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Abstrakt 

Americké prezidentské volby stejně jako nástroje politického marketingu při 

nich použité se všeobecně využívají jako vzor evropských kampaní, a to z důvodu jejich 

využití různých komunikačních nástrojů a různých bodů kontaktu s voličem, zároveň se 

ale stále daří zachovávat jednotné sdělení. Objektem této práce budou prezidentské 

volby 2016 odehrávající se v USA.  

Cílem práce je analýza prezidentských kandidátů a jejich komunikace 

v posledních měsících před samotnými volbami, přičemž na celou problematiku bude 

nahlíženo z pohledu osobního brandingu kandidátů. Práce se také dotkne spřízněných 

témat, mezi která patří proces celebritizace politiky. Výsledkem bude komplexní náhled 

na brandy prezidentských kandidátů.  

Analyzovanou periodou bude období po skončení primárních voleb, kdy budou 

určeni finální kandidáti za hlavní politické strany, a samotnými volbami, které se budou 

konat 8. listopadu 2016. 

 

Abstract 

American political campaigns, as well as the political marketing tools used in 

their course, are used as a benchmark for campaigns here in Europe. The reason for that 

is their complexity and their usage of various touch points when communicating with 

the electorate, while at the same time maintaining a unified message. In Autumn 2016, 

the presidential election will take place in the USA – these specific elections will then 

be a subject of this thesis.   

The aim of this thesis is to analyze presidential candidates and their 

communication during their final run for office from the perspective of candidate 



 

 

 

 

branding. The other phenomenon to be taken into account will be the celebrification of 

politicians. This paper should offer a detailed perspective on the brands of both of the 

candidates and their evolution throughout the campaign.  

The thesis will focus on the period from the end of the primaries to the day of 

the election on 8th November 2016. 
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Preface 

As is defined in Article II of the American Constitution, the President of the 

United States of America shall have a prominent role and possess the most power one 

person may have in the country (U.S. Constitution. Art. II, Sec. 1-4). Based on Section 

1, he is the only bearer of the Executive Power, one of the three branches of the 

government recognized in the tripartite systems (U.S. Constitution. Art. II, Sec. 1).  

For these reasons, presidential elections are of great importance when 

considering the future of the country and, as a consequence, the world in general. 

Hence, the way the electorate chooses their highest representative and the bearer of such 

power should be deeply analyzed and understood to the greatest extent.  

This particular election was unique in the way candidates were perceived by the 

public – they were both regarded very negatively with a high percentage of the public 

(Gallup, 2016a), which prepared the ground for a very tight match depending greatly on 

image and brands. For the modern technologies, which allowed instant access to  

a significant portion of the electorate, maintaining consistent branding became an 

essential issue that has to be further analyzed. 

The aim of this thesis is to determine whether candidates‟ political branding in 

this election was consistent. Such consistency will be determined by taking into account 

characteristics evident from various touch points, including online channels (Twitter, 

Facebook, website), personal appearances (presidential debates, monitored public 

appearances, logo design), and presence in the media (TV advertisements). This 

analysis will be based on political branding theories and practices, which will be 

described in more detail below. Afterward, the most significant aspects of both brands 

will be put into a broader context and compared to the results of the election; the brands 

will be also compared to one another for their brand management.  

Therefore, the ultimate goal is to answer the three following research questions: 

R1: Were the brands designed in a consistent and credible way? Did the 

candidates manage to stay on message? 

R2: Were the candidates‟ brands in compliance with the social environment and 

public needs and wishes? 

R3: Could the characteristics of candidates‟ brand image have had any impact 

on the election‟s outcome? 

 



 
 

4 

Study design & methodology 

The method of the analysis will primarily follow the division of the brand image 

into (1) physical attributes, (2) functional characteristics, and (3) characterization 

(Plummer, 1985). Based on these defined categories, the candidates of the two major 

parties, Republican and Democratic, and their personal brands will be analyzed and then 

compared.  

For the purpose of this paper, a comparison between the candidate‟s 

advertisements will also be drawn to understand the differences in their content and 

form. The subjects of such analysis were chosen based on The Living Room Candidate 

database, which stores the main TV advertisements aired throughout presidential 

campaigns; overall, the database contains 26 adverts. These adverts will then be studied 

for their main topics, the way they were narrated, the imagery featured and the negative 

campaigning characteristics (Attachment 1). 

Moreover, candidates‟ attire will be surveyed as well, based on all the videos 

published on the website of American independent broadcaster, C-SPAN. The 

timeframe for video selection is from the beginning of July until the Election Day; that 

is the total number of 86 videos of Clinton and 132 of Trump. Apart from their attire, 

background type, candidate companions, and the states that they appeared in will also 

be surveyed. The data will then be put into the context of the states‟ winners to see if 

there was any clear connection between the frequency of candidates‟ appearances and 

states‟ winner in the election (Attachment 2). 

Finally, a research will be conducted with the main focus on the content analysis 

of candidate‟s social networks profiles (Facebook and Twitter) and their spoken 

communication. The aim of such research is to put all information about candidate‟s 

branding into a broader picture. In the online communication, all their tweets and 

Facebook posts from the last three months before the election (16th August –  

9th November 2016) will be analyzed for their textual form and content; the most 

frequent words will then be highlighted and compared to the opponent‟s language 

(Attachment 3). Their spoken communication will be compared in a similar way, 

measuring words frequency in the three Presidential Debates and drawing a comparison 

between the candidates‟ discourse (Attachment 4).  
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Consequently, all the findings will be put into the context of the candidate‟s 

agenda and also of the political environment at the time of the Presidential Election 

2016, mainly during the last months preceding it (July – November 2017). 

1. Introduction to the topic 

1.1. Political marketing 

“Political marketing is the process by which political candidates and ideas are 

directed at the voters in order to satisfy their political needs and thus gain their support 

for the candidate and ideas in question,” (Shama, 1975). 

Newman (1994) defined marketing as an “exchange process” with the product 

campaign having four major components: product, the development of a promotional 

campaign, pricing, and distribution. The candidate in political marketing should not be 

considered to be the same as a tangible product but could be compared to “a service 

provider” (Newman, 1994).  

The moment of a sale in political marketing is the election, preceded by  

a political campaign (Kotler, 1975). The ultimate goal of a candidate there is to be 

elected, with the voters‟ decision being shaped by various factors, the main categories 

of which Alsamydai & al Khasawneh (2013) defined as: candidates‟ personal attributes, 

political background, candidate‟s credibility, communications and contact means used, 

and campaign management. 

Nevertheless, even though there have been some differences recognized between 

traditional and political marketing (e.g. Lock & Harris, 1996), the main goal of these 

disciplines remains the same: to satisfy the customer (Kotler, 1975). 

Recent development in political marketing has led to an increase in importance 

of the candidate as an individual and his or her personality, which overshadows their 

policy. As a consequence, trends such as celebrification, personalization, and packaging 

of politics are endorsed (e.g. Wheeler, 2013; van Zoonen, 2004; Holmes & Redmond, 

2006; Pringle, 2004; Street, 1997). Such a shift in political marketing is often said to 

have been caused by the current media environment that is more and more focused on 

personality over agenda (Needham, 2005).  

Besides other things, these changes are one of the reasons why there is an 

increasing need to understand political branding and image-building in politics as 
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brands seem to offer an easy way to simplify the candidate‟s message and present it to 

the potential voters.  

1.2. Branding 

 According to The American Marketing Association, the brand is a “[n]ame, 

term, design, symbol, or any other feature that identifies one seller's good or service as 

distinct from those of other sellers,” (Bennett, 1995). However, many other experts go 

beyond this definition and apply a more holistic approach; for instance, Newman (1957) 

concluded that it is “everything the people associate with the brand.” Other researchers 

also extended the definition by the buyers‟ impression of the brand prevailing in their 

minds (e.g. de Chernatony and Riley, 1998; Kapferer, 2003; Scammell, 2007).  

In view of the facts above, the „brand‟ should be regarded as a complex concept 

going beyond merely a name or a logo. Moreover, it is implied that brands are the result 

of two-way interaction, the outcome of which is not under the sole control of its 

producer. 

