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Abstract 

This paper will study the use of rhetoric types and features in two inaugural speeches, the 

possibility if categorizing each speech as one rhetoric type, which speech uses Aristotle’s 

three means of persuasion better and the methods applicability in categorizing the speeches 

under the “plebiscitary period’s” four qualities. The two speeches that were used are Donald 

J. Trump’s inaugural speech and George W. Bush’s first inaugural speech. Previous research 

conducted by Elvin T. Lim stood for the basis and connections of the five rhetoric types and 

27 rhetoric features. Aristotle’s first book on rhetoric described the three means of 

persuasion and the definition of rhetoric. The theory of the “plebiscitary period” and its four 

qualities were theorised by Michael J. Korzi. The two speeches were collected from the 

Small Corpus of Political Speeches. Two wordlists were gathered from the two speeches by 

using Antconc. The wordlists were then crosschecked with the Harvard IV-4 

psychosociological and the Lasswell value dictionaries for the rhetoric features. The data 

displayed that both speeches favoured the assertive and democratic rhetoric type. The 

speeches could not be categorized as one speech, instead they were categorized as assertive 

and democratic rhetoric type speeches. The data could not be used to tell if one speech used 

Aristotle’s three means persuasion better. The method used was able to find three qualities 

of the “plebiscitary period” in three rhetoric features. Thus, making it able to place the 

speeches as a part of the “plebiscitary period”.    
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1 Introduction 

Political speech has always had a major impact and they have been conducted by all kinds of 

people, with all sorts of backgrounds and from all kinds of places. A political speech is a 

politician’s greatest tool in convincing and persuading people in to giving them their support 

and making them believe in whatever cause is being spoken about. Political speech can be 

used for good just as Martin Luther King did in his attempt at persuading the public in ending 

segregation in the USA. Political speech can be used for evil the way Hitler did to justify hate 

against Jews and other groups in Nazi-Germany. Political speech can be used for unifying a 

country that has been torn by election in the way that the presidents of the USA have done 

over the decades (Avetisyan, 2015). The inaugural addresses delivered by USA’s presidents 

from the 1900’s and forward have, according to Michael J. Korzi (2004, p. 46), four qualities 

that make them rather similar. The first and second quality is whether or not the speaker refers 

to the Constitution or Congress. The third quality is how the speech recognizes the 

accomplishments of the presidential office. The fourth quality is how the speaker links the 

presidential office with the people. An inaugural speech with all four qualities qualifies as a 

speech that is representative of the “plebiscitary period” (Korzi, 2004, p. 46). The word 

“plebiscitary” is the adjective form of the word “plebiscite” which in politics means “A direct 

vote of all the members of an electorate to decide a question of public importance.” 

(Plebescite, 2006). 

There is one thing all political speeches must do and that is to successfully persuade the 

people that are listening that the cause being preached is the right one. Aristotle states that 

rhetoric is the means to persuade the people that are listening (Rhetoric, I.2, 1355b26f.). The 

means of persuasion, according to Aristotle, can be done in three different ways. However, to 

successfully convince and persuade the public the speaker must fully adhere to all three 

means of persuasion in the speech. Firstly, how the speech portrays the speaker. Secondly, 

how the speaker evokes emotion. Thirdly, how knowledgeable the speaker is (Rhetoric, I.3, 

1358a37ff.). To successfully be convincing and persuasive one must use rhetoric and, in this 

paper, it is rhetoric that will be looked at.  

The paper will look at five rhetoric types and 27 rhetoric features that occur in two 

speeches, Donald J. Trump’s inaugural speech and George W. Bush’s first inaugural speech. 

The rhetoric types and features are the ones used in Elvin T. Lim’s (2002) article Five Trends 

in Presidential Rhetoric: An Analysis of Rhetoric from George Washington to Bill Clinton. 

Lim (2002) used the rhetoric types and rhetoric features to analyze the difference in 
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presidential rhetoric all the way back to the first inaugural address to the last annual address 

made by Bill Clinton (Lim, 2002). The paper will analyze two inaugural speeches made by 

two presidents; the first inaugural address made by Donald Trump compared to George W. 

Bush’s first inaugural address. The paper will look at the frequencies of the five rhetoric types 

and the 27 rhetoric features to answer its research questions. Firstly, the paper will look at 

how the two speeches use the different rhetoric types and rhetoric features. As well as, 

looking if the speeches as a whole can be categorized as a specific rhetoric type based on the 

data. In addition, the paper will look at the data and see if one speech follows Aristotle’s three 

means better than the other of persuasion. Lastly, the paper will investigate if the speeches can 

be categorized as being typically representative of the “plebiscitary period” by using the 

methodology applied. 

2 Aim & Research Question 

Most people can agree that inaugural speeches today are quite similar and that they are meant 

to unify a country that has been torn by an election and to evoke a unified emotion in all of 

those who listen, whether they succeed or not is not going to be answered in this essay. 

However, what this essay will investigate is the rhetoric used in these speeches. The key part 

of this study is the set of five different types of rhetoric defined by Lim (2002), namely anti-

intellectual, abstract, assertive, democratic and conversational (Lim, 2002). The five types of 

rhetoric have a combined total of 27 sub-features. This paper will use the rhetoric types and 

features in a similar method that Lim used them in the article Five Trends in Presidential 

Rhetoric: An Analysis of Rhetoric from George Washington to Bill Clinton. The description of 

the five types of rhetoric and the 27 sub-features can be found later in the essay. The study 

will look at the frequency of words and categorize them according to the set of 27 rhetoric 

features that have been chosen. The research questions that will be answered are: 

- How do two presidents use the different types of rhetoric in their inaugural speech? Can the 

two speeches be categorized as one specific rhetoric type?  

- Based on the data, does one of the speeches follow Aristotle’s three means of persuasion 

better than the other? Additionally, is it possible to categorize the speeches as being typically 

representative of the “plebiscitary period” by using the method applied in this study? 

3 Background 

Language is, have and will always be a part of human beings and it is something that is a 

distinctive characteristic of being a human. Without language our ability to reason, rationalize 
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and evoke feelings and beliefs in others is almost lost. When looking at language today one 

will see that language is an integral part of society and that it has a plethora of uses. One of 

the many uses that language has is evident all the more in today’s society and that is its 

political use. Political language is a language that is filled with meaning and every word 

caries meaning that can be used in an attempt to convince whoever is listening. Every word 

used in a political speech can be under a microscope for analysis and one can come up with 

several intentions, or in this case, rhetoric meaning (Edelman, 1974). 

