the 2004 election are scarce at this 

point, despite the many op-ed columns that can be found everywhere. Until further 

analysis can be done, I can only speculate that these contextual elements, combined with 

rhetoric, were all net causations in voter persuasion. 

At the heart of all these numbers lies the question of the theory's relevancy. 

Hart's theory only bases itself on one person's specific word choices; it does not base 

itself on the complete dynamics of the race. A campaign is not just how well a candidate 

sticks to a pre-set standard to win; a campaign is a combination of various influences. 

This is a major flaw in the analysis. An election is more of a progression, and voters do 

not always hear a constant message. This theory approaches rhetoric as a constant. It 

muddles the contextual nature of a campaign because it only looks at dictionary 

definitions used over the course of the whole campaign. It neither considers major events 

nor their affect on the rhetorical approaches of candidates. The analysis would be more 

powerful if taken in the light of major events in the campaign, such as the Swift Boat 

advertisement affects on John Kerry's campaign. 
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In the end, the scores do not matter; the people's perception matters. The flaw in 

the analysis is that the theory puts too much faith in the numbers. Hart's theory 

comprises what has fit with past elections, not necessarily what will occur in future races. 

The empirical nature of the theory, coupled with the software developed by the author, 

exemplify the arbitrary nature of the fonnulation of this theory; it does not necessarily 

have a predicting component, but focuses more on past tendencies. Political climates 

change all the time during an election. Changes in the political climate are not taken into 

account in this analysis. It looks at the final numbers and tries to make it fit. As the 

electorate, media, and political climate evolve, so too will rhetorical style. A candidate 

may speak with high Optimism, but what is he optimistic about? What was the 

audience's perception of his speech? In what context was the speech given, where, when, 

why? Hart's theory just looks at the words and their dictionary definitions, not at the 

context of how those words are being spoken. Nothing is put into context, neither the 

words nor the campaign in its entirety. 

Also, the theory does not consider strategic positioning; a campaign requires the 

candidate to reinforce, persuade, and convert the electorate. Obviously a candidate must 

shift his rhetorical style depending on if he is reinforcing the base, persuading swing 

voters, or converting the opposition. This theory does not take into account the context 

of the location or the audience in assessing the values of rhetorical characteristics. 16 

This study of the dialectical function offers insight into the outcome of the 2004 

presidential election of Hart's theory because we can note the distinct differences 

between the two candidates. However, we can also see the flaws within Hart's theory. It 

can be said that this theory would be much more powerful if extended to include the 
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context of the rhetoric (Where? When? Why? How? To whom?). Although Hart's 

analysis leaves out significant aspects of rhetoric, and neither Bush nor Kerry fit his 

descriptions, he presents valuable premises that campaigns present clear choices for the 

voter and that rhetoric is important (evidenced by my data on the differences between the 

two candidates). The results show that Kerry failed to establish himself in speaking with 

one solid rhetorical style. This confused voters, and maybe even confused his opponent 

into taking an uncharacteristic rhetorical approach. Both candidates' peculiar rhetorical 

choices posited clear choices throughout the campaign. Kerry failed to establish himself 

as a winner or a loser. In turn, Kerry's shifting rhetoric bemused voters and his opponent 

about his true intentions. Bush established himself as the optimistic incumbent and 

avoided navigating his rhetoric into potentially losing territory. To say that Hart's 

analysis is better is wrong. It is definitely different, and this election was inconsistent 

with his past findings. As a result of Bush and Kerry's distinct rhetorical choices, this 

study of the dialectical function in the 2004 presidential election has proven to be an 

extension of Hart's theory. 
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Appendix 

A Guide to Reading the Findings 

The following tables are the method of organization for the results of the 

significant variables in this study. The first table includes the results from incumbent 

President George W. Bush's seventy nine campaign speeches, based on the incumbent 

variables. The second table includes the scores for incumbent variables from the 

speeches of challenger, Massachusetts Senator John F. Kerry. In order to determine high 

and low scores, the results for incumbent variables are also organized into a table for 

Senator John F. Kerry. 

To read these tables, it is important to note that the seventy nine speeches are 

organized by month along the y-axis. Also shown on the y-axis are totals, means, and out 

of range labels. These calculations were done for each month and at the end, all seventy 

nine speeches were averaged according to these same calculations. 

Along the x-axis are the incumbent variables, Leader and Party References, 

Insistence, Activity, Optimism, and Commonality frequencies. Frequency simply 

indicates how many times a word contained in the respective dictionary appears in a 

given speech. Standard deviation is significant in determining if the speech was out of 

range. Out of range could either be a high or low significance. In this study, I was 

unable to perform the complex statistics involved regarding statistical significant and out 

of range situations. Therefore, the significance that these two elements played was in the 

Optimism score. As shown by the figures, Bush's Optimism was out of the range, on the 

high end. 
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Bush Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

March 
1 - 3.19.04 
2 - 3.20.04 
3 - 3.24.04 
4 - 3.25.04 
5 - 3.26.04 
6 - 3.27.04 

Total (6 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

April 
1 - 4.2.04 
2 - 4.3.04 
3 - 4.5.04 
4 - 4.6.04 
5 - 4.10.04 
6 - 4.13.04 
7 - 4.15.04 
8 - 4.20.04 
9 - 4.21.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Leader and Party References Frequency Insistence Frequency 
Range: 11.09 - 73.15 