The stand-alone perception of the product or service by the target audience is 

considered to be the brand image. Since it offers significant insight into the target group, 

it often is the subject of consumer research (Keller, 1993). For instance, according to 

Plummer (1985), brand image has three vital parts, which are: 

1. Functional characteristics, 

2. Physical attributes, 

3. Characterization (i.e. character and associations). 

It will be this theoretical framework that will be used as a guideline in this thesis 

when analyzing the brands of the presidential candidates that are the subjects of this 

paper. 

1.3. Political branding 

Overall, we can distinguish two main types of political branding based on the 

main actor: a party brand and a candidate brand. The latter consists of all the 

communication impressions on the electorate of the candidate (Marland, 2013) and it 

will be the main subject of this thesis due to the topic of the analysis: two individual 

political actors operating mostly individually, while still depending on their parties.  
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“Brands simplify choice and reduce dependence on detailed product 

information, in much the same way party labels relieve voters of the need to familiarize 

themselves with all the party’s policies,” (Needham, 2005). 

With branding in the commercial sphere becoming more and more adopted, and 

that even for intangible services, it is starting to be implemented in the political field as 

well (Marland, 2013). As Scammel (2007) puts it, “[b]randing is both a cause and 

effect of the shift toward a thoroughly consumerized paradigm of political 

communication.” 

Even throughout the 20th century have the signs of branding sometimes been 

recognized on some political figures including Martin Luther King Jr. or Ronald Reagan 

(Smith & Speed, 2011); but only in recent years has it become almost a new standard 

for election campaigns. “[B]randing is the new form of political marketing,” 

(Scammell, 2007).  

However, it has to be taken into account that a politician cannot be branded the 

same way as a commercial product. Branding a candidate or a party more resembles 

branding a service due to the intangibility of a candidate‟s character (Cwalina & 

Falkowski, 2015). Moreover, it also has been proven that a voter‟s preference for  

a certain candidate or a party originates not from their program and agenda these days, 

but rather from their character and personality. Simultaneously, three of the personality 

traits are the most important: competence, trustworthiness, and warmth/likeability 

(Alsamydai & al Khasawneh, 2013). 

1.4. Presidential campaigns in the United States 

The President of the U.S. holds office for a four-year term; his or her successor 

is then voted for by the citizens that are eligible to vote in the Presidential election, 

which takes place “the first Tuesday after the first Monday in November,” (3 U.S.C. § 

1). The parties nominate the candidates for the presidency after the primary elections 

and the nominating conventions (USA.gov, n.d.). The presidential campaign, therefore, 

has to start well in advance to introduce the candidate and, hopefully, secure his or her 

candidacy.  

The President of the United States is voted for indirectly by the Electoral 

College consisting of electors from all the States of the Confederation. Their number for 

each of the state differs based on “the Number of Senators and Representatives to which 
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the State may be entitled in the Congress,” (U.S. Constitution. Art. II, Sec. 2).   

A separate election is held in each of the states of the Confederation. Subsequently, the 

candidate that gets the majority of the votes should then get the votes of all the states‟ 

electors, since they are pledged to vote for the election winner on behalf of the people 

they represent (National Archives and Records Administration, n.d.).  

As the successful candidate has to gain the majority of the elector‟s votes 

throughout the country with the minimum of 270 out of 538 votes to win the election, 

winning some of the states is more crucial based on the number of electors they carry 

(National Archives and Records Administration, n.d.).  

States where the political majority is not well-defined (“swing states”) are often 

the ones that decide the election. The following states are considered to belong to this 

category: Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Michigan, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Carolina, 

Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Wisconsin (Politico, n.d.). 

2. The political and cultural environment in 2016 

2.1. Economy 

 The macroeconomic factors during the election year 2016 stayed more or less 

the same in comparison to the previous years. GDP equaled $18.56 trillion and 

increased by 1.6%; although still rising, the growth was exactly 1% slower than in 2015. 

Simultaneously, inflation rose significantly (0.1% in 2015 to 1.3% in 2016), and 

unemployment lowered to 4.7%, while the current account balance remained steady  

(-$469.4 billion) with imports still exceeding exports, 32.5% of which were from China 

(CIA, 2017). 

To sum up, the situation did not change dramatically from the years before on 

the macroeconomic level. Nevertheless, a considerable share of citizens felt pessimistic 

about the country‟s future before the election (38%) and believed that it had still not 

overcome the recession (Jones et al., 2015).   

2.2. Demographic information 

Based on the latest data, the political landscape is even more diverse than ever 

before because of a rise in eligible voters among Hispanics. More precisely, out of the 
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U.S. electorate, 12% are Afro-Americans, 12% Hispanic and 12% Asian, which gives 

minorities in general strong voting power, (Cohn & Caumont, 2016). 

Furthermore, the gap between the classes has become more evident with the 

middle class continuously shrinking; that leads to increasingly more people within both 

the low- and high-income categories (Pew Research Center, 2016b).  

2.3. Psychographic information 

The main issues that concerned American citizens in 2016 were the following: 

 Health care (63%); 

 Terrorism (62%); 

 Jobs and unemployment (60%);  

 Crime (53%); 

 Cost of education (49%); 

 Economic inequality (48%);  

 Immigration (46%),  

 Race relations (39%),  

 Climate change (34%),  

 Abortion (34%), 

 Religious liberty (31%), 

 Same-sex marriage (25%), (Jones et al.).  

Interestingly the immigration issue was notable mainly for Donald Trump‟s 

voters, whereas only 50% of the rest of undecided Republicans listed it as a concern of 

theirs (ibid). 

On the other hand, the topics reflected in the media were quite different. Based 

on the press screening conducted by Lexis Nexis (2016), a company that monitors the 

American press, the subjects were given different amount of media attention, even 

though all of them were mentioned somehow. The weekly reports of media monitoring 

were gathered for the purpose of this thesis (Attachment 5).  

According to the data from this summary of media reports, during the election 

period, 24.12% of articles were dedicated to taxes, 15.95% to immigration, 13.30% to 

energy, and 9.12% to healthcare. There seems to be less focus on terrorism (7.20%), 

racial issues (6.29%) and equality (4.64%). However, according to the data presented, 

the most pressing issues for the American voters are connected to the economy, 
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immigration, health care, crime, and education, which were not featured with such 

frequency (ibid). 

Since 2007, the support for gun rights climbed continuously (from 32% to 52%) 

while, simultaneously, support for gun control sunk from 54% to 46% (Pew Research 

Center, 2016c).  

There was also a significant drop in trust in mass media with only 32% of the 

American citizens claiming to have a great or fair amount of confidence in the press. 

Mainly the members of Republican Party dropped in trust to a very low level from 32% 

to only 14%. Supporters of other political parties remained mostly stable in their media 

confidence (Gallup, 2016b).  

3. Republican Party Nominee: Donald J. Trump 

 Donald John Trump, born in 1946 in the state of New York, was named an 

official nominee of the Republican Party during the 2016 presidential election. He is 

known for his business activities, mainly for his real estate development business 

stretching from hotels to casinos and including various other properties (Biography, 

n.d.-a). Moreover, he also had a lead role in his NBC reality series, The Apprentice, 

where the contestants were aspiring to get hired by the Trump Corporation (IMDb, 

n.d.). His current wealth was estimated at $3.7 billion as of September 2016 (Peterson-

Withorn & Wang, 2016). 