According to an article by Michael J. Korzi (2004, p. 46), today’s presidents are in a 

period which the article refers to as the “plebiscitary period”. The “plebiscitary” presidential 

period is defined, according to Korzi, by the president connecting the duties of the office to 

the will of the people and the public and that the president is the centre of the government. 

The word “plebiscitary” is the adjective form of the word “plebiscite” which when used in 

politics means “A direct vote of all the members of an electorate to decide a question of 

public importance.” (Plebescite, 2006). In the modern inaugural address, 1900’s and forward, 

the president makes few to almost no references at all to Congress, the Constitution or 

political parties separating and placing themselves at the centre of the government. The 

conclusion of the article lists four qualities that are evident in “plebiscitary” presidential 

inaugural addresses, the first and second quality are, as mentioned previously, the absence of 

Congress and the Constitution in the addresses. The third quality is the major expectations and 

accomplishments of the presidential office. The fourth and final quality is the link that the 

inaugural addresses create between the president and the people. Korzi (2004, p. 46) already 

states that Bush’s inaugural address is part of the “plebiscitary period” (Korzi, 2004, p. 46). 

Thus, making Bush’s speech a good hallmark when making the comparison and 

categorization of Trump’s speech. The inaugural speech is the very first speech any president 

gives to the nation and it is done just after the president has been sworn in in front of the 

entire nation. Inaugural addresses are not as policy driven as other speeches, however, the 

president must still speak about and mention the American ideals. The speech must heal the 

party division that has plagued the nation, it must on some level be nonpartisan and it must 

recognize the international audience. It is at the moment of the inaugural address that the 

president must unify a nation that has been torn by an election, political banter and party 

hostility (Beasley, 2001).   

Just as any speech, political speech uses rhetoric and rhetoric is, as defined by Aristotle 

(Rhetoric, I.2, 1355b26f.), the ability to see what is possibly persuasive in every given case. 

Rhetoric speech is a neutral tool and it is the character of the rhetorician and the listener that 
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defines whether the speech is good or evil, has an impact or not or if it is persuasive or not 

(Rapp, 2010). Speeches have been delivered with the intention to be thankful, to salute, to 

inspire and etc. However, speakers cannot do those things if their speech does not persuade 

the people that listen, to persuade them into thinking that their intended message is sincere. 

Aristotle explain three different means as to how a speaker can persuade the listeners 

(Rhetoric, I.3, 1358a37ff.). 

The first means of persuasion is the character of the speaker and how the speaker is 

being portrayed in the speech. The second means of persuasion is the emotional state of the 

hearer and how the speaker evoke the necessary emotions needed at that instance. The third 

means of persuasion is in the argument of the speech, how knowledgeable, certain and 

uncertain the speaker is in their speech (Rhetoric, I.3, 1358a37ff.). Mastering the three means 

of persuasion in a speech one can persuade an entire nation which is something that any 

leader must do, but few have successfully achieved. Any leader must convince the opposite 

party that they can be the leader that the country needs. The leader must convince the enemy 

after a war that they are the right person to lead the nation. The person who becomes king or 

queen through succession must convince the nation that they are fit for that position. A person 

who has been elected as the leader of a nation will have to do an inaugural address to the 

nation and persuade the people that they are the right person for the job (Rapp, 2010). 

3.1 Previous Research 

The analysis will be based on the five types in presidential rhetoric used by Elvin T. Lim in 

the article Five Trends in Presidential Rhetoric: An Analysis of Rhetoric from George 

Washington to Bill Clinton (2002). The five types of rhetoric that are used in the article are 

anti-intellectual rhetoric, abstract rhetoric, assertive rhetoric, democratic rhetoric and 

conversational rhetoric. Although, the connections between Aristotle’s definition of rhetoric 

and the five types of rhetoric is not explained in Lim’s article, one can see that the five types 

of rhetoric are five tools that can be used as a means of persuasion which links back to 

Aristotle’s three means of persuasion. This study will apply a method that is similar to the 

method used by Lim. Lim studied a set of 264 inaugural addresses and annual messages that 

were delivered between 1789 and 2000 which combined have a total of 1,832,185 words. To 

get the relevant data Lim used a software program known as the General Inquirer. To assist in 

the identifying of features two sets of dictionaries were used in the software program, the first 

being Harvard IV-4 psychosociological and the second being Lasswell value dictionaries 

(Namenwirth and Weber, 1987; Weber, 1998). The study that will be conducted in this paper 
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will not use the General Inquirer, however, it will use the two dictionaries to assist in 

identifying the rhetoric features of the words. The 27 features fall under the five different 

types of rhetoric. Each feature is what a word can be interpreted as or what that word is meant 

to convey, either emotionally or logically. To clarify, a certain amount of words with the same 

feature or same group of features will fall under the same rhetoric type, which in turn might 

tell us if that president used a specific rhetoric type more than another (Lim, 2002). To give an 

example, the word ‘adapt’ is categorized, according to the two dictionaries mentioned earlier, 

as the two features strong and active which both fall under the assertive rhetoric type 

(Namenwirth and Weber, 1987) (Weber, 1998).  

The anti-intellectual rhetoric is the first type of rhetoric which is the trend to switch the 

formal words for more colloquial words or phrases which in turn lowers the complexity and 

intellectuality of the speech. This type of rhetoric has five different features KNOW, CAUSAL, 

LEGAL, POWAUTH and INTRJ. KNOW is the category for words that indicate certainty and 

uncertainty, awareness or unawareness or similarity and difference, some examples are the 

words ‘Basis’ and ‘Definition’. CAUSAL refers to words that mark the presumption that an 

occurrence of a phenomenon is either preceded, followed or accompanied by another 

occurrence i.e. ‘Possible’ and ‘Hence’. A high frequency of KNOW and CAUSAL indicates that 

the speaker uses more substantive arguments, arguments that are based on facts. LEGAL is a 

rather simple feature in that it refers to words relating to judicial or police matters i.e. 

‘Certificate’ and ‘Lawful’. POWAUTH stands for authoritative power and it concerns words 

that can be used as a form or a tool to call on more formal power i.e. ‘Regime’ and 

‘Constitution’. INTRJ is short for interjection and contains words that are casual and slang 

references i.e. ‘Alas’ and ‘Yeah’. A low frequency in LEGAL and POWAUTH combined with a 

high frequency in INTRJ would make the speech more informal. However, a higher frequency 

of INTRJ ultimately lowers the complexity and intellectuality of the speech (Lim, 2002).  