1 39.35 
15 48.15 
0 34.64 
2 31.55 
4 68.59 
0 64.74 

22 287.02 
3.67 47.84 

No 

5 46.82 
0 76.58 
3 69.69 
3 56.8 
0 52.69 
2 37.37 
1 81.08 
3 82.18 
3 83.74 

20 586.95 
2.22 65.22 

No 

Standard Deviation Out of Range Activity Frequency 
Range: 48.03 - 52.E 

-0.09 No 52.39 
0.19 No 50.12 

-0.24 No 51.98 
-0.34 No 52.36 
0.85 No 51.39 
0.73 No 53.53 

1.1 311.77 
0.18 51.96 

No 
0 
0 
0 

0.15 No 51.66 
1.11 Yes- High 54.84 
0.89 No 53.85 
0.47 No 50.18 
0.34 No 50.09 

-0.15 No 50.39 
0.41 No 50.51 
1.29 Yes - High 50.43 
1.34 Yes - High 51.57 

5.85 463.52 
0.65 51.5 

No 
3 
3 
0 
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Bush Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

May 
1 - 5.3.04 
2 - 5.4.04 
3 - 5.4.04 
4 - 5.5.04 
5 - 5.8.04 
6 - 5.13.04 
7-5.14.04 
8 - 5.21.04 
9 - 5.31.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Leader and Party References Frequency Insistence Frequency 
Range: 11.09 - 73.15 

5 45.21 
12 46.18 
3 99 

12 97.25 
10 55 
0 51.36 
3 26.01 
1 39.84 
1 7.1 

47 466.95 
5.22 51.88 

No 

Standard Deviation Out of Range Activity Frequency 
Range: 48.03 - 52.E 

0.1 No 51.31 
0.13 No 48.84 
1.83 Yes - High 52.22 
1.78 Yes - High 52.17 
0.42 No 48.65 
0.3 No 48.9 

-0.52 No 49.82 
-0.07 No 49.34 
-1.13 Yes - Low 49 

2.84 450.25 
0.32 50.03 

No 
3 
3 
0 
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Bush Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

June 
1 - 6.1.04 
2 - 6.2.04 
3 - 6.15.04 
4-6.16.04 
5-6.17.04 
6-6.18.04 
7 - 6.19.04 
8 - 6.21.04 
9 - 6.28.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

July 
1 - 7.8.04 
2 - 7.9.04 
3 -7.9.04 
4 -7.9.04 
5-7.12.04 
6-7.13.04 
7-7.13.04 
8 -7.14.04 
9 - 7.30.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Leader and Party References Frequency Insistence Frequency 
Range: 11.09 - 73.15 

8 34.28 
3 32.41 
0 23.09 
4 59.78 
1 122.08 
5 80.66 
0 28.06 
5 54.17 
1 39.99 

27 474.52 
3 55.72 

No 

0 40.86 
6 97.25 
5 38.4 
7 31.08 
0 67.04 
9 47.75 

11 48.69 
8 60.05 
5 71.71 

51 502.83 
5.67 55.87 

No 

Standard Deviation Out of Range Activity Frequency 
Range: 48.03 - 52.~ 

-0.25 No 48.16 
-0.31 No 49.36 
-0.61 No 49.44 
0.57 No 48.96 
2.58 Yes - High 50.38 
1.24 Yes - High 49.77 

-0.45 No 55.26 
0.39 No 52.48 

-0.07 No 49.89 

3.09 453.7 
0.34 50.41 

No 
2 
2 
0 

-0.04 No 49.16 
1.78 Yes - High 51.35 

-0.12 No 51.56 
-0.36 No 49.15 

0.8 No 50.62 
0.18 No 48.74 
0.21 No 49.16 
0.21 No 49.16 
0.95 No 54 

3.61 452.9 
0.41 50.32 

No 
1 
1 
0 
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Bush Speeches Leader and Party References 
Incumbent Variables 

August 
1 - 8.4.04 
2 - 8.10.04 
3-8.11.04 
4 - 8.12.04 
5-8.17.04 
6 - 8.28.04 
Total (6 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

September 
1 - 9.1.04 
2 - 9.2.04 
3 - 9.3.04 
4 - 9.4.04 
5 - 9.5.04 
6 - 9.7.04 
7 - 9.9.04 
8 - 9.10.04 
9 - 9.13.04 
10 - 9.16.04 
11-9.17.04 
12 - 9.20.04 
13 - 9.22.04 
14 - 9.24.04 

Total (14 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Insistence 
Range: 11.09 - 73.15 

6 40.5 
6 60.35 
7 64.82 
5 31.2 
4 38.28 
6 65.01 

34 300.16 
5.67 50.03 

No 

3 66.19 
9 60.67 

11 37 
7 35.46 

11 74.01 
11 24.22 
8 38.04 

18 29.51 
11 49.2 
9 35.79 
4 57.74 
1 31.52 

11 54.36 
17 39.61 

131 633.32 
9.36 45.24 

No 

Standard Deviation Out of Range Activity 
Range: 48.03 - 52.9 

-0.05 No 49.18 
0.59 No 51.27 
0.73 No 49.29 
0.73 No 48.03 

-0.12 No 49.48 
0.74 No 48.42 
2.62 295.67 
0.44 49.28 

No 
0 
0 
0 

0.78 No 49.16 
0.6 No 47.5 

-0.16 No 50.171 
-0.21 No 48.01· 
1.03 Yes - High 50.05i 

-0.58 No 48.06 
-0.13 No 48.22 
-0.41 No 47.97 
0.23 No 47.67 
-0.2 No 48.82 
0.5 No 49.47 

