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The Political Marketing Group Committee 2016 

 

 

 

Chair: 

Darren G Lilleker 

Bournemouth University, The Media School, Weymouth House, 

Fern Barrow, Poole, Dorset, BH12 5BB  

Tel: 01202 595622  

dlilleker@bournemouth.ac.uk 

 

 

 

Secretary:  

Jenny Lloyd 

University of the West of England, Bristol Business School, 

Frenchay Campus, Coldharbour Lane, Bristol, BS16 1QY  

Tel: 0117 965 6261 Fax: 0117 344 2289  

jenny.lloyd@uwe.ac.uk 

  

Treasurer: 
Robert Busby 
Liverpool Hope University, Politics, Hope Park, Liverpool, L16 

9JD UK  

busbyr@hope.ac.uk 

 

 

 

Communications Officer: 

Jennifer Lees-Marshment 

University of Auckland, Politics and International Relations 

j.lees-marshment@auckland.ac.nz 

 

 

 

Newsletter Editor: 

Edward Elder 
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mailto:dlilleker@bournemouth.ac.uk
mailto:jenny.lloyd@uwe.ac.uk
mailto:busbyr@hope.ac.uk
mailto:j.lees-marshment@auckland.ac.nz
eeld001@aucklanduni.ac.nz


Political Marketing Group Newsletter  March 2016 

 
3 

Country Co-ordinators 
 

Country Name Institution Contact 

Canada 

 

Thierry Giasson Université Laval thierry.giasson@pol.ulaval.ca 

Czech 

Republic  

 

Anna Matsukova MU amatuskova@gmail.com 

Denmark 

 

Sigge Winther Nielsen  sigge_winther@yahoo.dk 

Egypt 

 

Dr Niveen Ezzat Cairo University niveenezzatat2003@yahoo.co

m 

 

France  

 

Vincent Rodriguez  rochebrun.associates@gmail.c

om 

 

Georgia Kakhaber Djackeli 

 

 k.jakeli@rocketmail.com 

 

Ghana 

 

Kobby Mensah  kobby_mensah@yahoo.com 

Greece  Iordanis 

Kotzaivazoglou 

 

 ikotza@jour.auth.gr 

 

India Chandra Sekhar 

 

Indian Institute of 

Management 

 

sekharj4u@gmail.com 

 

Indonesia FirmanzahFiz University of 

Indonensia 

 

fizfirmanzah@yahoo.com 

 

Iran 

 

Mitra Naeimi University of 

Tehran 

 

mitranaeimi@ut.ac.ir 

Japan 

 

Bryce Wakefield Woodrow Wilson 

International 

Centre for Scholars 

 

Bryce.Wakefield@wilsoncentr

e.org 

Kenya Bozo Jenje 

 

 bozojenje@yahoo.com 

Macedonia  Gordica Karanfilovska  gordicak@yahoo.com 
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Malaysia 

 

Khairiah Salwa-

Mokhtar 

 

USM khairiah@usm.my 

Mexico Omar Chavez 

 

 togua@yahoo.com 

New 

Zealand/ 

Australia 

 

Jennifer Lees-

Marshment 

University of 

Auckland 

j.lees-

marshment@auckland.ac.nz 

Pakistan Muhammad Talha 

Salam  

& 

Aman Abid 

 

National University 

of Computer and 

Emerging Sciences 

talha.salam@nu.edu.pk 

 

aman.abid@nu.edu.pk 

Poland Marek Sempach University of Lodz 

 

sempach@uni.lodz.pl 

Romania  

 

Iulia Huiu  

&  

Dan Mihalache 

Dimtrie Cantemir 

 

University in 

Romania  

iulia.huiu@public-affairs.ro 

Sweden 

 

Jesper Stromback Mid Sweden 

University   

 

Jesper@jesperstromback.com 

Taiwan:  

 