What follows closely to the anti-intellectual rhetoric is the abstract rhetoric which 

refers to words that can be interpreted differently depending on the person; these can be 

idealistic, poetic and religious references. Lim (2002) writes that the value of abstract rhetoric 

has great political value, due to its focus on ideals and concepts which can easily evoke 

emotions and feelings of association (Lim, 2002). Lim (2002) states that abstract rhetoric has 

become more common because of politicians realizing the political and emotional value that it 

has (Lim, 2002). The abstract rhetoric has three different features TIMESPC, NATRPRO and 

ABS. TIMESPC stands for time and space which relates to words referring to areas or places 

and past, present or the future i.e. ‘Before’ and ‘Distant’. NATRPRO is short for nature and its 
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processes which relates to words referring to processes that occur naturally or materials that 

are a part of nature i.e. ‘Alive’ and ‘Existence’. Final feature that falls under the abstract 

rhetoric type is ABS which is short for abstract. The abstract feature includes words that can 

be seen as idealistic and refer to noble concepts i.e. ‘Capitalism’ and ‘Independence’ (Lim, 

2002).  

According Lim’s findings, assertive rhetoric has become more evident in today’s 

speeches. Assertive rhetoric relates to words that are referring to activism and confidence. 

Assertive rhetoric contains eight different features ACTIVE, STRONG, PASSIVE, SUBMIT, IF, 

POWGAIN, POWDOCT and BEGIN. The ACTIVE feature refers to words that imply an active 

orientation i.e. ‘Coerce’ and ‘Pretend’. The ACTIVE feature is the most common one but it is 

closely followed by the STRONG feature which refers to words that imply strength i.e. ‘Huge’ 

and ‘Zealous’. Lim (2002) describes the PASSIVE feature as an opposite to the ACTIVE feature 

in that it refers to words that indicate a passive orientation i.e. ‘Astray’ and ‘Humble’ (Lim, 

2002). The SUBMIT feature goes somewhat further than the passive feature in that it refers to 

words that express submission to authority or dependence on others i.e. ‘Capitulate’ and 

‘Obligation’. The IF feature includes words that refer to uncertainty or vagueness i.e. 

‘Doubtful’ and ‘Somewhat’. POWGAIN is short for power gain which relate to words that refer 

to an increase in power i.e. ‘Franchise’ and ‘Succession’. The POWDOCT feature is short for 

power doctrine which include words that recognize ideas about practices and power relations 

i.e. ‘Capitalism’ and ‘Totalitarianism’. The final feature under the assertive rhetoric type is 

BEGIN which refers to words that indicate the start of something i.e. ‘Advent’ and 

‘Undertook’. It is in the Assertive rhetoric where the speaker finds most of its words, it is 

through strength and activism that the speaker can persuade and convince. Both the inaugural 

address and the annual address rely on strength and activism to rouse and convince the people 

that listen (Lim, 2002).  

The democratic rhetoric is, according to Lim (2002), the rhetoric that has become more 

frequent in presidential rhetoric (Lim, 2002). Lim (2002) states that the democratic rhetoric 

has grown in unison with democratization of the presidential office (Lim, 2002). The 

democratic rhetoric is the rhetoric that is compassionate, egalitarian, inclusive and honors the 

people. The democratic rhetoric has eight different features: KIN, NONADLT, SELF, OUR, 

AFFIL, AFFGAIN, WLBTOT and WLBPT. The KIN feature includes words that refer to kinship 

i.e. ‘Dad’ and ‘Wife’. The NONADLT feature relate to words that are associated with infants 

and adolescents i.e. ‘Child’ and ‘Teenager’. The SELF feature includes the pronouns referring 

the singular self i.e. ‘I’ and ‘My’. The OUR feature is quite similar to the previous feature in 
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that it focuses on the self, but what separates them is that the OUR feature only includes 

pronouns referring to the inclusive self i.e. ‘Our’ and ‘We’. The feature AFFIL is short for 

affiliation which relates to words that indicate affiliation or supportiveness i.e. ‘Admire’ and 

‘Secession’. The feature AFFGAIN is short for affiliation gain and it includes words that refer 

to the reaping effect of love and friendship i.e. ‘Mercy’ and ‘Sympathize’. The WLBTOT 

feature is short for total well-being which refers to words that evoke a general concern for 

well-being i.e. ‘Amuse’ and ‘Underdeveloped’. The WLBPT feature is short for patient well-

being which is similar to the previous feature, but has more focus on the well-being of a 

person or participants i.e. ‘Adolescent’ and ‘Therapist’ (Lim, 2002). According to the 

Lasswell dictionary, well-being refers to the safety and health of all organisms (Namenwirth 

& Weber, 1987).  

The final type of rhetoric is the conversational rhetoric and it is this rhetoric that is, 

according to Lim (2002), more common after as the presidency moves forward (Lim, 2002). 

Conversational rhetoric makes the speech more intimate between the speaker and the people 

listening, it has a higher focus on the trustworthiness of the speaker and it makes the speech 

more anecdotal. Conversational rhetoric has three different features which are YOU, SAY and 

DAV. The YOU feature fall under words that indicate that another person is being addressed 

i.e. ‘Thee’ and ‘Your’. The feature SAY only has four words under it which are ‘Said’, ‘Say’, 

‘Tell’ and ‘Told’. The feature DAV is short for descriptive verbs of an action i.e. ‘Run’ and 

‘Walk’ (Lim, 2002). The reader is directed to appendix for a list of all the features and 

example of words that correspond with each rhetoric feature.  

The article shows that earlier speeches would indicate a more passive approach with the 

intention to suggest that the people be more submissive to authority. Comparing the earlier 

speeches to the speeches that are more recent Lim (2002) found that today’s speeches are 

more active with the intention to give strength to the people (Lim, 2002). In addition, Lim 

(2002) found that in the democratic rhetoric type, speeches have become more people 

oriented where the article makes a note of the subtle change in salutations in speeches (Lim, 

2002). The final rhetoric, conversational rhetoric, has also become more prevalent in later 

speeches with an increase in more conversational and self-referential speeches (Lim, 2002).  

4 Material & Method 

4.1 Material 

The material used for this study will be two inaugural speeches delivered by two American 

presidents. The two sets of speeches were collected from a subset of the Small Corpus of 
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Political Speeches which is currently being developed in to the Diachronic Corpus of 

Political Speeches (SCPS).1 The inaugural speeches have been transcribed and written down 

in separate files. This was done to be able to place the speeches in software program called 

AntConc to acquire the word frequencies of every word. AntConc is a free software that is 

used as a tool for corpus and text analysis (Anthony, 2019). Additionally, two sets of 

dictionaries will be used which are the Harvard IV-4 psychosociological dictionary and the 

Laswell value dictionary (Namenwirth and Weber, 1987; Weber, 1998). The two dictionaries 

are called content analysis dictionaries. Content analysis dictionaries consists of a set of 

categories (features) ranging from 60 to 150 different categories and rules for assigning words 

to the categories. The difference between the two dictionaries is that the Laswell value 

dictionary is a single classification dictionary whereas Harvard IV-4 psychosociological uses 

multiple classification. The two dictionaries were downloaded from the General Inquirer 

which combined the two dictionaries to make one large dictionary.2 This type of dictionary 

provides the study with some advantages in that it shortens the time needed to categorize the 

words and eliminates the need to construct a dictionary (Gary et al, 1997, p. 11-12).  