 Over the course of his life, he has been married three times, making him the 

second president of the United States who had ever divorced his wife after Ronald 

Reagan, and also the first one to be divorced more than once (Carlisle, 2005). Because 

of the variety of things Reagan and Trump have in common, they have often been 

compared to each other during the presidential campaign (e.g. Chicago Tribune, 2016; 

Alexander, 2016). The main reasons for such comparison were their background in 

show business, their relative outsiderness to politics, membership of the Republican 

party, their same age, and also the similarity of their main campaign message. To be 

more specific, Reagan‟s slogan from the 1984 campaign, “Morning Again in America” 

(Cannon, 2004; Weisberg, 2016), resembles Trump‟s “Make America Great Again” in 

its appeal to nationalism, the promise of a better future and the use of „again‟, which 

induces the idea of an America coming true „again‟.  
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 Although Trump has a wide background in the business field, he lacks similar 

experience in politics, which perhaps paradoxically became his main USP (unique 

selling point) during this election. In the past, he has never held any elected office nor 

had any position in the military, although numerous times he openly considered running 

for governor or president (e.g. C-SPAN, 2011). That makes him a rarity among the 

candidates as nobody with such a background has ever won a presidential election 

(Carlisle, 2005). He became tied more closely to the Republican Party in 2012 when he 

officially endorsed Mitt Romney and then appeared at other partisan events as a speaker 

(C-SPAN, n.d.). 

 Trump started to mention his potential candidacy in 2015 with the official 

announcement made on June 16, 2015. Even then, he used his soon-to-be slogan “make 

[America] great again” (C-SPAN, 2015). The fact that he stayed on the same message 

from the moment he announced his candidacy proves lots of consistency and suggests 

sophisticated organization of his presidential campaign from its early beginnings.  

During the campaign, numerous scandals broke with Donald Trump as their 

central figure, most of which concerned women or his boorish behavior towards them; 

to name one of these, his sexist statement directed towards a well-known actress, 

Arianne Zucker, was leaked just months before the election (Cunha, 2016). His 

degrading attitude towards the opposite sex was then used as the main argument for the 

negative campaigning done by the other party‟s candidate, Hillary Clinton (CBS News, 

2016). 

In his autobiography, Trump called his leadership methods „Machiavellian‟ and 

further followed with saying: “[d]on’t intimidate people. (...) I keep my door open, and 

my people know I’m available as well as approachable,” (Trump, 2004). He himself 

also defines his brand in the same publication and praises it for its design and quality. 

“If you’re devoting your life to creating a body of work, and you believe in what you do, 

and what you do is excellent, you’d better damn well tell people you think so,” (ibid). 

3.1. Functional Characteristics 

In general, the functional characteristics of a brand include the main benefits of 

choosing a particular product/service/candidate and also define the impact of such  

a choice, which as a rule is beneficial for the consumer (Plummer, 1985). In the political 
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sphere, this promise is conveyed through a candidate‟s program, in which he or she 

commits to deliver certain actions in the future and offers a clear vision.  

Right after his formal nomination by the Republican Party, Trump‟s official 

program as published on his website featured the following categories: 

1. Pay for the Wall,  

2. Healthcare Reform,  

3. U.S. - China Trade Reform, 

4. Veteran Administration Reforms,  

5. Tax Reform,  

6. Second Amendment Rights,  

7. Immigration Reform (Trump, 2016a). 

 Over the course of his campaign, these core positions were altered, growing to  

a total number of 16 categories addressed in the program. Moreover, the way the text on 

the site was organized differed greatly from its original style, as candidate‟s agenda was 

first conveyed with rather long pieces of text, and later was summarized in bullet points 

to pass Trump's vision clearly. Moreover, „Contrast with Hillary Clinton‟ section has 

also been added to each of the categories.  

On the other hand, in the last version of his agenda, the link to candidate‟s core 

message (Make America Great Again) has not been utilized anymore, which took away 

the opportunity to bind all the issues together with a unified message. The initial version 

from July, by contrast, featured the candidate‟s slogan in each of the headers, and it was 

also repeated at the end of the position‟s description. 

To illustrate the differences between the initial and final versions of the 

program, the development of the main topics is summarized below: 

1. Pay for the Wall,  

2. Child Care, 

3. Constitution and Second Amendment Rights,  

4. Cyber security, 

5. Economy, 

6. Education, 

7. Energy, 

8. Foreign Policy and Defeating ISIS, 

9. Health Care Reform,  

10. Immigration Reform, 
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11. Infrastructure,  

12. National Defense, 

13. Regulations  

14. Tax Plan Reform  

15. Trade, U.S. - China Trade Reform, 

16. Veterans Affairs Administration Reforms, (Trump, 2016b). 

 The agenda, as it was described in July, was, thus, reorganized and prioritized in 

a different way. For example, “Pay for the Wall” category has been deleted, but the 

ideas were to some extent included in the Immigration section (Trump, 2016c). 

 If the issues addressed were to be compared to the ones that were important to 

the voters during the election (in Chapter 2.3), out of the five most salient issues, three 

were addressed directly (health care, terrorism, education cost) and the remaining two 

indirectly (unemployment, crime). The minor issues (positions 8-12) have not been 

reflected altogether.   

Trump‟s most important message throughout the campaign was “Make America 

Great Again,” which was also later trademarked (Justia, 2017). The slogan was the 

central part of candidate‟s branding, often repeated in speeches and displayed on 

promotional materials. For example, in the presidential debates against Clinton, he used 

the phrase eight times in total (2, 3, 3) and also repeated the word “great” frequently 

(e.g. on average 21.3 times per debate).  

Therefore, it seems that the candidate put great empathy on this slogan 

throughout the campaign to make it interconnected to his person. Paulin-Booth (2016) 

then argued that the word 'again' in his slogan implied that Americans instinctively 

know how the candidate should act to achieve the preferred status, without him 

specifically defining the measures he would take to do so. Such cognitive shortcut gave 

him the opportunity to focus more on his image rather than on detailed agenda. 

This claim was also supported by Parmelee (2016), who analyzed public surveys 

of Trump's positions. They showed that after confronted with Trump's program, voters 

were less likely to support him in the election. Such findings suggest that he was more 

perceived for his personality than for his political agenda, with the personality being 

mainly defined by his previous TV and media appearance, e.g. in The Apprentice. 
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3.2. Physical Attributes 

3.2.1. Physical appearance 

 Generally, the look of the candidate could be easily compared to the packaging 

of a product - it also leads to first impressions and evaluations. Moreover, with politics 

becoming increasingly more personalized, one‟s appearance gains its importance as it 

partially also forms an overall impression of a person (Needham, 2005). Significance of 

this parameter was discussed e.g. by Alsamydai & al Khasawneh (2013), who included 

it among one of the key personal characteristics having an influence on brand strength 

and overall preference of a candidate. 

 Donald Trump‟s appearance made it easier for him to stand out and become  

a subject of media attention. Although he was occasionally mocked for his significant 

look, it also gained him publicity and helped to transform him into a unique brand and 

obtain wide media presence, mainly during the primaries (Benoit & Glantz, 2017).  

Additionally, his gestures that became his signature feature were also studied by 

various media and experts. Most commonly, he used so-called „finger pinch,' which is 

claimed to signal precision and control (Goman, 2017). Moreover, he frequently worked 

with his palms in his speeches using energetic chopping movements to add 

determination and energy into his speech, or index finger movements signalizing 

priority and urgency (Calbris, 2011). Overall, his gestures tended to be two-handed, 

which usually signalizes connection with common men and also magnifies the 

emotional impression of a message (Beattie, 2016). 

 In his attire, Trump was very consistent throughout the presidential race. 

According to research done for the purpose of this thesis on official videos from  

C-SPAN (Attachment 2), in all of his public appearances, he was dressed in a suit. 

Moreover, in 94% he was also wearing a tie that varied in color, most commonly red 

(61.3%) or blue (30.6%). Other colors were occasionally used (black, pink, maroon), 

but the majority remained the patriotic colors - red and blue - usually with stripes or 

with no pattern whatsoever. 

During nine of his monitored public appearances, he wore a branded cap that 

had his slogan written on it. Interestingly enough, in five out of these instances, the 

event was held in Florida, implying that he tried to look more leisurely and less uptight 

in front of the audience in this state (ibid).  
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 A vital part of one‟s appearance that forms audience‟s opinion of the candidate 

is also the background, which was a subject of this data collection as well. It turned out 

that 35% of the events featured flags in the background perhaps in an attempt to invoke 

patriotism, 23% then contained fans standing behind the candidate along with posters 

and various claims. These posters mostly contained just candidate‟s name or his slogan, 

but later were altered based on a current situation or the electorate the campaign wanted 

to target. For example, in October 2016, after the Trump‟s sexist comments on actress 

Arianne Zucker leaked online, many women started accusing Trump of sexual 

harassment or even of rape (Redden, 2016). Days later, posters with claims “Women for 

Trump” started to appear in the audience behind the candidate, most likely in reaction to 

this incident. Starting with 21st October, these particular posters were visible in 25% of 

all Trump's appearances, although they had never been used before this day (ibid).  