Norman Peng  N.Peng@mdx.ac.uk 

Turkey Mehmet Can  Can.demirtas@deu.edu.tr 

 

USA Ken Cosgrove Suffolk University kcosgrov@suffolk.edu 

 

 

Note:  

If anyone would like to get involved and go on the committee, please let our 

Communications Officer Jennifer Lees-Marshment know  

(j.lees-marshment@auckland.ac.nz). We are always looking for people! 
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The 2016 United States Presidential Primaries 

 
The Absurdity that is the 2016 US Presidential Elections 

 

Minita Sanghvi 
Assistant Professor of 
Marketing 
Manangement and Business 
Skidmore College 
msanghvi@skidmore.edu 

 

The 2016 US Presidential Election is a 

long running reality show about American 

politics. There are two key teams, also 

known as political parties. They are the 

Democrats and the Republicans. Each 

team has contestants who are competing 

for the party nomination. The contestants 

compete in various challenges – such as 

debates, and town halls. Following which 

members of each team select their final 

contestant through primaries and 

caucuses. This happens across the country.  

 

Counting the delegates they rack up 

through their wins in the primaries and 

caucuses, each team finalizes their 

contestant at the party National 

Convention. After which the contestant 

gets to choose a running mate to fight the 

other party’s contestant for the ultimate 

prize – the US Presidency.  

 

So let’s meet the stars in this election cycle. 

From the Democrats we have Senator 

Bernie Sanders from Vermont and 

Secretary Hillary Clinton from New York. 

The Democrat contestant needs 2383 

delegates to win his/her party nomination. 

At present Clinton has 1,231 vis-à-vis 

Sander’s 576. While it is widely regarded 

that Clinton will be the Democratic 

nominee for the US presidency, the 

Sanders campaign has attracted a 

significant momentum over the past few 

months. His “virtual tie” in Iowa, his win 

in New Hampshire and his big following 

among young individuals helped get his 

message far and wide. However, on 

Tuesday, March 15, Florida, North 

Carolina, Ohio, Missouri and Illinois vote 

with 792 delegates at stake and Clinton is 

expected to tie up her lead with a win in all 

of these states. Of course, if Sanders 

manages to eke out a surprise win like he 

did in Michigan just a few weeks ago, it 

could help keep his nomination hopes 

alive.  

 

On the policy front though the two 

candidates are not very different. Sanders 

is promoting a $15 federal minimum wage 

while Clinton supports $12. They both 

support the Dream Act, overturning 

Citizens United, oppose the Keystone 

pipeline. Clinton wants to make college 

more affordable and Sanders want to 

make it free by taxing Wall Street 

speculation. Clinton supports legislation 

that allows victims of gun violence to sue 

the manufacturers while Sander’s opposes 

it.  

 

What are some reasons for Sander’s 

momentum? The Anti-Establishment 

zeitgeist that is fuelling the nation (which 

also impacts the Republican side) is 

definitely a big one. Clinton fatigue and 

the baggage the Clinton name comes with 

is another. Her gender definitely plays a 

role in the election too. While it makes her 

appealing to some women, it often raises 

unconscious biases from many men and 

women across the country.  

 

From a political marketing side, Clinton’s 

messaging and brand promise has been 

inconsistent and changing. While the idea 

of female president is definitely appealing 

to many, it is not enough. The email 
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scandal did not help her “untrustworthy” 

image either. Moreover, Sander’s has had 

a consistent message of ‘revolution’ that 

resonates with the crowd. Though, many 

of his young supporters are not entirely 

aware that he may not be able to pass most 

of his legislations in a Republican 

Congress, they love the dream of “free 

tuition.” 

 

Overall, people are tired of politics as 

usual and are finding ways to fight the 

establishment candidates. On the 

Republican side, this is one reason for the 

meteoric downfall of Jeb Bush. He is as 

establishment as it can get and had the 

Republican donor support attune to $150 

million to show for it. At the beginning of 

last year, everyone was expecting a Bush v. 