The two speeches chosen for this study are the inaugural speech made by Donald J. 

Trump, henceforth Trump, which will be compared to George W. Bush’s, henceforth Bush, 

first inaugural speech. There is a slight difference in the number of words used in each 

speech, seeing as Trump used 1444 words compared to Bush’s 1593 words. However, they 

will base its comparison on the normalized frequency of each rhetoric type and feature. For 

the sake of consistency, the study will only use the first inaugural speech made by Bush 

seeing as Trump has, at the time of this study, only given one inaugural speech. In addition, 

this was done in an attempt to exclude any previous experience in presidential rhetoric. It is 

difficult to get a good sense of how much experience the two presidents have in presidential 

rhetoric. However, it should be worth noting that Bush is a career politician and that his father 

was a former president of the USA, which combined could have given Bush some experience 

in presidential rhetoric (Duignan, 2019). Trump is not a career politician nor does he have any 

relative that has been the president of the USA, which compared to Bush could put Trump in 

a slight disadvantage when it comes to presidential rhetoric (Shapiro, 2016). This study will 

refrain from looking at their political affiliation or their political agenda with the reason that 

the study focuses solely on the rhetoric of those speeches and not the overall messages of the 

 

1 The speeches were provided by Tyrkkö, J. who is the principal investigator of the DCPS project and the supervisor of this 

thesis. 
2 Web address at http://www.wjh.harvard.edu/~inquirer/spreadsheet_guide.htm. 

http://www.wjh.harvard.edu/~inquirer/spreadsheet_guide.htm
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speeches. Furthermore, the study will also avoid gathering information from any social media 

outlet i.e. news episodes or news articles due to most social media outlets having a political 

bias.  

4.2 Method 

To acquire the relevant data of what features a specific word match with, the speeches were 

analyzed in AntConc to obtain a list of all the words, the frequency of every word and the 

amount of words used in each speech. These word lists were then compared manually to a 

separate file which contain the Harvard IV-4 psychosociological and Laswell value 

dictionaries (henceforth, H4Lvd dictionary). Each word from the AntConc word list was then 

searched manually in the H4Lvd dictionary to find what feature or features a specific word 

had according to the dictionary. The H4Lvd dictionary consists of 11,789 words with some 

words being written down multiple times due to different meanings. The words with multiple 

meanings were manually crosschecked in the speech to see how they were applied, followed 

by a manual check in the H4Lvd dictionary for the word with the same meaning. According to 

the General Inquirer page on the dictionaries it uses, any word can match with multiple 

features. A word that matched with multiple features were categorized in all the matching 

features. Upon collecting the relevant data, it was discovered that the H4Lvd dictionary did 

not list the plural forms of some words. Therefore, some words that were in plural could not 

be included in the data. All the numbers from the data will be displayed in their normalized 

frequency, except for in the appendix where the data will use raw frequencies (See appendix 

1. and appendix 2.). To be more specific, the results will tell us how often a feature appears 

per 1000 words. The reason for showing the results in normalized frequencies is to achieve a 

better comparison between the two speeches and to better see what rhetoric type and feature is 

more frequent.  
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5 Results 

The following charts have the frequency in numbers and a corresponding bar to more clearly 

show any possible differences. The first chart is a general chart of the five types of rhetoric 

which separates the two presidents’ speeches, Trump’s and Bush’s.  

Chart 1. The normalized frequencies of the 5 types of rhetoric. 

 

The first chart displays the normalized frequencies of the five different rhetoric, which are 

then separated between the two speeches. The figures were gathered by combining all the 

frequencies of the features which fall under a specific type of rhetoric and then calculating the 

normalized frequency. The chart shows a small difference between the speeches in the 

conversational rhetoric types. The anti-intellectual and abstract types have similar differences 

in their frequency. The democratic rhetoric has slightly higher difference than the other types, 

with it having a 24.6 higher frequency for Bush’s speech. The assertive rhetoric type shows a 

substantial difference between the two speeches with a difference of 97.2 occurrences.  
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Chart 2. The normalized frequencies of the anti-intellectual features. 

The anti-intellectual feature chart shows that there is a noticeable difference in the 

occurrences of words that fall under the LEGAL feature with Trump having 14.9 higher 

frequency. The KNOW feature does not have as large of a difference as the LEGAL feature with 

Bush having 6.7 higher frequency. Trump’s speech has a slightly higher frequency in the 

CAUSAL, POWAUTH and INTRJ features than Bush’s speech. 

Chart 3. The normalized frequencies of abstract features. 
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The abstract features chart shows large differences in two of its features, the first being 

TIMESPC where Trump’s has a 24.4 higher frequency. However, Bush’s speech has a 12.7 

higher frequency in the ABS feature. NATRPRO has a slight difference, in that Bush’s speech 

has a 3.1 higher frequency.  

Chart 4. The normalized frequencies of the assertive features. 

As seen in the chart, Bush’s speech has a higher frequency in all the features except for the 

BEGIN feature where Trump’s speech has more than twice the frequency, although the BEGIN 

feature is fairly low compared to the others. The PASSIVE feature shows that Bush’s speech 

has more than twice the higher frequency than Trump’s speech. Furthermore, Bush’s speech 

has three times the higher frequency in the POWDOCT feature and twice the higher frequency 

in the SUBMIT feature. In addition, the ACTIVE feature shows a large difference in frequency 

with Bush’s speech having a 24.8 higher frequency than Trump’s speech.   
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Chart 5. The normalized frequencies of the democratic features. 

 

The democratic feature chart shows that Trump’s speech did not contain any words that were 

categorized under the features KIN or WLBPT. The features NONADLT, OUR and WLBTOT 

were all fairly close in their frequency. Contrastively, Bush’s speech had a higher frequency 

in the features SELF, AFFIL and AFFGAIN. Moreover, Bush’s speech had three times the higher 

frequency in the SELF feature. 

Chart 6. The normalized frequencies of the conversational features.  
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The final chart shows the conversational features data. The SAY feature data for Trump’s 

speech and Bush’s speech are very similar, with Bush’s speech having a 0.1 lower occurrence. 