-0.34 No 48.5 
0.39 No 51.41 

-0.08 No 49.15 
J 

1.42 684.16 
0.1 48.87 

No 
1 
1 
0 
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Bush Speeches Leader and Party References 
Incumbent Variables 

October 
1 -10.2.04 
2 - 10.4.04 
3 -10.6.04 
4 -10.7.04 
5 -10.12.04 
6 -10.14.04 
7 -10.15.04 
8 -10.16.04 
9 -10.19.04 
10 -10.23.04 
11 - 10.28.04 
12 - 10.29.04 
13 - 10.30.04 
14 - 10.30.04 
15 - 10.30.04 
16 - 10.31.04 
17 -10.31.04 

Total (17 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Total (79 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Insistence 
Range: 11,09 - 73,15 

21 37.03 
11 31.94 
22 47.28 

5 55.28 
13 26.83 
14 27.51 
22 25.31 
13 26.96 
14 35.6 
23 28.67 
34 39.61 
2 72.6 

37 53.59 
36 53.16 
31 58.73 
28 35.18 
22 47.36 

348 702.64 
20.47 41.33 

No 

680 3954.39 
8.61 50.06 

No 

Standard Deviation Out of Range Activity 
Range: 48,03 - 52.~ 

-0.16 No 50.29 
-0.33 No 49.45 
0.17 No 47.87 
0.42 No 51.96 
0.17 No 48.59 

-0.47 No 48.59 
-0.54 No 48.4 
-0.49 No 50.48 
-0.21 No 47.86 
-0.43 No 50.44 
-0.08 No 50.72 
0.98 No 48.64 
0.37 No 51.22 
0.36 No 51.44 
0.54 No 51.93 

-0.22 No 47.82 
0.17 No 47.42 

0.25 843.12 
0.015 49.6 

No 
0 
0 
0 

20.78 3955.09 
0.26 50.07 

No 
10 
10 
0 
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Bush Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

March 
1-3.19.04 
2 - 3.20.04 
3 - 3.24.04 
4 - 3.25.04 
5 - 3.26.04 
6 - 3.27.04 

Total (6 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

April 
1 - 4.2.04 
2 - 4.3.04 
3 - 4.5.04 
4 - 4.6.04 
5 - 4.10.04 
6-4.13.04 
7-4.15.04 
8 - 4.20.04 
9-4.21.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Out of Range Optimism Frequency 
Range: 47.56 - 53.67 

No 52.15 
No 55.39 
No 61.02 
No 51.88 
No 54.37 

Yes - High 53.82 

328.63 
54.77 

Yes - High 
1 
1 
0 

No 61.95 
Yes - High 51.38 
Yes - High 52.75 

No 50.94 
No 54.55 
No 53.03 
No 51.83 
No 54.77 
No 50.75 

481.95 
53.55 

No 
2 
2 
0 

Out of Range Commonality Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 47.59 - 51.78 

No 49.66 No 
Yes - High 51.09 No 
Yes - High 53.84 Yes - High 

No 49.13 No 
Yes - High 50.56 No 
Yes - High 47.55 Yes - Low 

301.83 
50.31 

No 
4 2 
4 1 
0 1 

Yes - High 49.83 No 
No 53.63 Yes - High 
No 53.31 Yes - High 
No 51.08 No 

Yes - High 46.88 Yes - Low 
No 48.25 No 
No 49.62 No 

Yes - High 48.8 No 
No 52.81 Yes - High 

454.21 
50.47 

No 
3 4 
3 3 
0 1 
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Bush Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

May 
1 - 5.3.04 
2 - 5.4.04 
3 - 5.4.04 
4 - 5.5.04 
5 - 5.8.04 
6-5.13.04 
7-5.14.04 
8 - 5.21.04 
9 - 5.31.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Out of Range Optimism FreQuencv 
Range: 47.56 - 53.67 

No 55.92 
No 55.9 
No 59.24 
No 51.73 
No 53.78 
No 54.11 
No 57.63 
No 57.24 
No 52.81 

498.36 
55.37 

Yes - High 
0 
0 
0 

Out of Range Commonality FreQuency Out of Range 
Ranoe: 47.59 - 51.78 

Yes· Hioh 50.49 No 
Yes - High 48.74 No 
Yes - High 49.99 No 

No 48.51 No 
Yes - High 49.84 No 
Yes - High 49.64 No 
Yes - Hioh 48.04 No 
Yes - High 48.99 No 

No 47.59 No 

441.83 
49.09 

No 
7 0 
7 0 
0 0 
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Bush Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

June 
1-6.1.04 
2 - 6.2.04 
3 - 6.15.04 
4 - 6.16.04 
5 - 6.17.04 
6 - 6.18.04 
7 - 6.19.04 
8 - 6.21.04 
9 - 6.28.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

July 
1 - 7.8.04 
2 -7.9.04 
3 - 7.9.04 
4 -7.9.04 
5-7.12.04 
6-7.13.04 
7-7.13.04 
8 -7.14.04 
9 - 7.30.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Out of Range Optimism Frequency 
Range: 47.56 - 53.67 

No 56.75 
No 56.88 
No 56.25 
No 50.19 
No 51.59 
No 52.16 

Yes - High 50.85 
No 52.1 
No 56.66 

483.43 
53.71 

Yes - High 
1 
1 
0 

No 68.37 
No 58.25 
No 52.56 
No 53.08 
No 49.44 
No 55.83 
No 55.73 
No 55.73 

Yes - High 54.14 

503.13 
55.9 

Yes - High 
1 
1 
0 

Out of Range Commonality Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 47.59 - 51.78 