Clinton head to head in the general 

election but Bush suspended his campaign 

after being unable to rack up more than 

single digits in all the primaries and 

caucuses he contested. Unfortunately, for 

Governor Bush, after spending almost 

$89,000 on branding his candidacy, the 

lasting label that stuck with him was the 

one supplied by Donald Trump, “low 

energy.” 

 

This brings us to the contest on the 

Republican side. After an overcrowded 

race in Iowa, New Hampshire and South 

Carolina, we saw the contestant pool 

whittle down from 17 to 4. The final four 

are businessman Donald Trump, Texas 

Senator Ted Cruz, Florida Senator Marco 

Rubio, and Ohio Governor John Kasich. 

 

From a policy perspective, they are all 

pretty much on the same ground. There 

are minor differences but overall they all 

believe in the absolute right to gun 

ownership, don’t believe in a pathway for 

citizenship for illegal immigrants already 

in USA, believe stricter punishment 

reduces crime, support vouchers for 

school choice, want to privatize social 

security and strongly believe in American 

exceptionalism.  

 

But it may come as no surprise that 

Donald Trump, the reality TV star, is 

performing best in our 2016 Presidential 

election reality show. By stoking fear and 

racism, he has become a champion for the 

Republican base and ascended to the front 

runner status in the Republican contest. A 

champion to the populace that have time 

and again voted against their own 

interests to see their jobs disappear and 

access to services cut. Donald Trump 

promises the base a wall to solve their 

immigration problem, promises to get jobs 

back from China, and promises their living 

standards and their country will be great 

again.  

 

Ted Cruz was the first candidate to declare 

his presidential run and so far has been 

the strongest opponent to Trump. He has 

racked up 370 delegates to Trump’s 460 

(Marco Rubio has 163 and Kasich has 63). 

One would think that the Republicans 

would coalesce around Senator Cruz 

instead of Marco Rubio, whom you can see 

is far behind in the delegate count. But 

Cruz is considered a pariah in the 

Republican Party and has the mantle of 

the most hated person in Congress. So that 

leaves Marco Rubio and John Kasich as 

the possible establishment nominees.  

 

Marco Rubio gave a victory speech in Iowa 

after finishing a strong third. However, in 

the next debate Chris Christie unveiled the 

weakness in Rubio’s excessive reliance on 

a pre-packaged three-sentence criticism of 

Obama. Rubio could not stop repeating 

the mantra; he did it four times in five 

minutes, and it made him seem like a pre-

programmed robot. This impeded his 

momentum in New Hampshire, where he 

finished a distant fifth. So far Rubio has 

won Minnesota and Puerto Rico but his 

focal test is on March 15. If he loses his 
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home state of Florida, Rubio will have to 

bow out. Which leaves our next contender 

as the possible establishment candidate.  

 

John Kasich, the Ohio governor has won 

several endorsements as the sensible 

candidate among the Republicans. The 

grown up at the table. A decent man. He is 

on course to win Ohio but the question 

remains, if Cruz, Rubio and Kasich join 

forces, can they stop Trump just long 

enough to battle it out in the convention? 

That may be more difficult than you think. 

Because no matter what The Donald does, 

the base seems to love him. If he incites 

violence at his rallies, they like him. If he 

does or does not disavow a KKK leader, 

they like him. He insults veterans such as 

John McCain and he still gets the veteran 

vote. He calls Mexican’s names and he still 

gets 49% of Hispanic vote in the Nevada 

Republican Primaries (that considering 

there are not one but two Latino 

candidates on the ballot). The 

establishment is worried about the 

monster that has been unleashed. 

According to Obama, the Republicans are 

reaping what they’ve sowed for more than 

a decade – making assertions that were 

false, denying science, thinking 

compromise of any sort is a betrayal. He 

said, “So if you don’t care about the facts, 

or the evidence, or civility, in general in 

making your arguments, you will end up 

with candidates who will say just about 

anything and do just about anything.” 