Trump’s speech trumps Bush’s speech in the frequency of the YOU feature by a 10.9 higher 

frequency. In contrast, Bush’s speech has a 6.7 higher frequency in the DAV feature.  

6 Discussion 

Every word in the two speeches that could be categorized has been categorized according to 

their matching feature. However, merely categorizing the data was not the main goal of this 

paper. Can the data that has been collected and categorized answer the questions that were 

asked at the beginning of this paper? Firstly, to be able to answer any of the questions, all the 

data must be analyzed. The questions that this paper seek to answer are; 

 

- How do two presidents use the different types of rhetoric in their inaugural speech? 

Can the two speeches be categorized as one specific rhetoric type?  

- Based on the data, does one of the speeches follow Aristotle’s three means of 

persuasion better than the other? Additionally, is it possible to categorize the 

speeches as being typically representative of the “plebiscitary period” by using the 

method applied in this study? 

 

Chart 1 shows the combined frequency of the different rhetoric types. At first glance, there is 

a clear difference in frequency between all the rhetoric types, which suggests that the two 

speakers use different rhetoric methods. As a result, the difference in rhetoric types suggest 

that the two speakers balanced their speech differently. Trump’s inaugural speech can be seen 

as more balanced between the five different rhetoric types when comparing it to Bush’s 

inaugural speech. Bush’s speech clearly favored the assertive and democratic rhetoric types. 

According to the data, Bush’s speech put more emphasis on indicating a sense of activism and 

confidence in the presidential office, which can be found in the assertive rhetoric, as an 

attempt to convince and persuade the listeners. The democratic rhetoric brings with it an 

indication of compassion and inclusiveness which in this case gives the indication that Bush’s 

speech is meant to include the people and show a sense of compassion between Bush and the 

people. Bush’s speech has a lower frequency in the anti-intellectual, abstract and 

conversational rhetoric which suggests that Bush’s speech is slightly more complex and less 

anecdotal. In comparison, there is Trump’s speech, which has a stronger emphasis on anti-

intellectual and abstract rhetoric as well as a slightly higher frequency of conversational 
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rhetoric. The data suggests the Trump’s attempt at convincing and persuading the public was 

done by conducting a speech that, according to the anti-intellectual rhetoric, could be more 

easily understood by resorting to words that had a low sense of complexity. In addition, 

Trump uses abstract, idealistic and poetic terms to evoke an emotional response in the public. 

The higher frequency of conversational rhetoric in Trump’s speech, albeit a minor difference, 

suggests that the speech is more anecdotal. A combination of the three rhetoric types suggest 

that Trump’s speech was based on evoking emotion with the combination of using abstract 

and anecdotal words and statements. Lim (2002) wrote that anti-intellectual and 

conversational rhetoric have slowly been rising over time and that the anti-intellectual and 

abstract rhetoric almost goes hand-in-hand. Clearly, what Lim (2002) wrote is evident in this 

study and the data supports this idea (Lim, 2002). The time difference between Bush’s speech 

and Trumps speech’s combined with the speeches’ difference in anti-intellectual and 

conversational rhetoric supports the idea that the two rhetoric types are increasing over time. 

The anti-intellectual and abstract rhetoric are very similar in their frequencies, both in 

Trump’s speech and Bush’s speech. The similarity in the anti-intellectual and abstract does 

enhance Lim’s (2002) thesis that the two rhetoric types are close to each other. Furthermore, it 

strengthens Lim’s (2002) thesis that a higher frequency in the anti-intellectual rhetoric will in 

most cases result in a higher frequency of abstract rhetoric (Lim, 2002). 

6.1 Anti-intellectual 

Chart 2 displays the normalized frequencies of the anti-intellectual features. There is a clear 

difference across all the features, with Trump’s speech having a higher frequency in CAUSAL, 

LEGAL, POWAUTH (authoritative power) and INTRJ (interjection) rhetoric compared to Bush’s 

speech, which has a higher frequency in KNOW rhetoric. Neither of the speeches uses 

POWAUTH rhetoric as much as they use the other four rhetoric features, which suggests that 

both speeches do not care much for the tools and forms of formal power and do not use it as a 

way of being persuasive. In addition, it is the POWAUTH feature that refers to the Constitution 

and Congress. As a result, the low frequency of this feature suggests that both speeches are 

still in, as Korzi (2004, p. 46) calls it, the “plebiscitary period” of presidential speeches 

(Korzi, 2004, p. 46). Therefore, the neglect of tools and forms of formal power in the 

inaugural speeches combined with Korzi’s (2004, p. 46) theory suggests that this might be a 

general feature in today’s inaugural speeches. However, more speeches that have been 

conducted between and after the two speeches must be analyzed for Korzi’s (2004, p. 46) 

theory to be applicable to today’s inaugural speeches (Korzi, 2004, p. 46). The speeches put 
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more emphasis on KNOW, CAUSAL and LEGAL, but they do so differently. Bush’ speech is 

more balanced between the three features. Contrastively, Trump’s speech is more sequential, 

one feature trumps the other feature, in the three features with KNOW being the lowest of the 

three, followed by CAUSAL and then LEGAL with the highest frequency. It is clear that Trump 

favored an approach that leaned on judicial terms and causal processes to persuade the public. 

In contrast, Bush’s speech is more balanced between KNOW, CAUSAL and LEGAL rhetoric 

features which suggests that Bush’s attempted to persuade the public by using judicial terms 

in combination with causal processes and a sense of generality or specificity. The final 

rhetoric feature, INTRJ, has a frequency which is different between the two speeches, with 

Trump’s speech having a higher frequency. The high frequency of INTRJ in Trump’s speech 

indicates that the speech was more informal than Bush’s speech. The data gives the indication 

that Trump’s speech was slightly more informal with an emphasis on judicial terms and 

causal processes. In comparison, Bush’s speech was more balanced between the rhetoric 

features KNOW, CAUSAL and LEGAL which indicates that Bush’s speech used more 

substantive arguments to persuade the public but it was also done with a modicum of 

informality. The features KNOW and LEGAL can be seen in example (1) from Bush’s speech:  

(1) “With a simple oath, we affirm old traditions and make new beginnings.” (SCPC). 

6.2 Abstract 

Chart 3 gives a clear demonstration of the normalized frequencies of the abstract features. 