Yes - High 49.07 No 
Yes - High 52.59 Yes - High 
Yes - High 49.46 No 

No 51.25 No 
No 47.59 No 
No 46.73 Yes - Low 
No 48.39 No 
No 51.79 Yes - High 

Yes - High 50.99 No 

447.86 
49.76 

No 
4 3 
4 2 
0 1 

Yes - High 49.75 No 
Yes - High 51.1 No 

No 49.57 No 
No 49.1 No 
No 49.07 No 

Yes - High 51.09 No 
Yes - High 51.29 No 
Yes - High 51.29 No 
Yes - High 49.84 No 

452.1 
50.23 

No 
6 0 
6 0 
0 0 
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Bush Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

August 
1 - 8.4.04 
2 - 8.10.04 
3-8.11.04 
4 - 8.12.04 
5 - 8.17.04 
6 - 8.28.04 
Total (6 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

September 
1-9.1.04 
2·9.2.04 
3 - 9.3.04 
4 - 9.4.04 
5 - 9.5.04 
6 - 9.7.04 
7 - 9.9.04 
8 - 9.10.04 
9 - 9.13.04 
10 - 9.16.04 
11-9.17.04 
12 - 9.20.04 
13 - 9.22.04 
14 - 9.24.04 

Total (14 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Out of Range Optimisim 
Range: 47.56 - 53.67 

No 56.83 
No 56.4 
No 55.31 

Yes - Low 80.83 
No 58.45 
No 54.85 

362.67 
60.45 

Yes 
1 
0 
1 

No 53.65 
Yes - Low 58.58 

No 58.82 
Yes· Low 54.36 

No 53.35 
No 55.14 
No 53.91 

Yes - Low 53.92 
Yes - Low 52.08 

No 52.91 
No 51.05 
No 55.83 
No 54.19 
No 51.05 

758.84 
54.2 

Yes· High 
4 
0 
4 

Out of Range Commonality Out of Range 
Range: 47.59 - 51.78 

Yes - High 49.48 Nol 
Yes - High 51.96 Yes - High 
Yes - High 51.78 Yes - High! 
Yes - High 50.61 No 
Yes - High 51.16 No 
Yes· High 50.99 No 

305.98 
• 

51 
No 

6 2 
6 2 
0 0 

No 51.52 No 
Yes - High 46.7 Yes - Low 
Yes· High 50.03 No 
Yes - High 50.96 No 

No 49.87 No 
Yes - High 50.81 No 
Yes - High 50.95 No 
Yes - High 52.57 Yes - High 

No 51.02 No 
No 51.69 No 
No 50.28 No 

Yes· High 49.35 No 
Yes - High 50.63 No 

No 51.01 No 

707.39 
50.53 

No 
8 2 
B 1 
0 1 
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Bush Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

October 
1 - 10.2.04 
2 -10.4.04 
3 -10.6.04 
4 - 10.7.04 
5 - 10.12.04 
6 -10.14.04 
7 -10.15.04 
8 -10.16.04 
9 -10.19.04 
10 - 10.23.04 
11 - 10.28.04 
12 - 10.29.04 
13 - 10.30.04 
14 - 10.30.04 
15 - 10.30.04 
16 -10.31.04 
17 -10.31.04 

Total (17 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Total (79 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
,Low 

Out of Range Optimisim 
Range: 47.56 - 53.67 

No 54.8 
No 49.78 

Yes - Low 66.35 
No 55.57 
No 55.94 
No 53.11 
No 55.4 
No 53.79 

Yes- Low 51.69 
No 66.57 
No 53.65 
No 55.42 
No 52.73 
No 53.55 
No 53.7 

Yes - Low 53.47 
Yes - Low 53.43 

938.95 
55.23 

Yes - High 
4 
0 
4 

4355.96 
55.13 

Yes - High 
14 
5 
9 

Out of Range Commonality Out of Rarlge 
Range: 47.59 - 51.78 

Yes - High 50.85 No 
No 49.6 No 

Yes - High 49.51 No 
Yes - High 49.05 NOi 
Yes - High 51.33 No 

No 49.55 No 
Yes - High 52.17 Yes- High 
Yes - High 51.85 Yes - High 

No 50.36 No 
Yes - High 50.64 No 

No 49.11 No 
Yes - High 50.82 No 

No 50.3 No 
No 49.85 No 

Yes - High 49.91 No 
No 49.77 No 
No 48.24 No 

852.91 
50.17 

No 
9 2 
9 2 
0 0 

3964.11 
50.18 

No 
47 15 
47 11 

0 4 
------ ---
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Kerry S~eeches 
Incumbent Variables 

March 
1 - 3.16.04 
2-3.17.04 
3 - 3.25.04 
4 - 3.26.04 
5 - 3.28.04 
6 - 3.31.04 

Total (6 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

April 
1 - 4.6.04 
2 -4.7.04 
3 - 4.12.04 
4-4.17.04 
5 - 4.22.04 
6 -4.23.04 
7 - 4.26.04 
8 -4.29.04 
9 - 4.30.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

--- ............................................. 