 

The party elites have publicly condemned 

Trump but many such as Chris Christie 

and Sarah Palin are also supporting him. 

In the meanwhile the Republicans, 

including Karl Rove are coming up with 

strategies for a brokered convention. What 

a surprise twist that would be in the reality 

show!  

 

I am not trying to make light of a very 

serious and important aspect of my 

country’s political process. But the present 

election with reality TV star Donald 

Trump has become hard to fathom as 

anything else but a reality show. So bring 

out the popcorn and let the drinking 

games begin!  

 

 

Attack Politics in the  

2016 US Presidential Nomination Campaigns 
 

Travis N. Ridout 
Thomas S. Foley 
Distinguished Professor of 
Government and Public Policy 
Washington State University 

 

One of the most important decisions a 

campaign makes is whether to attack an 

opponent — and when the right moment is 

to do so. Scholars argue that attacks 

against opponents are much more 

common in two-party systems than in 

multi-party systems — and by extension, 

more common in two-candidate races 

than in multi-candidate races.  One main 

reason for this is that an attack against one 

opponent often helps a third candidate, 

not the attacker. Yes, voters lower their 

evaluations of the attacked candidate, but 

they also lower their evaluations of the 

attacker for “going negative.” Yet the 

incidence of attacks in the 2016 race for 

the Democratic and Republican Party 

nominations for president of the United 

States seems to defy this logic. 

 

The race for the Democratic nomination 

has winnowed to two candidates, Hillary 
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Clinton and Bernie Sanders, though there 

was never any point at which anyone else 

was a real contender. The most 

remarkable aspect of advertising in the 

Democratic race is that since Hillary 

Clinton was first on the air in early August 

2015, neither candidate has directly 

attacked the other in a political ad (as of 

the end of February). The possible 

exception to this rule is one ad that the 

Sanders campaign aired in South Carolina 

that featured an endorsement of a 

politician in that state. Words on the 

screen noted that the politician had 

switched his endorsement from Hillary 

Clinton, but her name was never uttered.  

Although the incentives of this two-

candidate contest might suggest that the 

candidates would be attacking each other, 

neither Democrat has risked it. 

 

By contrast, there has been much more 

negativity in the Republican race, which 

started out with at least sixteen 

recognizable candidates and still had four.  

Still, those ads sponsored by the 

candidates’ campaigns (as opposed to ads 

sponsored by outside groups) have been 

largely positive. All eight of John Kasich 

campaign’s ads promoted Kasich and did 

not mention another candidate. Ben 

Carson was similarly positive, with only 

one of his 13 ads containing an attack (the 

target was Barack Obama). The Rubio 

campaign was also quite positive in its 

advertising. Of its 26 ads, only two 

contained attacks. One, which aired in 

January, accused Jeb Bush of making false 

attacks against Rubio. The other, which 

aired in late January and early February, 

attacked not a Republican but Democrat 

Hillary Clinton. Rubio’s ad accuses the 

former Secretary of State of not being able 

to handle the job of commander in chief. 

 

The Bush campaign aired 13 different ads 

by the end of February, four of which 

attacked another candidate. Three 

attacked Trump for being a crass, uncaring 

human being, showing video of Trump’s 

mocking a reporter with a disability. The 

other attacked Rubio for not being ready 

for the job of president. The Trump 

campaign had aired just six different ads 

by the end of February, two of which 

contained attacks. Both criticized Ted Cruz 

for his stands on immigration. 

 

The Cruz campaign was, by far, the most 

negative of this election cycle. Of the 43 

ads aired by his campaign, 20 contained 

attacks.  An almost equal number of these 

ads attacked Trump, Rubio and Obama, 

and even Hillary Clinton was criticized by 

Cruz. On the whole, then, candidate-

sponsored advertising has been positive, 

but ads in the multi-candidate Republican 

race have contained at least some attacks.   