Trump’s speech has a higher frequency of TIMESPC (time and space) and ABS (abstract) 

features than Buch’s speech, but a slightly lower frequency of NATRPRO (nature and its 

processes) features. Trump’s speech has a 24.4 higher frequency of TIMESPC features, which 

suggests that Trump used words relating to a specific time or place as a method of connecting 

the public with the speech. It is rather clear in the data that Trump’s speech did put a higher 

importance on TIMESPC than on NATRPRO and ABS. Trump’s speech did not lean on the 

natural processes or words linked with nature as a manner of persuading the public, but rather 

on connecting with the public through time and place with some hints of abstract ideals and 

concepts. An example of the usage of TIMESPC features can be seen in example (2) from 

Trump’s speech: 

(2) “Together, We Will Make America Strong Again. We Will Make America Wealthy 

Again. We Will Make America Proud Again. We Will Make America Safe Again.” 

(SCPS).  
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In comparison, Bush’s speech used words with TIMESPC features the most but not as much as 

Trump’s speech. On the other hand, Bush’s speech put more importance on ABS and the use 

of abstract ideals and concepts. Thus, indicating that Bush’s speech relied more on the feature 

that Lim (2002) stated has been on the rise throughout the presidency over time (Lim, 2002). 

What the difference in the data show is that Trump put emphasis on time and places compared 

to Bush’s speech which used more of a combination of abstract concepts with time and 

places.  

6.3 Assertive 

Chart 4 presents the normalized frequencies of the Assertive rhetoric features. As can be seen 

in the chart, Trump’s speech has the highest frequency in only one of the features, which is 

BEGIN. Bush’s speech has, in some features, twice as high of a frequency and one, POWDOCT 

(power doctrine), that has three times as high of a frequency. The Assertive rhetoric is the 

type of rhetoric that can be used to convey confidence and activism but with a modicum of 

realism. Bush’s speech clearly favored the ACTIVE, STRONG and PASSIVE features. Thus, 

indicating that Bush’s speech was pushing for strength in the public. What can be seen as 

contradicting is the push for active orientation and at the same time leaning on a passive 

orientation. Thus, the impact of this can be hard to conclude. The active orientation is not only 

meant to recognize the activism in the public, but also to spur on that activism and the 

country’s achievements. The passive orientation should be seen as the speaker’s method of 

trying to be humble. In example (3) Bush’s speech combine different words that belong to the 

PASSIVE feature:  

(3) “In the quiet of American conscience, we know that deep, persistent poverty is 

unworthy of our nation’s promise.” (SCPC)  

The data show that Bush’s speech clearly acknowledges the achievements done, but at the 

same time the speech indicates a slight hint of humility which can be seen in the PASSIVE, 

SUBMIT and IF features. The SUBMIT feature gives the listener a sense of submission to the 

immense power a president have. The slightly higher frequency of POWGAIN (power gain) 

and POWDOCT is a good indication that Bush’s speech acknowledges the influence and power 

that has been gained and the powerful practices that the presidency entails. The usage of the 

features POWGAIN and POWDOCT can be seen in Bush’s sentence in example (4):  

(4) “shaping a balance of power that favors freedom. We will defend our allies and our 

interests.” (SCPS).  
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Looking at Trump’s speech there is a clear difference. Trump’s speech has an evident 

emphasis on the ACTIVE and STRONG features but a significantly lower count than Bush’s 

speech in the features, which can be used to signal a sense of humility. Trump’s speech seems 

to have the intention of indicating strength and activism in public but with a lower sense of 

humility. In example (5) one can see Trump’s speech’s use of ACTIVE and STRONG features:  

(5) “We will face challenges. We will confront hardships.” (SCPC).  

In addition, the data gives the indication that Trump’s speech does not fully acknowledge the 

power nor the influence that the office of president have. The slightly higher frequency of the 

BEGIN feature can be seen as an indication that Trump’s speech is putting a higher importance 

on the start of something new, a term of Donald Trump as president.  

6.4 Democratic 

Chart 5 displays the normalized frequencies of the Democratic rhetoric features; KIN, 

NONADLT, SELF, OUR, AFFIL, AFFGAIN, WLBTOT and WLBPT. The data shows that Trump’s 

speech only has a higher frequency in one feature, Bush’s speech has a higher frequency in all 

the features except for in the NONADLT (non-adults) feature. Although, the NONADLT and 

WLBTOT (total well-being) are fairly close in frequency with a 0.4 and 0.5 difference 

respectively. In addition, the OUR feature has a minor difference of 1.1. Trump’s speech has 

low frequencies in the AFFGAIN (affiliation gain) feature and no occurrences of the KIN and 

WLBPT (patient well-being) features. The low frequencies in the mentioned features suggests 

that Trump’s speech does not speak about any family member nor any specific persons. 

Furthermore, the speech indicates a sense of acknowledgment of the support or affiliation that 

might have been gained. Trump’s speech does mention adolescents and refer to himself, 

which can be seen as an indication of specificity of peoples within the speech. Within this 

rhetoric type Trump’s speech has a high frequency of the OUR, AFFIL (affiliation) and 

WLBTOT. The higher frequency of the features mentioned indicates a recognition of the 

support that has been given combined with the inclusiveness and wellbeing of others. Korzi’s 

(2004, p. 46) fourth quality, link between the president and the people, can be seen in the OUR 

feature (Korzi, 2004, p. 46). Both speeches are very close in OUR feature suggesting that both 

speeches link, not only the presidency, but also the people with the presidential office.  In 

contrast, Bush’s speech has, as previously mentioned, a higher frequency in all but one 

feature, the NONADLT feature. Bush’s higher frequency in all the features, except the 

NONADLT feature, suggests that Bush’s speech does a better job at recognizing all the support 
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that has been given and gained by family, adolescents, specific persons and others. In 

addition, the speech refers to himself and others. The inclusion of as many people as possible 

in the speech is a method of persuading as many people as possible. Example (6), delivered in 

Bush’s speech, is a good example of the occurrence of the feature OUR:  

(6) “We have a place, all of us, in a long story; a story we continue, but whose end we 

will not see.” (SCPS) 

6.5 Conversational 

Chart 6, the final chart, shows the normalized frequencies of the Conversational rhetoric 

features. The data displays a difference across all three features, some with a larger difference 

than others. The YOU feature has the highest difference in frequency, with Trump’s speech 

having a 10.9 higher frequency. The frequency of the YOU feature suggests that Trump’s 

speech is better at referring to other people without including himself. In addition, the higher 

number in the YOU feature can be seen as an attempt to make Trump seem more trustworthy. 

The YOU feature is also an indication of Korsi’s fourth quality for the “plebiscitary period”, in 

that it is an indication of inclusiveness of the listeners, which in turn links them to the 

presidential office. Looking at the YOU feature; Trump’s speech is more inclusive than Bush’s 

speech. Thus, strengthening the idea that Trump’s speech falls under the “plebiscitary period”. 