Leader and Party References FreQuenc~ 

0 
7 

14 
8 
0 
3 

32 
5.33 

5 
32 
9 
0 
3 

22 
3 
2 
4 

80 
8.89 

Insistence Frequency Standard Deviation Out of Range 
Range: 11.09 - 73.15 

43.98 0.06 No 
20.03 -0.71 No 
18.92 -0.75 No 

134.51 2.98 Yes - High 
18.02 -0.78 No 
79.35 1.2 Yes - High 

314.81 2 
52.47 0.33 

No 
2 
2 
0 

93.S 1.67 Yes - High 
35.74 -0.21 No 
45.7 0.12 No 
77.8 1.15 Yes - High 

33.68 -0.27 No 
86.38 1.43 Yes - High 
31.29 -0.35 No 
16.62 -0.82 No 
35.81 -0.2 No 

456.82 2.52 
50.76 0.28 

No 
3 
3 
0 



KerrY Speeches Leader and Party References Frequency Insistence Frequency Standard Deviation Out of Range 
.-
\0 

Incumbent Variables Range: 11.09 - 73.15 

May 
1 - 5.3.04 1 14.28 -0.9 No 
2 - 5.7.04 16 40.55 -0.05 No 
3 - 5.8.04 7 9.34 -1.06 Yes - Low 
4 - 5.10.04 7 64.09 0.71 No 
5 - 5.16.04 1 66.78 0.79 No 
6 - 5.17.04 16 123.03 2.61 Yes - High 
7 - 5.22.04 0 91.42 1.59 Yes - High 
8 - 5.27.04 7 25.96 -0.52 No 
9 - 5.29.04 2 59.25 0.55 No 

Total (9 Speeches) 57 494.7 3.72 
Mean 6.33 54.97 0.41 
Mean Out of Range No 
Total Out of Range 3 
High 2 
Low 1 
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Kerry Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

June 
1 -6.1.04 
2 - 6.3.04 
3 - 6.6.04 
4 - 6.12.04 
5 - 6.21.04 
6 - 6.24.04 
7 - 6.26.04 
8 - 6.29.04 
9 - 6.29.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

July 
1 - 7.2.04 
2 - 7.3.04 
3 - 7.6.04 
4-7.15.04 
5 - 7.16.04 
6 -7.22.04 
7 - 7.23.04 
8 - 7.24.04 
9 - 7.29.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Leader and Party References Frequency 

4 
15 
7 
3 

13 
6 

13 
8 
6 

75 
8.33 

3 
5 
1 
3 
1 
6 
2 
1 

19 

41 
4.56 

Insistence Frequency Standard Deviation Out of Range 
Range: 11.09 -73.15 

96.31 1.75 Yes - High 
50.32 0.26 No 
8.42 -1.09 Yes - Low 

27.86 -0.46 No 
30.96 -0.36 No 
52.85 0.35 No 
61.02 0.61 No 

80.6 1.24 Yes - High 
52.14 0.32 No 

460.48 2.62 
51.16 0.29 

No 
3 
2 
1 

46.55 0.14 Nol 
52.23 0.33 No 
57.54 0.5 No 
37.06 -0.16 No 
47.24 0.17 No 
36.59 -0.18 No 
67.74 0.83 No 
43.84 0.06 No 
24.29 -0.57 No 

413.08 1.12 
45.9 0.12 

No 
0 
0 
0 
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Kerry Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

August 
1 - 8.5.04 
2 - 8.7.04 
3 - 8.12.04 
4 - 8.18.04 
5 - 8.19.04 
6 - 8.24.04 

Total (6 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

September 
1 - 9.1.04 
2 - 9.2.04 
3 - 9.4.04 
4 - 9.6.04 
5 - 9.8.04 
6 - 9.9.04 
7-9.11.04 
8 - 9.11.04 2 
9 - 9.11.04 3 
10 - 9.14.04 
11 - 9.15.04 
12 - 9.16.04 
13 - 9.20.04 
14 - 9.24.04 

Leader and Party References Frequency 

5 
0 
8 
7 
4 

20 

44 
7.33 

5 
13 
7 

16 
14 
19 
10 

1 
0 

12 
30 

8 
24 
19 

Insistence Frequency Standard Deviation Out of Range 
Range: 11.09 -73.15 

36.44 -0.18 No! 
27.57 -0.47 No 
78.47 1.17 Yes - High 
44.77 0.09 No 
38.31 -0.12 No 
67.04 0.8 No 

292.6 1.29 
48.77 0.22 

No 
1 
1 
0 

43.36 0.04 No 
63.91 0.7 No 

143.85 3.28 Yes - High 
143.98 3.28 Yes - High 
138.88 3.12 Yes - High 
52.48 0.33 No 
50.82 0.28 No 
19.69 -0.72 No 
22.6 -0.63 No 

226.55 5.94 Yes - High 
36.96 -0.17 No 
66.61 0.79 No 
84.64 1.37 Yes - High 
27.6 -0.47 No 
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Kerry Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

Total (14 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

October 
1 - 10.2.04 
2 - 10.3.04 
3 - 10.11.04 
4 - 10.14.04 
5 -10.15.04 
6 -10.16.04 
7 - 10.16.04 2 
8 -10.19.04 
9 - 10.20.04 
10 -10.21.04 
11 - 10.22.04 
12 - 10.23.04 
13 -10.24.04 
14 - 10.26.04 
15 -10.27.04 
16 - 10.29.04 
17 - 10.30.04 

Total (17 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Leader and Party References Frequency 

178 
12.71 

31 
1 

23 
23 
13 
4 

12 
28 
22 
18 
12 
5 

10 
32 
13 
14 
4 

265 
15.59 

Insistence Frequency Standard Deviation Out of Range ! 