 

Why have the Republican candidates gone 

negative at all?  The attacks on Obama and 

Clinton are easy enough to explain:  

Republican voters do not punish 

Republicans for attacking Democrats.  

Indeed, attacks on high-profile 

Democratic figures may even be helpful in 

portraying the attacker as a strong 

candidate who is ready for the general 

election fight. But why are Republicans 

attacking each other in spite of the risk 

that such attacks may only benefit 

someone else?  Part of it may be increasing 

desperation. Notably, attacks ramped up 

through the course of the election season, 

as the stakes became higher and less time 

remained to catch up to the leader.   

 

In addition to candidate-sponsored 

advertising, the Republican race (though 

not the Democratic race) has seen an 

influx of ad spending by groups.  

Traditionally, there has been a division of 

labor whereby candidates stay relatively 

positive and leave the “dirty work” of 

attacking to parties and affiliated groups.  

The thinking is that this division allows 
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candidates to escape the voter backlash 

that may come with running a negative 

campaign. This idea bears out in an 

analysis of advertising sponsored by super 

PACS and 501c organizations that support 

the individual candidates. 

 

For instance, 21 of the 35 ads aired by 

Right to Rise, a super PAC working to elect 

Jeb Bush, contained attacks. Rubio was 

attacked in the most ads, though a decent 

share of ads attacked Obama as well.  

Trump, Clinton and Cruz were also 

occasionally targeted. 

 

Of the 14 ads aired by Keep the Promise (a 

set of super PACs supporting Ted Cruz), 

seven contained attacks, including attacks 

on Obama, Trump, Rubio and Clinton.  

Conservative Solutions Project and 

Conservative Solutions PAC, the 501c4 

and super PAC supporting Rubio, were 

similarly negative. Seventeen of the 29 ads 

aired by the groups contained an attack. 

Again, the targets were varied and 

included Obama, Clinton, Trump and Cruz. 

 

Some suggest that candidates (or parties) 

are likely to attack those opponents that 

are most ideologically proximate as 

attackers should benefit the most by 

taking down an opponent who shares a 

similar base of support. But the 2016 

Republican nomination race does not 

support this idea, as all candidates (and 

their allied groups) focused their attacks 

not just on one opponent but on all viable 

opponents.  Perhaps this reflects a race 

that is, more than usual, about 

personalities given the presence of Donald 

Trump.    

 

Interestingly, not a single ad attacked Jeb 

Bush, a signal that his opponents did not 

view his candidacy as threatening to their 

own in spite of how well funded it was.   

 

Many of the attacks that appeared in 

advertising had to do with the candidates’ 

temperament and fitness for office, with 

common themes being Trump’s vulgarity 

and Rubio’s lack of experience.  Many of 

the issue-based attacks focused on wedge 

issues—those issues that divide even 

Republican voters—such as immigration 

and abortion. But the differences 

highlighted were more a matter of degree 

than kind. For instance, discussions of 

immigration focused on charges and 

counter-charges that certain candidates 

favored “amnesty” for undocumented 

immigrants rather than comparisons of 

their respective plans. 

 

 

In sum, the 2016 US presidential 

nomination race has provided an 

interesting venue in which to analyze the 

attack behavior of candidates and the 

groups that support them.  Some of our 

expectations about when candidates 

should go on the attack have been met, but 

others have been defied. 
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And That It Just Becomes Too Much 

 

Associate Professor  
Kenneth Cosgrove 
Department of Government 
Suffolk University Boston 
kcosgrove@suffolk.edu 
 

 

The prior piece I wrote about the New 

Hampshire primary process focused on 

the early stages of spring, summer and 

early fall. Those are genteel compared to 

the outsized, all consuming spectacle it 

becomes as it nears its end. From the 

middle of October until primary day, we 

are bombarded with direct mail, popup 

and banner ads, all sorts of phone calls for 

all sorts of things, door knocks and event 

invitations. The primary is part of a much 

bigger national conversation and 

campaign but we get a lot of attention 

because we’re the first people in the 

country who vote as the entire country will 

in the General. We’re dismissive of 

caucuses because really all that proves is 

you can get people to make more noise 

than their opponents. In New Hampshire 

we have an election and we expect to see 

and hear the candidates ourselves. The 

primary grows in intensity and scale from 

an intimate almost casual affair in early 

autumn to an overwhelming life 

disrupting event by its end.  