Various other minorities‟ promises of support appeared on the boards as well, 

albeit much less frequently than the prior claims mentioned (e.g. LGBTs for Trump, 

Hispanics for Trump, and Blacks for Trump), (ibid). 

3.2.2. Logo design 

 Logos and other visual symbols serve as a mirror to the candidate, giving the 

electorate a clear idea of how he or she wants to be perceived. As defined by Batey 

(2015), our verbal abilities are limited; hence, shapes and visual reality should be 

leveraged to complete the overall brand image. Kapferer (2003), moreover, argues that 

unified brand design starts with a logo and also contains specific colors or a unique font 

used on promotional materials. For these reasons, logos must be designed depending on 

brands‟ definition and in alliance with their message.  

Interestingly, after introducing Trump‟s running mate, the candidate‟s logo was 

changed accordingly. However, the presented symbol was mocked for its resemblance 

of a sexual act (Attachment 6); hence, it was substituted by a different version studied 

below (Ravesz, 2016), (Attachment 7). 

 According to Knapp (2000), visual conversion of a brand could be divided into 

four main categories: color, symbol, font, and style. Only when having these clearly 

defined, can the brand be passed to the customer in a clear and efficient manner. Based 

on these categories, the logo will be described below.  

Color: Trump‟s logo exists in two different color variants, either with reverse 

white type on a blue background or with inverse colors. A sharped-edged red line also 
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borders the logo. Choice of these three colors is reasonable for these are the official 

American national colors corresponding to the national flag (CIA, n.d.). 

Symbol: Rectangle shape of the logo symbolizes stability, solidity, strength, 

reliability, trust, uniformity, power, and efficiency (Batey, 2015). Moreover, the 

patriotic feeling invoked by the colors used might be further supported by including 

stars in the logo as well.  

Font: The logo uses a sans serif grotesque uppercase typeface, which enables 

the letters to maintain the same height, leading to a stronger feeling of unified design 

(Ambrose & Harris, 2011). The type is black and rather extended, for which its 

legibility is also increased.  

Style: The logo of Trump‟s campaign is very different in style from Clinton‟s 

campaign as it is a word mark, not a letter mark, and as it more relies on color 

combination and specific typeface. According to Adams et al. (2006), word mark logos 

(which contain a whole name of a product/service/person) tend to be very generic, but 

on the other hand boost name recognition enormously.  

An interesting feature of the logo is the candidate‟s slogan, the presence of 

which should enhance the overall consumption of the message by the target audience.  

3.2.3. Official website 

The candidate‟s website served as one of the first touch points when gathering 

contributions for his campaign and also when passing his message to the electorate. It is 

one of the primary means of communication and medium having a strong impact on 

brand building and establishing an attachment to the brand (Dayal et al., 2000 as cited in 

Lilleker, 2014). Therefore, its design had to correspond with his overall branding. 

Before Clinton‟s nomination, the website design was set in darker colors and 

significantly focused on passing over candidate‟s slogan, which was widely used in 

headlines, copy and also on the welcome page.  

The website‟s design was monitored weekly over the course of the campaign for 

the purpose of this thesis. Progressive change was studied with a primary focus on the 

welcome page of the website, supposing that it has the highest traffic. 

According to this data collection, the design changed dramatically a few days 

before the Republican National Convention 2016 (particularly on 16th July 2016), which 

was also when Governor Pence had officially been announced to be Trump‟s running 

mate. Following the nomination, the webpage‟s design was then replaced with a version 
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that was lighter in color, contained a short introduction right under the header image 

and, moreover, also featured a CTA section aiming to get more subscribers to 

candidate‟s newsletter.  

Two weeks before the election, GOTV (get out the vote) impulse in the form of 

a banner was placed on the top of the page, leading the users to register to vote. The 

website then changed completely days before the election making its primary focus to 

drive the supporters to the ballot box. 

The webpage‟s design used the color corresponding with candidate‟s logo, and 

frequently displayed the American flag in photos or featured star symbols in its layout 

perhaps to support and further develop the feeling of nationalism and national identity. 

To summarize the webpage‟s evolution, it was continuously optimized to stress 

certain issues, either to increase the donation rate or to push the visitor to vote in the 

upcoming election. The monitored alterations prove that the page was analyzed and then 

modified according to the click-through-rate, response rate, or public interest.  

In general, the candidate‟s online presence seems to be consistent with minor 

alterations made to optimize the website. Apart from the suppression of slogan usage, 

branding had been cohesive and in alliance with the candidate‟s overall appearance.  

3.2.4. Advertisements 

In The Living Room Candidate database (2016), 12 major official TV ads were 

archived and then analyzed for this thesis (Attachment 1). The split between the slogan 

having been used or not used was almost equal. Testimonials of a third party were the 

central part of just two of the adverts while a generic voiceover narrated a majority of 

them (64%).  

Negative campaigning was indisputably prevalent (72.73%) and formed a central 

part of these videos; however, after the proof of the counter candidate‟s incompetence 

was presented in the videos, positive information about Trump did not follow. That 

could have possibly decreased the overall impact of such negative advertising, 

according to the facts introduced by Iyengar & Ansolabehere (1997).  

Overall, the spots were significantly shorter than Clinton‟s, usually maintaining 

the standardized length of 30 seconds. The topics addressed were most frequently the 

general plans of the candidate and negative content concerning Clinton, followed by the 

economy, immigration, and childcare. None of the ads focused on minorities, racial 
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issues or on women, not even after the numerous accusations of rape and mistreatment 

of women.  

Adverts‟ message was supported by vivid imagery that most frequently 

portrayed: families, candidates cheering supporters, workers, and children.  

3.3. Characterization 

According to research conducted by Gallup (2016c), Americans mostly 

associated Trump with the words: speech, President, immigration, Mexico, people, and 

convention. These associations highlight which of the agenda has been connected to the 

candidate‟s personality the most. 

The Semantic Vision (2016), a company which focuses on social and political 

analyses based on sentiment and context, measured the favorability of the view on the 

candidate by the voters. Based on their data Trump was believed to be perceived more 

negatively than Clinton throughout the whole campaign, even though their difference 

decreased significantly towards the end of this election. Days before the actual vote, 

both of the candidates were perceived neutrally with almost no difference between 

them.  

The character and associations connected with any brand are to a certain extent 

also shaped by one‟s communication, both spoken and written. For this reason,  

a content analysis was conducted with a primary focus on interpersonal communication 

during the official presidential debates, and on official online communication (on 

Twitter and Facebook, thus social networks that are based on written expressions). The 

methodology for such research was described in more detail previously. 

3.3.1. Communication in the Presidential Debates 

Regarding the results of the debates, Trump was regarded most favorably in the 

second debate and continuously improved his final scores given by the viewers, even 

though he still lost the debates (Gallup, 2016d). As has become evident after the content 

analysis, his discourse evolved from debate to debate; that could have had some effect 

on the positive evolution of the final scores. 

Overall, the candidate vastly used personal pronouns – mainly „I', „you‟, and 

„me‟ – although he significantly lowered the usage of these words after the first debate. 

Nearly twice as much than Clinton, Trump referred to „country,' which might be linked 

to his strong ties to patriotism and nationalism. Furthermore, Trump also included 
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emotional words in his speech (e.g. great, bad, disaster, tremendous), while his 

opponent did so only occasionally or almost never (Attachment 4). Such choice of 

language might have invoked a feeling of urgency, and also showed a strong stance on 

issues, all of that having a potential to resonate well with the public that believed the 

country was still in trouble and had to address the economic recession, which was the 

belief during the election period. 