Range: 11.09 - 73.15 
. 

1121.93 17.14 i 

80.14 1.22 
Yes - High ! 

5 
5 
0 

80.96 1.25 Yes - High 
34.2 -0.26 No 

102.89 1.96 Ves - High 
54.94 0.41 No 
33.54 -0.28 No 

70 0.9 No 
86.19 1.42 Ves - High 
81.65 1.27 Ves - High 
66.24 0.78 No 
49.87 0.25 No 

54.8 0.41 No 
126.95 2.73 Ves - High 

14.16 -0.9 No 
41.74 -0.01 No 

49.9 0.25 No 
105.55 2.04 Ves - High 
49.65 0.24 No 

1103.23 12.46 
64.9 0.89 

No 
6 
6 
0 
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Kerry Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

Total (79 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Not Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Leader and Party References Frequency 

775 
9.81 

Insistence Frequency Standard Deviation Out of Range 
Range: 11.09 - 73.15 

4657.65 42.87 
58.96 0.54 

No 
56 
23 
21 

2 
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Kerry Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

March 
1 - 3.16.04 
2 - 3.17.04 
3 - 3.25.04 
4 - 3.26.04 
5 - 3.28.04 
6-3.31.04 

Total (6 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
H!gh 
Low 

April 
1 - 4.6.04 
2 - 4.7.04 
3 - 4.12.04 
4-4.17.04 
5 - 4.22.04 
6 -4.23.04 
7 -4.26.04 
8 -4.29.04 

19 -4.30.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Activity Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 48.03 - 52.99 

48.22 No 
51.56 No 
51.72 No 
55.46 Yes -High 
51.46 No 
58.63 Yes -High 

317.05 
52.84 

No 
2 
2 
0 

52.23 No 
48.89 No 
54.83 Yes - High 
50.76 No 
46.78 Yes - Low 
50.04 No 
54.95 Yes - High 
50.38 No 
51.27 No 

460.13 
51.13 

No 
3 
2 
1 

Optimism Frequency Out of Range Commonality Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 47.56 - 53.67 Range: 47.59 - 51.78 

51.71 No 52.44 Yes - High 
51.05 No 56.22 Yes - High 
52.23 No 51.38 No 
48.92 No 53.27 Yes - High 
49.74 No 49.43 No 
50.53 No 50.5 No 

304.18 313.24 
50.7 52.21 

No Yes - High 
0 3 
0 3 
0 0 

51.78 No 52.65 Yes - High 
52.96 No 50.38 No 
51.18 No 49.92 No 
48.7 No 50.53 No 
51.4 No 51.24 No 

51.37 No 52.05 Yes - High 
54.2 Yes - High 52.28 Yes - High 

54.63 Yes - High 53.11 Yes - High 
50.35 No 51.41 No 

466.57 463.57 
51.84 51.51 

No No 
2 4 
2 4 
0 0 
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Kerry Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

May 
1 - 5.3.04 
2 - 5.7.04 
3 - 5.8.04 
4 - 5.10.04 
5 - 5.16.04 
6-5.17.04 
7 - 5.22.04 
8 - 5.27.04 
9 - 5.29.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Activity Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 48.03 - 52.99 

48.49 No 
20.74 Yes - Low 

-24.48 Yes - Low 
49.57 No 
52.97 No 
50.63 No 
50.56 No 
47.7 Yes - Low 

49.74 No 

345.92 
38.44 

Yes - Low 
3 
0 
3 

Optimism Frequency Out of Range Commonality Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 47.56 - 53.67 Range: 47.59 - 51.78 

52.73 No 54.76 Yes - High 
56.93 Yes - High 56.15 Yes - High 
59.36 Yes - High 49.57 No 
56.78 Yes - High 51.41 No 
52.22 No 53.72 Yes - High 
54.71 Yes - High 47.06 Yes - Low 
50.04 No 49.34 No 
51.07 No 48.56 No 
51.42 No 48.31 No 

485.26 458.88 
53.92 50.99 

Yes - High No 
4 4 
4 3 
0 1 
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Kerry Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

June 
1 - 6.1.04 
2 - 6.3.04 
3 - 6.6.04 
4 - 6.12.04 
5 - 6.21.04 
6 - 6.24.04 
7 -6.26.04 
8 - 6.29.04 
9 - 6.29.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

July 
1 - 7.2.04 
2 -7.3.04 
3 -7.6.04 
4 - 7.15.04 
5 - 7.16.04 
6 -7.22.04 
7 -7.23.04 
8 -7.24.04 
9 -7.29.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
Hlah 
Low 

Activity FreJluency 
Range: 48.03 - 52.99 

49.72 
52.5 

49.67 
47.03 
41.65 
46.65 
48.67 
48.88 
41.32 

426.09 
47.34 

Yes - Low 

50.73 
50.54 
48.75 
48.49 
48.25 
47.85 
51.69 
50.76 
48.29 

445.35 
49.48 

No 

Out of Range Optimism Frequency 
Range: 47.56 - 53.67 

No 47.69 
No 64.11 
No 52.89 

Yes- Low 50.43 
Yes - Low 56.45 
Yes - Low 54.15 

No 50.5 
No 52.22 

Yes - Low 54.87 

483.31 
53.7 

Yes - High 
4 
0 
4 

No 53.45 
No 52.17 
No 54.06 
No 53.99 
No 52.13 

Yes- Low 53.54 
No 53.03 
No 55.7 
No 50.41 

478.48 
53.16 

No 
1 
0 
1 

Out of Range Commonality Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 47.59 - 51.78 