The SAY feature has a 0.1 difference in frequency in the chart, but looking at the raw 

frequencies (see Appendix 1. and Appendix 2.) one can see that they have the same frequency 

of 1 occurrence throughout the speech. In the instance of the SAY feature there really is no 

difference. Bush’s speech has a higher frequency in the DAV (descriptive verbs) feature 

indicating that Bush’s speech used more descriptive verbs, which is more common to find in 

stories. In example (7) one can see the use of the features YOU and DAV in Trump’s speech:  

(7) “When you open your heart to patriotism, there is no room for prejudice.” (SCPC) 

6.6  Three Means of Persuasion 

Aristotle has three means of persuasion which are the key to a successful speech. The first 

means of persuasion is how the speech portrays the speaker. The second means of persuasion 

is how the speech evokes emotion in the people that is listening. The third means of 

persuasion is how certain and knowledgeable the speaker is in their speech. The first means of 

persuasion can be answered when looking at the frequencies of the Conversational rhetoric, 

which in chart 1 shows that Trump’s speech has a higher frequency. The Conversational 

rhetoric indicates the trustworthiness of the speaker. Trump’s speech has a higher frequency 
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and that suggests that the speech can be seen as more trustworthy towards the public. 

However, it is not only the Conversational rhetoric that decides the trustworthiness of the 

speaker, the OUR and SELF features that can be found in the Democratic rhetoric also plays a 

part. Bush’s speech has a higher frequency in both the OUR and SELF features indicating a 

higher self-referential which, according to Lim (2002), increases the publics’ perception of 

the speaker’s trustworthiness (Lim, 2002). This, consequently, makes it hard to decide which 

speech follows the first means of persuasion the best. 

The second means of persuasion can be answered when looking at the abstract rhetoric. 

Looking at chart 1, one can see that Trump’s speech has the higher frequency suggesting that 

Trump’s speech uses emotion more than Bush’s speech to persuade the public. However, it is 

Bush’s speech that has the higher frequency of the ABS feature, which is the feature that plays 

primarily on emotion. As a result, it is difficult to say which one of the speeches does a better 

job at persuading the listeners via emotions. Although, Bush’s speech has a higher frequency 

of the features ABS and NATRPRO than Trump’s speech, it does not necessarily mean that 

Bush’s speech does a better job persuading with emotions. One can see two conclusions, the 

first one is that Trump’s speech does a better job at persuading the listeners with emotions 

when looking at the abstract rhetoric type in chart 1. Contrastively, Bush’s speech does a 

better job at persuading with emotions by conducting a speech that is more balanced between 

the three features that fall under the abstract rhetoric type.  

The third and final means of persuasion can be answered when looking at the Anti-

intellectual rhetoric and more specifically the KNOW and CAUSAL features. Bush’s speech has 

a higher frequency of the KNOW features but a lower frequency of the CAUSAL feature, and 

vice versa for Trump’s speech. Therefore, both having a higher frequency in one of the two 

features it is hard to tell whether one speech did a better job at persuading using knowledge. 

The data suggests that Trump’s speech is more general or specific, whereas Bush’s speech 

shows more knowledge. What one could gather from this is that Bush leans more on 

knowledge to persuade compared to Trump which employs generality and specificity as a 

means of persuading the listeners.  

The chance of some shortcomings in this paper are possible. First, there is the human 

factor. During the phase where the data was being collected a human error could have 

occurred which was then missed. The collection of the data was done manually which 

increases the risk of errors compared to when doing it with the help of a program. Moreover, 

the data could have been interpreted wrong, ultimately changing the conclusion. The last 
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factor is the length and number of different words used in each speech. The two speeches 

were selected because they were close in the number of different words used.  

7  Conclusion 

The aim of this study was to compare the frequencies of the rhetoric types and features 

between Donald Trump’s inaugural speech and George W. Bush’s inaugural speech. 

Furthermore, this study hopes to answer how the two presidents use different rhetoric types 

and if each speech can be categorized as one specific rhetoric type. Additionally, the paper 

sees to answer whether one of the speeches managed to follow Aristotle’s three means of 

persuasion better and if the speeches can be placed in the “plebiscitary period”. A wordlist 

was made in the program called Antconc which yielded the list of words and their respective 

frequencies. The words were then systematically and manually searched in a dictionary that is 

a combination of the Harvard IV-4 Psychosociological and Laswell value (Namenwirth and 

Weber, 1987; Weber, 1998). The searches then matched the word with one or more specific 

rhetoric features, which in turn falls under a specific rhetoric type. This yielded a raw 

frequency data, which was then made in to normalized frequency data for the sake of 

achieving a better analysis and comparison. For the majority of the analysis, the normalized 

data frequencies were used instead of raw frequencies, but some references to the raw 

frequencies have been made in the analysis. The data gathered gave way to some interesting 

findings. 

The first finding that can be drawn from the analysis is that there is a clear difference in 

the frequencies of the assertive rhetoric type, based off of chart 1. Bush’s speech has a 

noticeably higher frequency in words of the assertive rhetoric type compared to Trump’s 

speech. As a result, it shows that Bush put a greater emphasis on demonstrating a sense of 

confidence in the presidential office and activism as an attempt to persuade the listeners. In 

addition, it was also quite evident that Bush’s speech also leaned on the democratic rhetoric 

type, indicating a sense om compassion and inclusiveness as means of persuading the 

listeners. Trump’s speech has a higher frequency in the anti-intellectual, abstract and 

conversational rhetoric types, however, they are not as notable as the assertive and democratic 

rhetoric type.  

The second find when looking at the differences between the two speeches, can be 

found in the rhetoric features. The first rhetoric feature with a substantial difference is the 

LEGAL feature under the anti-intellectual rhetoric type. Trump’s speech has a notable higher 

frequency than Bush’ speech, which indicates that Trump’s speech leaned on judicial terms in 
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an attempt to persuade the listeners. In addition, Trump’s speech had a higher frequency of 

words that were categorized as a TIMESPC feature. Thus, meaning that Trump’s speech used 

places and time in an attempt of persuading the listeners. However, Bush’s speech had a 

substantially higher frequency of the PASSIVE feature, indicating that Bush’s speech conveyed 

humility as an attempt to persuade the listeners. 

The two speeches both put emphasis on the assertive and democratic rhetoric type in an 

attempt to persuade the listeners with activism and compassion. It is, however, Bush’s speech 

that does so in greater lengths than Trump’s speech. In addition, both speakers put emphasis 

on different rhetoric features with Trump’s speech leaning on time, place and judicial terms. 

Comparatively, Bush’s speech had a higher frequency of words that indicated humility. 

Nonetheless, single rhetoric features cannot be the final categorization of an entire speech. 