The evolution of the way Trump addressed his opponent is also quite surprising: 

during the first debate, in 73% Clinton was called by her surname, while in the third 

debate, conversely, in 76% of the instances he addressed her by her first name. Such 

substantial shift suggests a change of approach towards Clinton over the course of the 

election (ibid). 

3.3.2. Online Communication 

Online channels, in general, are an effective touch point to build positive 

associations with the candidate due to the high level of interactivity and potential for 

frequent communication (Sundar et al., 2003).  

On Election Day, Trump‟s official Twitter account had 13,062,856 followers 

(Twitter, 2016a), which gave him a huge audience to express his views and opinions to. 

In comparison, Clinton‟s account was almost 3 million short on followers, having 

10,307,069 of them on the day of the election (Twitter, 2016b).  

The candidate‟s communication on this social network frequently featured an 

exclamation mark; as this symbols primary function is to represent shock, excitement, 

urgency, vehemence, or astonishment, it could be expected that the messages draw 

more attention to them. While Trump used exclamation point 624 times over the 

monitored period, Clinton did so only 40 times, which shows a clear difference between 

candidates‟ ways of expressing themselves and conveying their ideas (Attachment 3). 

Furthermore, Trump utilized the verb „is‟ with the same frequency as „will‟, 

indicating a strong focus on a future promise, while Clinton more opted to stay in the 

present tense. He also thanked his supporters often, even mentioning particular states in 

his posts (e.g. Ohio 40x, Florida 38x, Carolina 23x). To be more specific, all of the 

swing states were noted – which is something Clinton has not done much (she did not 

mention some of the swing states at all), (ibid).  

The same as in his direct communication in the debates, which was discussed 

above, Trump was emotional in his posts opting for words with the clear sentiment,  



 
 

20 

e.g. bad, wow, great, or disaster. Topics such as issues related to women were addressed 

only occasionally. Also, the candidate often used 1st person singular (I, me) with higher 

frequency than Clinton; however, both candidate‟s approached their audience with 2nd 

person expressions (you, your) on almost the same number of occasions (ibid).  

Regarding his slogan, he frequently used parts of his motto on Twitter: America 

211x, great 209x, again 171x (ibid). Although it might be regarded as repetitive content, 

making use of pieces of his slogan on numerous occasions and in various contexts may 

have supported the power of his overall message and lead to people into perceiving it 

more favorably. Such practice was also defined by a psychological phenomenon called 

„mere-exposure effect‟ (Zajonc, 2001). 

On Facebook, all the same trends could be confirmed, which suggests consistent 

communication online.  

4. Democratic Party Nominee: Hillary Rodham Clinton 

 Hillary Rodham Clinton, born on 26th October 1947 in Chicago, was the official 

presidential nominee of the Democratic Party. This nomination made her the first 

women to ever have been nominated for the President of the United States by a major 

political party (Biography, n.d.-b).  

 Clinton joined the Democratic Party at the age of 21 and then became more 

active in politics and social justice. At the same time, she attended and later graduated 

from Yale Law School (Clinton, 2014).  

She became a major political figure in 1993, which was when her husband 

became the President of the U.S. Afterwards she pursued her own political career and 

served as a Senator and as the Secretary of State in President Obama‟s administration 

(Clinton, 2014). She was involved in two presidential elections, one of which was in 

2008, when she stood against President Barack Obama in Democratic primaries, and in 

2016, when she secured the Democratic Party‟s nomination (Biography, n.d.-b).  

 During her many years of actively serving in politics Clinton has gained 

experience, which made her qualified for presidential candidacy, but she also got 

involved in some scandals then linked to her name. During the 2016 presidential 

campaign, two of these were mostly accentuated: the Benghazi scandal and the email 

controversy.  
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 In 2012, which was when Clinton served as the Secretary of State, an armed 

attack occurred in Benghazi, Lybia, in which four people including the U.S. 

Ambassador were killed. This violent act was labeled a terrorist attack. Clinton was 

later criticized for her slow reaction, lack of action, and was blamed for being 

responsible for the deaths (House of Representatives, 2016). During her testimony in 

front of Congress, she declared that “[a]s I have said many times since September 11th, 

I take responsibility, and nobody is more committed to getting this right,” (Committee 

on Foreign Relations, 2013). This particular incident led to her sometimes being called  

a murderer, even though she was later proclaimed innocent by the final report on the 

incident conducted by House of Representatives (2016). 

 The email controversy was the second of the most frequently stressed and 

debated issues linked to Clinton during the presidential campaign, as the investigation 

of this incident was still ongoing at that time.  

In March 2015, it came to light that Clinton used her private email server to 

handle some online post during her time in office (Schmidt, 2015). Even though she 

initially said that there was no classified information in the emails, it later became 

evident that some of the emails were marked secret or top secret, for which they should 

have been protected much more strictly (House of Representatives, 2016). Therefore, it 

was claimed that Clinton put national security and classified information at stake 

(Lidgett, 2015). For that reason, she was later investigated by FBI, and her actions were 

judged for their severity. Although Clinton was freed of any charges (FBI, 2016), her 

image was affected by this incident, even more because the additional investigation 

happened during October and November 2016, hence during the peak of the campaign.  

4.1. Functional Characteristics 

Clinton‟s program was more scattered than Trump‟s, addressing all possible 

areas of agenda. Later in the campaign, it has been divided into six main umbrella 

categories, which consisted of:  

1. Economy and jobs, 

2. Education, 

3. Environment, 

4. Health, 

5. Justice and equality, 
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6. National security, (Clinton, n.d.) 

These six general categories are to some extent in line with the top issues for 

American population that were listed below, though the number one issue, health care, 

has not been a central part of the program for its obvious linkage to the Obama 

administration. Nonetheless, all the other issue areas listed by the candidate are 

corresponding with those considered as critical by the electorate. On the other hand, 

Clinton especially stressed the issue of gender equality for the obvious reason linked to 

the candidate being the first woman to have ever been nominated for the President of 

the United States.   

Moreover, in comparison to Trump campaign, the program used general and 

very practical keywords without making efforts to trigger emotions. Opposed to this, 

Trump talked about „reforms‟, even more frequently before the final months of the 

campaign – with the approaching election, his agenda also became more factual, as has 

been described in more detail above. 

Moving to Clinton‟s slogan, until May 2016 it was primarily „Fighting for Us‟, 

which was also used in her official videos and materials (e.g. C-SPAN, 2016). 

Afterward, the campaign‟s key phrase was replaced by „Stronger Together,' which then 

remained the main message of the whole campaign. Nevertheless, the name of her 

official website, for example, featured a different slogan, „Hillary for America,‟ which 

was also one of the key phrases of the early campaign. The other slogans used were, for 

instance, „love trumps hate‟ or „I am with her‟ (Clinton, n.d.) 

Such abundance of slogans communicated throughout the campaign might have 

also caused a level of confusion among the voter base and made it harder to take the 

candidate as a unified brand.  

4.2. Physical Attributes 

4.2.1. Physical Appearance 

The candidate‟s appearance was clearly distinguishable at first sight as she 

mostly wore pantsuits, almost her trademark attire – in fact, on her official Facebook 

account she introduces herself as a „pantsuit aficionado‟ (Facebook, n.d.).  

The colors of her attire were determined by a conducted study of C-SPAN 

videos of the candidate. The most frequently used color of her attire was pink (23.26% 

of appearances), which may have been an attempt to accentuate the candidate‟s gender, 
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thus one of the building stones of the campaign. Other colors used were blue (20.93%), 

red (15.12%), green (13.95), and white (12.79%). This variety is in stark contrast to 

Trump, who almost always wore red or blue – patriotic colors. Nevertheless, opting for 

a wide spectrum of colors could have been an effort to make Clinton more likable, while 

still looking professional and competent as she was sometimes regarded as cold by her 

potential voters (Attachment 2). 

To support her arguments, Clinton also worked with the background in her 

speeches and public appearances, as did Trump. In most of the cases, she was backed by 

fans with posters (41%), or flags (24%). The slogans were more or less the same 

throughout the whole campaign, ranging from the most frequent „Stronger Together‟ to 

„Clinton - Kaine‟, „USA‟, „Love Trumps Hate‟, and „I Will Vote‟. These were mixed 

during the events giving mixed messages to the audience, simultaneously trying to pass 

various campaign messages (Stronger Together, Love trumps hate), support patriotism 

(USA), and serve as a trigger to boost voter‟s turnout (I will vote), (ibid).  