No 49.42 No 
Yes - High 58.87 Yes - High 

No 47.52 Yes- Low 
No 50.97 No 

Yes - High 51.1 No 
Yes - High 50.47 No 

No 52.97 Yes - High 
No 52.72 Yes - High 

Yes - High 50.46 No 

464.5 
51.51 

No 
4 4 
4 3 
0 1 

No 51.86 Yes - High 
No 49.14 No 

Yes - High 53.77 Yes - High 
Yes - High 52.52 Yes - High 

No 49.85 No 
No 51.64 No 
No 50.59 No 

Yes - High 50.9 No 
No 49.7 No 

459.97 
51.11 

No 
3 3 
3 3 
0 0 



0'1 
\0 

Kerry Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

August 
1 - 8.5.04 
2 - 8.7.04 
3 - 8.12.04 
4 - 8.18.04 
5 - 8.19.04 
6 - 8.24.04 

Total (6 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Se~tember 
1-9.1.04 
2 - 9.2.04 
3 - 9.4.04 
4 - 9.6.04 
5 - 9.8.04 
6 - 9.9.04 
7 - 9.11.04 
8 - 9.11.04 2 
9-9.11.043 
10-9.14.04 
11 - 9.15.04 
12 - 9.16.04 
13 - 9.20.04 
14 - 9.24.04 

Activity Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 48.03 - 52.99 

49.45 No 
46.88 Yes - Low 
52.01 No 
50.92 No 

52.1 No 
49.8 No 

301.16 
50.19 

No 
1 
0 
1 

49.86 No 
51.35 No 
53.96 Yes - High 
49.61 No 
49.56 No 
45.24 Yes - Low 
47.82 Yes - Low 
48.42 No 

50.1 No 
49.15 No 
48.62 No 
46.22 Yes - Low 
49.83 No 
48.17 No 

Optimism Frequency Out of Range Commonality Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 47.56 - 53.67 Range: 47.59 - 51.78 

52.05 No 51.81 Yes - High 
52.08 No 50.54 No 
52.58 No 51.38 No 
49.07 No 51.29 No 
50.24 No 49.98 No 
52.89 No 50.93 No 

308.91 305.93 
51.49 50.99 

No No 
0 1 
0 11 
0 0 

53.24 No 50.36 No 
52.44 No 42.24 Yes - Low 
50.76 No 52.95 Yes - High 
49.31 No 49.34 No 
51.13 No 46.31 Yes - Low 
52.87 No 48.74 No 
50.45 No 48.43 No 
52.34 No 49.95 No 
52.32 No 50.66 No 
44.84 Yes - Low 44.59 Yes - Low 
50.39 No 50.49 No 
52.87 No 44.22 Yes - Low 
48.62 No 51.96 Yes - High 
49.42 No 49.56 No 
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Kerry Speeches 
Incumbent Variables 

Total (14 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

October 
1 - 10.2.04 
2 - 10.3.04 
3 - 10.11.04 
4 -10.14.04 
5 - 10.15.04 
6 - 10.16.04 
7 - 10.16.042 
8 -10.19.04 
9 - 10.20.04 
10 -10.21.04 
11 - 10.22.04 
12 - 10.23.04 
13 -10.24.04 
14 - 10.26.04 
15 -10.27.04 
16 ·10.29.04 
17 -10.30.04 

Total (17 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

Activity Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 48.03 - 52.99 

687.91 
49.14 

No 
4 
1 
3 

49.07 No 
49.72 No 
50.57 No 
48.76 No 
49.22 No 

48.1 No 
51.12 No 
51.66 No 
50.19 No 
48.97 No 
51.84 No 
53.01 Yes - High 
51.06 No 
49.51 No 
49.26 No 
50.11 No 
49.76 No 

851.93 
50.11 

No 
1 
0 
1 

Optimism Frequency Out of Range Commonality Frequency Out of Range 
Range: 47.56 - 53.67 Range: 47.59 - 51.78 

711 679.8 
50.79 48.56 

No No 
1 6 
0 2 
1 4 

51.21 No 49.27 No 
52.42 No 50.33 No 
53.32 No 49.57 No 
56.87 Yes - High 51.39 No 
58.66 Yes - High 50.38 No 
49.98 No 47.41 Yes- Low 
53.02 No 51.23 No 
49.93 No 50.31 No 
50.73 No 49.05 No 

52.2 No 51.27 No 
49.55 No 47.97 No 
47.44 Yes - Low 50.05 No 
53.01 No 50.96 No 
51.32 No 49.98 No 
47.17 Yes - Low 50.69 No 
50.71 No 49.9 No 

51.7 No 51.58 No 

879.24 851.34 
51.72 50.08 

No No 
4 1 
2 0 
2 1 



Kerry Speeches Activity Frequency Out of Range Optimism Frequency Out of Range Commonality Frequency Out of Range 
,.......; 

t'"--
Incumbent Variables Range: 48.03 - 52.99 Range: 47.56 - 53.67 Range: 47.59 - 51.78 

Total {79 Speeches} 3835.54 4116.95 3997.23 
Mean 48.55 52.11 50.6 
Mean Out of Range No No No 
Total Not Out of Range 60 61 53 
Total Out of Range 19 18 26 
High 5 15 19 
Low 14 3 7 
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The following tables are the method of organization for the results of the 

significant variables in the study of the challenger, Massachusetts Senator John F. Kerry. 