Additionally, to categorize each speech according to one specific rhetoric type cannot be 

done, seeing as the frequency of the assertive and democratic rhetoric is highly prevalent in 

both speeches. As a result, the categorization of the two speeches will be a combination of the 

assertive and the democratic rhetoric type.  

The decision of which speech followed Aristotle’s three means of persuasion proved to 

be harder than anticipated. The first means of persuasion, how the speech portrays the 

speaker, is a tie between the two speeches. The reason being is that Trump’s speech has a 

higher frequency in conversational rhetoric, the rhetoric that conveys trustworthiness. 

Likewise, Bush’s speech has a higher frequency in both the OUR and SELF rhetoric features, 

which are the two features that increases the publics’ perception of the speaker’s 

trustworthiness (Lim, 2002). The second means of persuasion, the use of emotion, is also a 

tie. Trump’s speech relies heavily on words that are TIMESPC features compared to Bush’s 

speech that has a more balance between the three rhetoric features under the abstract rhetoric 

type. The third means of persuasion, using logic, is also a tie. Bush’s speech has a higher 

frequency of the KNOW feature. Contrastively, Trump’s speech has a higher frequency of the 

CAUSAL feature. Ultimately, this study cannot answer which of the two speeches follow 

Aristotle’s means of persuasion better.   

Korzi’s (2004, p.46) four qualities, which helps categorize speeches under the 

“plebiscitary period”, could not all be found in the rhetoric features. The first, second and 

fourth quality could only be found. The first and second quality, references to Congress and 

the Constitution, can be found in the POWAUTH feature, which in the case of the two speeches 

have a similar frequency. The fourth quality, linking the presidency and the people, can be 

found in the OUR and YOU feature. Trump’s speech is close in frequency of the OUR feature 
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and has a higher frequency of the YOU feature. Three of the four qualities can be found in the 

rhetoric features and those three qualities indicate that Trump’s speech is almost completely a 

typical representation of the “plebiscitary period” (Korzi, 2004, p. 46). The third quality of the 

“plebiscitary period” might be found in one or more of the rhetoric features not used in this 

study. 

To conclude this paper, the first research question can be answered in that one can see 

that the two speeches use different rhetoric types and features differently. The second research 

question can be answered; however, it ultimately resulted in a combined classification of two 

rhetoric types, the assertive and the democratic. The third research question could not be 

answered. The data continuously showed a tie between the two speeches when going through 

the rhetoric features that matched with the three means of persuasion. Thus, no definitive 

answer can be drawn. The final research question can be answered. Three of the four qualities 

could be found in the rhetoric features. The three features and their respective frequency 

correspond with what Korzi (2004, p. 46) would qualify as a speech that is typically 

representative of the “plebiscitary period” (Korzi, 2004, p. 46). The paper proved that Lim’s 

(2002) methodology can be combined with other fields (Lim, 2002). However, for more and 

broader information more speeches and rhetoric features should be included. The means of 

persuading the people who are listening are many. It can be done through emotions, show of 

strength or the use of scientific facts. This might beg the question of what rhetoric type or 

feature is the most effective at persuading? 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1. The rhetoric features with corresponding example words. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*The words in this table were found in the H4Lvd dictionary (1998, Weber).  

 

Appendix 2. The raw frequencies of Donald Trump’s inaugural speech. 

Feature Example words 

KNOW Basis, Definition 

CAUSAL Possible, Hence 

LEGAL Certificate, Lawful 

POWAUTH Regime, Constitution 

INTRJ Alas, Yeah 

TIMESPC Before, Distant 

NATRPRO Alive, Existence 

ABS Capitalism, Independence 

ACTIVE Coerce, Pretend 

STRONG Huge, Zealous 

PASSIVE Astray, Humble 

SUBMIT Capitulate, Obligation 

IF Doubtful, Somewhat 

POWGAIN Franchise, Succession 

POWDOCT Capitalism, Totalitarianism 

BEGIN Advent, Undertook 

KIN Dad, Wife 

NONADLT Child, Teenager 

SELF I, My 

OUR Our, We 

AFFIL Admire, Secession 

AFFGAIN Mercy, Sympathize 

WLBTOT Amuse, Underdeveloped 

WLBPT Adolescent, Therapist 

YOU Thee, Your 

SAY Said, Say, Tell, Told 

DAV Run, Walk 

Features 
Anti-

intellectual 
Abstract Assertive Democratic Conversational 

KNOW 22 (15)     

CAUSAL 33 (6)     

LEGAL 56 (12)     

POWAUTH 7 (5)     

INTRJ 23 (9)     

TIMESPC  96 (40)    

NATRPRO  11 (8)    

ABS  27 (19)    

ACTIVE   92 (62)   

STRONG   154 (85)   

PASSIVE   46 (30)   

SUBMIT   12 (10)   
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*  F (N) -> F = the frequency of all the words combined within that feature, (N) = the number of words found that match the feature 

Appendix 3. The raw frequencies of George W. Bush’s inaugural speech. 

IF   8 (5)   

POWGAIN   10 (9)   

POWDOCT   3 (1)   

BEGIN   6 (4)   

KIN    0 (0)  

NONADLT    5 (4)  

SELF    4 (2)  

OUR    99 (3)  

AFFIL    102 (33)  

AFFGAIN    2 (1)  

WLBTOT    20 (13)  

WLBPT    0 (0)  

YOU     23 (2) 

SAY     1 (1) 

DAV     62 (35) 

Total 141 (47) 131 (67) 331 (206) 184 (55) 86 (38) 

Features 
Anti-

intellectual 
Abstract Assertive Democratic Conversational 

KNOW 35 (19)     

CAUSAL 31 (15)     

LEGAL 38 (12)     

POWAUTH 6 (5)      

INTRJ 18 (6)     

TIMESPC  67 (41)    

NATPRO  17 (8)    

ABS  50 (27)    

ACTIVE   141 (91)   

STRONG   186 (104)   

PASSIVE   117 (61)   

SUBMIT   28 (18)   

IF   15 (9)   

POWGAIN   20 (12)   

POWDOCT   10 (4)   

BEGIN   3 (3)   

KIN    1 (1)  

NONADLT    5 (2)  

SELF    15 (3)  

OUR    111 (4)  

AFFIL    130 (44)  

AFFGAIN    7 (5)  

WLBTOT    23 (18)  

WLBPT    3 (2)  

YOU     8 (2) 

SAY     1 (1) 

DAV     79 (50) 
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*  F (N) -> F = the frequency of all the words combined within that feature, (N) = the number of words found that match the feature 

Total 128 (57) 134 (76) 490 (302) 295 (79) 88 (53) 