4.2.2. Logo Design 

Symbol: Similarly to Trump‟s campaign, Clinton‟s logo was a sharp-edged, 

rectangle-like shape (Attachment 8), which also signifies traits such as is stability, 

solidity, strength, reliability, trust, uniformity, power, and efficiency (Batey, 2015), as 

was already mentioned above. Choice of such shape might also have been an attempt to 

make the candidate „less feminine‟, as this trait is usually associated with curves in 

symbols rather than straight lines (ibid).  

 In Clinton‟s logo, there is also an arrow included, which could aim to apply 

Gestalt theory into practice and add more meaning to the logo. An arrow usually serves 

as a symbol of a movement; however, there is no indication of what the movement 

should be linked to (Adams, 2006). Another possible interpretation may be that the 

arrow is a symbolic sign of showing directions, which would make Clinton a guide to 

the new era. Overall, mnemonic value added by using a shape is believed to have  

a strong impact on logo‟s memorability and effect (ibid). 

Unfortunately, any of these possible meanings were not supported by any of 

candidate‟s slogan, making the hidden message incomprehensible and diminishing  

a potential of misinterpretation. 

Color: Clinton‟s logo uses both red and blue, most likely for the patriotic 

meaning of such colors which was already discussed previously. Later in the campaign, 
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following the critique of usage of a red arrow indicating Republican orientation, a logo 

only in shades of blue was adopted (Attachment 9). 

Font: The font used is sans serif, which usually symbolizes contemporary 

product/service (Ambrose & Harris, 2011) corresponding with the candidate‟s attempt 

to be seen as a progressive and forward-looking politician. The fact that the letters are 

very thick and broad might try to strengthen the possible meanings mentioned.  

Style: Clinton‟s logo is a letter mark, or to be more specific, a monogram, 

comprised of an initial of candidate‟s name and a symbol of an arrow. Letter marks, in 

general, are easily adaptable and can be used on promotional materials of all sizes 

(Landa, 2005). The adaptability potential was maximized with Clinton‟s logo, which 

was altered based on the current situation on geography, following the example of 

Barack Obama‟s presidential campaigns (Douglas, 2009).  

Generally, logos should be unique in shape so that they could be associated with 

the product/service instantly. Lack of originality was one of the problems of Clinton‟s 

logo, which was criticized for its similarity to FedEx logo (e.g. Hartmann, 2015).  

In comparison to Trump‟s logo, Clinton had not altered her logo with her choice 

of running mate; this could have taken away the opportunity to target different voters, 

who might support Kaine rather than Clinton. Her running mate‟s name was only 

featured in the full version of the logo, along with Clinton‟s surname; however, this 

logo version was used less frequently.  

On the whole, according to the study of C-SPAN footage (Attachment 2), overall 

the candidate‟s logo was used less than the official slogan during the formal events, 

which may have lowered the probability of the logo being associated with personality 

traits and positions.  

4.2.3. Official website 

Clinton‟s official website design used tiles, symbols, interactive design and call-

to-action triggers. The donation plea started significantly lower than on Trump webpage 

(2016b), (Clinton: $5, $15, $25, $100; Trump: $10, $25, $50, $100) suggesting different 

income groups of the potential supporters (Clinton, 2016). 

One of the differences against Trump‟s online presentation is that Clinton‟s 

website was localized for Spanish-speaking citizens and was available in this language 

also (ibid).  
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In summary, the site‟s design was trying to provoke a friendly feeling with the 

usage of light shades, symbols, and interactive features. On photos, Clinton was 

captured smiling and surrounded by her supporters, which might be an aim to support 

her image as a „person, not a politician‟ and bring her closer to the electorate. To 

endorse this overall impression of friendliness, Clinton was also consistently called by 

her first name (ibid). In comparison to Trump‟s, her website was less issue based and 

focused more on bonding her supporters together. 

All these facts mentioned are in line with her potential fight against the critique 

against her in the presidential election 2008 when she ran against Barack Obama and 

was repeatedly criticized for her lack of emotions and empathy (Buchanan, 2007). 

Moreover, during that time she was associated with negative personality traits, which 

were more masculine than feminine; she was also criticized for her character rather than 

for her experience as opposed to Obama (Miller et al., 2010). These facts could cast 

light on her strong focus on feminine character traits and her personality this time, 

adjusting her campaign by her 2008 campaign feedback. 

4.2.4. Advertisements 

Clinton‟s campaign aired 15 advertisements on national TV throughout the final 

months of the campaign, according to the selection by The Living Room Candidate 

(2016). On the whole, the videos were longer than those of the Trump campaign with an 

average length of 48s (Attachment 1).  

The majority of the clips focused on negative campaigning against the candidate 

of the opposite party (85.71%). These were usually comprised of a selection of Trump‟s 

speeches that should discredit him in the eyes of the electorate, all summarized by  

a headline or a question in the end with an aim to lead the voter into rationally choosing 

Clinton as a candidate. Interestingly, these types of adverts only featured Trump with no 

voiceover of Clinton or another audio part that would interrupt his compilation of 

speeches. Even though these were negative, adverts thus still gave Trump additional 

media space (ibid). 

The main topics that the adverts focused on were negative material about Trump, 

positive information about Clinton and her agenda, safety, and minorities. Such choice 

of themes was further supported by the used imagery, which featured women, veterans, 

children, minority members, and families (ibid). These actions fit into Clinton‟s overall 
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effort to be regarded as a family person, a woman, somebody close to society, which 

was discussed previously.  

In comparison to Trump‟s campaign, the videos used footage of Hispanic voters 

and students, thus implying a deeper focus on these target groups.  

4.3. Characterization 

During the campaign, the Clinton team expressed concerns about her inability to 

connect with her voters, as was evident in the email conversation of John Podesta,  

a former chairman of Clinton 2016 campaign, which was published on WikiLeaks. “She 

is failing to connect with voters – in large part, I believe, because she uses Washington-

speak. She should not just be connecting with women voters in a better way, they should 

be energized in a big way. (…) She needs to have a greater understanding of what 

people and families are going through every day,” (WikiLeaks, 2016). This short 

extract highlights Clinton‟s main issues, which will be studied below and which the 

campaign management tried to prevent. It should illustrate the campaign‟s background 

while taking into account various views on WikiLeaks actions and its content.  

In general, the campaign has thus tried to make the candidate feel more personal 

and more likable a candidate than was Trump. Another issue with her character that was 

stressed by the voters was her determination to „win at any cost‟ (Foran, 2016). 

Furthermore, she had to cope with the legacy of the Obama administration, hence 

making it more difficult for her to present the idea of change when taking over.  

The keywords that American electorate recalled most frequently about Clinton 

were: email, lie, health, scandal, speech, foundation, and president (Gallup, 2016c). 

These fairly negative associations might have been fueled by Trump‟s consistent use of 

the phrase „crooked Hillary‟ and by him repeatedly mentioning „lies‟ when talking 

about his opponent (Attachment 3). Similar tactics, in general, lead the recipient into 

searching for evidence to confirm presented allegations, the process that is also called 

confirmation bias in psychology (Gregory & Ruthledge, 2016). Indeed, after Trump 

started using this epithet, voters preferences for Clinton actually started decreasing and 

his own, on the contrary, increased steadily (Smith, 2017).  

4.3.1. Communication in the Presidential Debates 

According to Gallup (2016d), Clinton was the winner of all the debates. Her 

speeches often included the use of a 1st person, similarly as Trump‟s. Nevertheless, she 
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has not used a 2nd person on that many occasions, which could indicate more detached 

approach towards her electorate (Attachment 4).  

She addressed her opponent strictly by his first name, which ought to have been 

an attempt to declare his incompetence. Moreover, with higher frequency than Trump, 

she used a negative („not‟) and she talked about women and taxes more. She was also 

the only one to mention families in her addresses (ibid).  

