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Language is a powerful weapon in politics and election time is a big proof to that. An example in question is the Brown-Cameron-Clegg prime ministerial debates. The objective we set is to understand how David Cameron’s language helped him win his challengers and finally become the head of state.
To this end we have analyzed the rhetoric of the three contenders and figured out similarities and differences between them. Our research is based on the data by the American scholars James W. Pennebaker and Raj Persaud. Their analysis relies on the scripts of the debates, which were processed by a special computer program called LIWC, Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count, which “reads a given text and counts the percentage of words that reflect different emotions, thinking styles, social concerns” [liwc.wpengine.com]. Drawing on their work and applying the method of continuous sampling “which helps to reveal the words belonging to different topics in the contenders’ speech and helps to analyze the politician’s intentions and beliefs” [Мухортов: 153], we have concluded that Cameron’s language evolved noticeably if we compare the script of the first and the final debates. The manner of speaking by Brown and Clegg was changing during the election time too, but the modifications they made could not help them in the competition. 
An analysis of the prime ministerial contenders’ rhetoric has revealed that in the first debate Brown and Clegg had the most striking differences while Cameron’s language was the least distinctive. Nevertheless, the situation changed and in the second debate Cameron became more personal, using more I-words (which is the sign of honesty [wordwatchers.wordpress.com]), speaking mostly in the present tense, his speech was full of words with positive meaning (love, nice, strong, safe). Moreover, Cameron unlike his rivals more often used words of spiritual and moral notion (faith, values, hope, courage), which definitely helped him win the hearts of the voters:
“Thank you. I'm standing here for a very simple reason, that I love this country, and I think we can do even better in the years ahead. We can go on, solve our problems and do great things. But we need a government with the right values. We need a government that backs families and understands that the family is the most important thing in our society.” [Cameron, 29 April 2010]
Clegg, who at first was considered to be the greatest optimist of the three candidates, became more and more pessimistic: in the first debate he used more positive emotion words (great, brilliance, fantastic):

“I think we can be really hopeful about the future. I genuinely believe we can have a better fairer country if we do things differently. So give real change a chance. Trust your instincts. Support fairness.” [Clegg, 15 April 2010]

and then he started using more negations (no, not, never) and became less personal than Cameron:
“It is just not right, and people either can't afford like you, Anna, or simply can't find places to live in, that we have all these empty properties.” [Clegg, 29 April 2010]
Brown remained the same during all the three debates, which made his way of speaking predictable. He was always distant both emotionally and psychologically, because of the absence of the I-words in his speech and the use of negative emotion words (hate, shock, sicken, irresponsible, guilty):

“I've met some of the people who have rightly complained about the abuse that they were subject to when young, and it never leaves them. It is something that is with them always. And no matter what you can try to do to help, there is always this problem that they have to face up to every day, that they were abused, cruelly abused, by people in whom they placed their faith and trust.” [Brown, 22 April 2010]
It must also be mentioned that Brown mostly used big words (approximately 33 big words per passage), while Cameron tried to use simple words, which consisted of less than 6 letters, and simple sentences. Although “people are more likely to be telling the truth if their sentences are longer and more complex” [wordwatchers.wordpress.com], Cameron’s way of speaking was the right one here, because the debates are aimed at ordinary people who don’t want to hear intricate and inconceivable structures and want the information to be understandable.
In conclusion, we can say that there are many things, which helped David Cameron to be head and shoulders over his challengers, among them his optimism, which gradually became apparent through his language and appeared to be more significant than honesty, which belongs to Gordon Brown. But what matters is that “it’s not just where you are that counts in a political campaign, but also your ability to adapt and change as circumstances evolve” [wordwatchers.wordpress.com] and this is what Cameron has demonstrated during the election time very well.
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