The third table includes the results from Kerry's seventy nine campaign speeches, based 

on the challenger variables of Familiarity, Optimism, Collectives, Insistence, Patriotic, 

and Realism frequencies. The second table includes the scores for challenger variables 

from the speeches of the incumbent, President George W. Bush. In order to determine 

high and low scores, the results for challenger variables are also organized into a table for 

President George W. Bush. 

To read these tables, it is important to note that the seventy nine speeches are 

organized by month along the y-axis. Also shown on the y-axis are totals, means, and out 

of range labels. These calculations were done for each month and at the end, all seventy 

nine speeches were averaged according to these same calculations. 

Along the x-axis are the challenger variables of Familiarity, Optimism, 

Collectives, Insistence, Patriotic, and Realism frequencies. Frequency simply indicates 

how many times a word contained in the respective dictionary appears in a given speech. 

Standard deviation is significant in determining if the speech was out of range. Out of 

range could either be a high or low significance. Again, in this study, I was unable to 

perform the complex statistics involved regarding statistical significant and out of range 

situations. Therefore, the significance that these two elements played was in the 

Optimism score of the incumbent variables. 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

A 
Kerry Speeches 
Challenger Variables 

March 
1 - 3.16.04 
2-3.17.04 
3 - 3.25.04 
4 - 3.26.04 
5 - 3.28.04 
6 - 3.31.04 

Total (6 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

April 
1 - 4.6.04 
2 - 4.7.04 
3 - 4.12.04 
4-4.17.04 
5 - 4.22.04 
6 - 4.23.04 
7 - 4.26.04 
8 - 4.29.04 
9 - 4.30.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

B C 
Familiarity Frequency Standard Deviation 
Range: 115.43 - 142.56 

140.27 0.83 
134.78 0.43 
126.88 -0.16 
114.03 -1.1 
130.83 0.14 
130.84 0.14 

777.63 0.28 
129.61 0.05 

No 

113 -1.18 
126.53 -0.18 
104.03 -1.84 
129.88 0.07 
127.56 -0.11 
127.16 -0.14 
138.77 0.72 
121.91 -0.52 

124.2 -0.35 

1113.04 -3.53 
123.67 -0.39 

No 

D E F G 
Out of Range Optimism Frequency Out of Range Collectives Frequency 

Range: 47.56 - 53.67 Range: 5.88 - 14.85 

No 51.71 No 10.98 
No 51.05 No 16.53 
No 52.23 No 8.52 

Yes - Low 48.92 No 9.44 
No 49.74 No 7.8 
No 50.53 No 7.31 

304.18 60.58 
50.7 10.1 

No No 
1 0 
0 0 
1 0 

Yes - Low 51.78 No 7 
No 52.96 No 18.7 

Yes - Low 51.18 No 8.01 
No 48.7 No 8.94 
No 51.4 No 7.25 
No 51.37 No 12.14 
No 54.2 Yes- High 21.671 
No 54.63 Yes - High 7.25 
No 50.35 No 8.46 

466.57 99.42 
51.84 11.051 

No No 
2 2 
0 2 
2 0 
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36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 

A 
Kerry Speeches 
Challenger Variables 

May 
1 - 5.3.04 
2 - 5.7.04 
3 - 5.8.04 
4 - 5.10.04 
5 - 5.16.04 
6-5.17.04 
7 - 5.22.04 
8 - 5.27.04 
9 - 5.29.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
Low 

June 
1 - 6.1.04 
2 - 6.3.04 
3 - 6.6.04 
4 - 6.12.04 
5 - 6.21.04 
6 - 6.24.04 
7 - 6.26.04 
8 - 6.29.04 
9 - 6.29.04 

Total (9 Speeches) 
Mean 
Mean Out of Range 
Total Out of Range 
High 
I Low 

B C 
Familiarity Standard Deviation 
Range: 115.43 - 142.56 

127.13 -0.14 
127.76 -0.09 
111.69 -1.28 
107.83 -1.56 
104.11 -1.84 

110.7 -1.35 
114.28 -1.09 
127.35 -0.12 

138.7 0.72 

1069.55 -6.75 
118.84 -0.75 

No 

118.13 -0.8 
154.24 1.86 
112.76 -1.2 
125.73 -0.24 
128.42 -0.04 
133.39 0.32 
128.22 -0.06 
120.78 -0.61 
120.46 -0.63 

1142.13 -1.4 
126.9 -0.16 

No 

D E F G 
Out of Range O~timism Out of Range Collectives 

Range: 47.56 - 53.67 Range: 5.88 - 14.85 

No 52.73 No 11.9 
No 56.93 Yes - High 5.17 

Yes - Low 59.36 Yes - High 7.02 
Yes - Low 56.78 Yes - High 9.4 
Yes - Low 52.22 No 6.33 
Yes - Low 54.71 Yes - High 13.23 
Yes- Low 50.04 No 10.03 

No 51.07 No 13.29 
No 51.42 No 17.93 

485.26 94.3 
53.92 10.54 

Yes - High No 
5 4 
0 4 
5 0 

No 47.69 No 11.72 
Yes - High 64.11 Yes - High 7.09 
Yes- Low 52.89 No 5.44 

No 50.43 No 8.09. 
No 56.45 Yes - High 22.81 
No 54.15 Yes - High 10.681 
No 50.5 No 10.59 
No 52.22 No 9.26 
No 54.87 Yes - High 19.39 

483.31 105.07 
53.7 11.67 

Yes - High No 
2 4 
1 4 
1 , 0 