Curious was the low usage of her slogan: although she mentioned a part of it 

(word „together‟) 17 times, only twice in all the debates together did she use her entire 

slogan, which is in stark contrast to Trump (ibid). 

4.3.2. Online Communication 

On her Twitter account, Clinton vastly used references directed to Trump or 

dedicated her posts to talking about him – the keyword „Trump‟ has in fact been her 

fifth word used the most in all her tweets altogether. Direct attacks against her opponent 

are also suggested by the high usage of the pronoun „his‟ in her posts, which is even 

more frequent than „I‟, all in all leading to the conclusion that she was more focused on 

discrediting Trump than promoting herself (Attachment 3).   

Furthermore, Clinton often quoted pieces of her speeches and referenced them 

directly in quotation marks, which Trump did very rarely. Speaking of special 

characters, Clinton almost never used exclamation points and was rather eager to use 

question marks (twice as often than Trump); that indicates that she wanted her follower 

to put in deeper thought into the matters (ibid).  

 Moving to her Facebook account, unlike Trump, only she talked about kids and 

college; furthermore, she also emphasized more topics related to women, which seems 

entirely sensible considering her agenda and her main focus (ibid).  

Furthermore, she used her slogan only occasionally (9 times) – word „together‟ 

was in fact more frequent in the posts on Trump account. On the other hand, she 

frequently included one of her secondary slogans, „I will vote‟ (63 times), into her posts, 

which marks a rather strong focus on mobilizing the voters and get-out-the-vote part of 

her campaign (ibid). 

Additionally, studied activity on her Facebook profile brought in interesting 

information about her attempt to attract minorities, as she also produced content in 

Spanish. Interestingly, these posts were usually not translated into English; hence, they 

were only published in one language and presented unique content only targeted at one 
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language group of her voters. This practice seems to be unusual in its targeting of 

various sections of the electorate through one touch point (ibid). 

 All in all, the analysis of her Facebook and Twitter account led to almost 

identical conclusions on both of the networks, which proves that Clinton‟s 

communication online was fairly consistent. 

5. Brand Management Comparison 

The background of both of the candidates was very distinct from each other, 

which prepared the ground for different brand management – Clinton was regarded as  

a Washington insider, while Trump was a newcomer and had the advantage of being  

a member of the opposite party than the one of the serving President. Both of the 

candidates were perceived as celebrities in the election and were then covered by the 

media as such.  

Candidates‟ strategies to build and maintain their brand differed, as was 

described in the previous chapters. While Clinton tried to be perceived as a friendly, 

caring candidate, Trump‟s aim was to be seen as the person to change the nation, 

somebody to firmly lead the country to a better future.  

 According to the facts above, Clinton‟s campaign could be evaluated as rather 

inconsistent; it featured different slogans used without any obvious pattern, and also had 

an umbrella logo that did not relate to any of these. The slogans were also rarely used in 

candidate‟s communication. Consequently, the overall brand image seemed to be 

scattered. Furthermore, in the online communication, lack of direct approach to the 

voters has been evident as the candidate has not been using states‟ names, and she was 

more focused on Trump than on herself. 

  On the other hand, Trump put empathy on thanking his supporters more and 

appreciated them often. His communication was related to his message and wrapped 

every piece of communication around his defined brand statement: Make America great 

again. Not only was his slogan repeated in his communication, both written and spoken, 

but also appeared in his logo, on the official website, and in advertisements. Therefore, 

his brand evinced a higher level of consistency and unity than Clinton‟s, which made 

his branding more effective.  

 Moreover, Trump slogan used stronger language with an appeal to the voters 

and communicated his goals clearly, even though very vaguely. 
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 Clinton tried to bind with her supporters through her positive imagery across all 

the touch points; however, she then was not very efficient in passing her ideas of change 

and her unique contribution to America. Her campaign introduced Trump as 

incompetent, but overlooked the risk of the candidate being called „Crooked Hillary‟ 

and associated with lying, which consequently damaged Clinton‟s overall reputation, as 

has been presented earlier.  

Via determined statements and business records, Trump fought against Clinton‟s 

allegations of being incompetent while she did not do the same against the attacks 

aimed at her. The effect of such statements and actions can be observed on the list of top 

associations with the candidates according to research conducted by Huffington Post. It 

showed that Clinton‟s by far top association was „lying‟ on which most of the 

respondents agreed followed by „dishonest‟ and „crooked‟. Trump‟s associations were 

more scattered with no clear consensus; his top keywords were „arrogant‟, „racist‟, and 

„ass‟, but they were all mentioned with less frequency suggesting various opinions on 

Trump and his weaknesses (Edwards-Lewy, 2016). 

To develop one of the points mentioned, the fact that Clinton was associated 

with lies and dishonesty might have had negative impact on her perception, since if 

candidate‟s truthfulness and reputation is tarnished, voters tend to vote for him or her 

less (Abramowitz, 1991; Peters & Welch, 1980, as cited in Teven, 2008). 

 If we compare the candidate‟s media presence, out of their combined TV 

appearance, Trump dominated 62.09% and Clinton‟s only 37.02%, which makes it 

almost twice as much TV presence for Trump. That might have been for his 

controversial statements and actions, which suited media well. Such proportional 

difference was consistent throughout the last months before the election, according to 

the analysis by the GDELT Project (2016a) using data from the Internet Archive 

Television News Archive. This kind of disproportion in coverage is in striking contrast 

with candidate‟s investments in this medium, as Clinton invested $140 million into TV 

ads during the last 20 weeks until the election, but Trump only $40 million (Pearce, 

2016). That leads to the conclusion that Trump's appearances were in large part given 

appearances, while Clinton‟s were mostly paid. Online, this difference was not that 

striking with Trump getting the upper hand in 55.47% on average (GDELT Project, 

2016b). 

Trump‟s benefit was that he was a member of the opposition party, which in 

general enables easier voter‟s attraction and mobilization. On the other hand, it has been 
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suggested that the candidate for the president‟s party should try to distinguish him or 

herself from the serving president to create a unique brand image (Needham, 2005). 

Unfortunately, Clinton‟s ties with President Obama were rather strong throughout the 

campaign and her previous political career in general. 

Altogether, Clinton campaign invested more money into the campaign, even 

though the overall outcome proved that overspending does not win the election. 

Moreover, Trump‟s media presence was in total much higher, even though unpaid; 

therefore, Clinton might have invested more into the press, but Trump got the upper 

hand in media presence, which is essentially the parameter that counts. 

6. Conclusion 

To encapsulate all the information presented in this thesis and the findings of the 

research conducted, Hillary Clinton as a candidate dedicated a portion of her campaign 

to be perceived as a friendly candidate (e.g. the effort to be called by her first name by 

her supporters, smiling photos) and centered her campaign on minorities‟ and women 

issues. The goal of her campaign seemed to have been to build an image of an empathic 

woman (choice of colors, topics addressed), but also as a strong leader (the shape of her 

logo, her agenda). Her campaign was to some extent a legacy of the campaign 2008 for 

her focus on a likable character and her feminine traits emphasis, which did not reflect 

the current environment and issues that were salient for the electorate. Finally, Clinton 

also picked topics to address not based on public interest, but rather on media interest. 

Trump, on the other hand, tried to invoke a feeling of patriotism and nationalism 

across all the touch points analyzed (e.g. frequently used national colors, flags in the 

background, slogan, or his discourse). His message was also designed to be emotional 

and to seem determined (use of exclamation marks in communication, gestures). 

Everything in his communication was centered on his slogan, which proved to be an 

essential part of the campaign. Trump‟s advantage over Clinton was that he was  

a candidate nominated by the Republican Party after two terms of President Obama, 

who was a Democrat. That gave him the opportunity to convey the idea of change more 

efficiently and easily than Clinton. His campaign vision and promise was then 

supported by his slogan as well as his language (frequent use of „will‟, focus on future). 

Furthermore, Trump was also very direct and consistent in his negative campaigning, 
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which might have supported the negative connotations with Clinton brand (repetitive 

use of „crooked Hillary‟ collocation). 

As the aim of this thesis was to answer the determined research questions, the 

supporting data related to them and the overall outcomes of the study conducted will 

now be summarized.  

 

R1: Were the brands designed in a consistent and credible way? Did the 

candidates manage to stay on message? 

Across all the touch points, Trump consistently used one general slogan, which 

gave him the opportunity to create associations in his voters‟ minds. In particular, he 

used his slogan in his official logo, TV commercials, online communication, as well as 

the debates, while Clinton did so only occasionally, as has been mentioned previously. 

At the same time, his brand was built on traditional Republican traits, such as 

nationalism or traditionalism.  

On the other hand, Clinton‟s campaign used a variety of slogans, which 

fragmented her message – she even used her secondary slogan „I will vote‟ more times 

in her online communication than her official slogan „Stronger Together‟. Moreover, 

her slogan also did not connect with her logo and failed to become an umbrella keyword 

for her campaign in general. Even though there were certain points, where consistency 

was observed (the main focus on women‟s issues and families, consistent online 

communication), overall the campaign lacked a clear overlapping idea. 

According to the associations the voters associated with the candidates, Trump 

managed to express his main agenda (securing the Mexican border, immigration issue) 

more clearly as the agenda-related keywords were the ones mentioned the most. On the 

other hand, people associated Clinton with her personal traits, specifically the negative 

ones. That is in stark contrast with the hypothesis that Trump focused only on his 

personality and Clinton on her agenda, as it shows that Trump was successful in 

introducing his key points as well.  

To sum up, it turned out that Trump‟s campaign was altogether more consistent 

in the idea passed to the electorate and had a unified message, which further supported 

brand unity. By contrast, Clinton‟s brand tried to convey too many pieces of 

information at once, along with focusing on topics which were of less importance to the 

public. Clinton‟s lack of a unified message could have been the stumbling block of her 

campaign.   
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R2: Were the candidates’ brands in compliance with the social environment 

and public needs and wishes? 

Brands should sum politicians up into a unified package, which would then be 

linked together by an overall topic or a comprehensible character, as was discussed 

previously. Clinton‟s campaign was not very strong in this area and tried to tell a more 

complicated story than Trump‟s.  

Her trustworthiness and competence, two out of three essential characteristics of 

the President (Alsamydai & al Khasawnwh, 2013), were damaged by her opponent‟s 

consistent negative campaigning which focused on these traits specifically. The third of 

the essential traits, warmth, also did not prove to be such a strong characteristic for 

Clinton, even though Trump seemed to lack this one as well.  

Furthermore, for consistency in his brand management, Trump might have been 

perceived as more trustworthy than Clinton and also as more competent.  

According to the social environment research presented above, the issues people 

found salient during the election differed significantly from the issues addressed in the 

media. While Trump focused on those important for his electorate (health care reform, 

terrorism, crime, immigration), Clinton concentrated more on taxes, equality and racial 

issues, which were of less importance to the voters but were addressed often by the 

media. 

Moreover, as a considerable share of citizens regarded their country‟s future 

prospect pessimistically, there was potential for the message of change, which was what 

Trump‟s campaign essentially focused on. His overall communication was direct and 

striking, which was evident from his frequent use of exclamation marks in his online 

communication (624x in comparison to Clinton‟s 40x) and of emotionally strong words 

in his overall communication, both online and in the debates (e.g. bad, great, disaster, 

tremendous). Additionally, his campaign messaging was short and direct, with the main 

focus on triggering an emotional response. Trump was associated with fairly negative 

personality traits, e.g. „ass‟ or „arrogant‟; however, these were in compliance with his 

overall branding and fitted his personality, for which reason they might not have had 

any negative impact on his electorate support.  

On the contrary, Clinton‟s campaign did not reflect the urge for change in the 

country‟s direction and did not present strong and direct messaging. Her communication 

aimed to question her counter-candidate (use of question marks in her online 

communication, the way her TV commercials were built on showing Trump‟s speeches 
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and finishing with a question); however, as she only posed questions instead of 

providing answers, she did not promote herself efficiently via her communication and 

made her own message hard to consume.  

This indirectness of communication was also interconnected with the email 

scandal when Clinton was criticized for her failure to answer the allegations directly, 

which might have also supported the association „lying‟ connected with her name. 

Therefore, inconspicuous branding and communication emphasizing questions and 

requiring voters‟ reflection did not seem to be the best option. 

 

R3: Could the characteristics of candidates’ brand image have had any 

impact on the election’s outcome? 

Overall, Trump‟s brand was stronger due to his strong promise, as well as his 

memorable slogan, determined appearance, and challenging negative campaigning. 

Clinton failed to discredit Trump‟s allegations against herself and also did not convey  

a unified message that would help her build her brand and boost the positive image of 

herself. Stronger branding could have helped her fight against the negative associations 

build by Trump‟s communication. 

According to the exit polls, a large portion of the voters stated they voted the 

way they did because they disliked the other candidate – out of all the voters that said 

this, 51% were Trump‟s voters and only 39% were Clinton‟s (Huang et al., 2016). That 

implies that Clinton was regarded more negatively than Trump and, therefore, that her 

branding did not succeed in portraying her as a friendly and experienced candidate, 

which seemed to be the overall aim of Clinton‟s campaign. 
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7. Summary and future recommendations 

In summary, this thesis focused on analyzing the three-month period before the 

2016 Presidential Election and the candidates‟ branding in this timeframe. According to 

the exit polls (Huang et al., 2016), a majority of Trump‟s voters decided about their vote 

in September or later, for which reason candidate‟s branding and overall communication 

during these months ought to have had an impact on the election outcome. 

According to the research questions answered above this thesis demonstrates 

that Trump‟s brand was well-packaged, unified, easy to understand, and efficient in 

conveying its main idea. Even though it has not always been perceived in this way, the 

campaign was managed professionally, and it succeeded in building the message the 

public wanted to hear while maintaining the candidate‟s trustworthiness and 

genuineness.  

In future elections, branding a candidate should be more emphasized as a critical 

issue as it corresponds to the election outcome. Understanding the electorate and 

unifying a candidate‟s communication while maintaining his or her creditability should 

become standard practice in the future, as failing to do so could have been responsible 

for Clinton‟s defeat. Trump‟s strong branding sheds light on why he emerged to be  

the President of the U.S. despite all the predictions and him being initially mocked as  

a serious candidate.  

The election 2016 proved that the strength of the brand is indeed crucial to 

winning and that the electorate must be thoroughly understood before designing the 

brand to be able to address voters‟ needs effectively. Failure to realize this and 

communicating various topics that do not wrap up in a unified message might cause the 

loss of electorate support, resulting in eventually losing the race. Branding of politicians 

and political parties should, therefore, become a salient topic to discuss in political 

marketing worldwide.  
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Attachment 4: Debates Discourse Analysis 

Due to the extensive amount of data is the table available on the attached CD-ROM. 

 

Attachment 5: Media Monitoring - Lexis Nexis Summary  

Due to the extensive amount of data is the table available on the attached CD-ROM. 

 

Attachment 6: Trump & Pence original logo  

The Hill, 2016, Trump Pence logo [online]. [Image]. 15th July 2016. [Accessed 15th February 

2017]. Available from: <http://thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/presidential-races/287920-new-

trump-pence-logo-mocked-on-social-media-for-being>.  

 

 

  



 
 

43 

Attachment 7: Donald Trump’s logo  
Trump, Donald, 2016, TP newer logo [online]. [Image]. 2016. [Accessed 7th November 2016]. 

Available from: <https://www.donaldjtrump.com/>.  

 

 

Attachment 8: Hillary Clinton’s logo  
Clinton, Hillary, 2016. Logo [online]. [Image]. 2016. [Accessed 9th July 2016]. Available from: 

<https://www.hillaryclinton.com/>. 

 

 

 

Attachment 9: Hillary Clinton’s logo - blue 

Clinton, Hillary, 2016. Logo [online]. [Image]. 2016. [Accessed 8th September 2016]. Available 

from: <https://www.hillaryclinton.com/>. 

 

 