 

Given the ways in which the population 

makes up its mind in stages and the state 

has a history of making late decisions. The 

problem is that candidates can stage late 

rallies and come from nowhere to win at 

the end, thus the campaign goes on and on. 

Take John Kasich and Ted Cruz, both of 

whom started later in the state and 

finished second and third respectively, as 

cases in point. Both went from obscurity in 

November to good finishes in February 

through what we call the “New Hampshire 

Way” that features a lot of personal 

contact with voters. Governor Kasich left 

three messages himself on our answering 

machine and invited us to many events. 

This is not uncommon. Senator Cruz 

issued event invitations and started 

sending emails entitled “The News From 

Cruz” on a weekly basis. The personal 

touch is a way to get around the 

overwhelming size and intensity of the 

marketing campaign in general. It’s one 

thing to come home to a mailbox full of 

political adverts and an answering 

machine full of robocalls, its quite another 

to hit the answering machine and hear “Hi 

Kenneth, this is Ohio Governor John 

Kasich, I’m sorry I missed you”.  It’s one 

thing to see or hear an ad, it’s quite 

another to have a real person running for 

President on the other end of the line. The 

personal touch can happen in ways 

besides phone calls. Candidates stage a 

variety of different kinds of events and 

these are instructive about what the 

candidate’s goals are. The Kaisch event I 

attended was very button down: just a 

couple of yard signs on the wall of a room 

with the candidate out front talking and 

doing a lot of questions and answers with 

average voters. At the end of the event, it 

was announced that, if anyone wanted to 

meet the Governor, he had at least a little 

time. Some of the other events, had very 

different feels to them and if everything 

brands then the feel of the event is very 

much part of that. The Hillary Clinton 

event had much more of a general election 

campaign feel to it as it had the big stage 

banners and the podium covered with the 

branding as well as a variety of satellite 

trucks outside broadcasting the event.  

The way in which events are staged is a 

way to allow people to experience the 

brand and the politician it supports in 

person. 
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The problem in any large campaign like 

this can be one of quality of volunteers. 

While we are used to seeing some things in 

our local politics that are cringe worthy 

given our tradition of amateur politics, the 

national level campaigns also use 

volunteers and also produced some very 

cringe worthy moments. The worst 

examples included a woman who called for 

a Republican who sounded intoxicated, a 

very cheerful young person who called at 9 

AM on the Sunday before the primary 

process (drawing the questions of: is this 

even legal? do you think it wise to be 

interrupting people’s Sunday morning 

with this?) and the person who called us 

and half our town during the 

championship football game that featured 

the local pro team on behalf of a 

Republican candidate. It was all people 

were talking about the next day and 

probably not a great way to win supporters 

for that candidate.  I was so curious about 

the value of these phone calls that I talked 

with a couple of people who run 

campaigns and their response essentially 

amounted to we have a calendar to keep 

track of local teams and other events, we 

don’t call or canvass during those and we 

don’t call on Sunday mornings because its 

counterproductive.  
 

The messaging appears everywhere: in 

your social media feeds, in your email and 

most interestingly in the mailbox.  

Literally every day there is some piece of 

direct mail or ten waiting for the voter. My 

favorite was a Jeb! board game that 

featured a dice that the voter could roll 

and whatever candidate’s face it landed on, 

the legend below explained why a vote for 

that candidate was too risky and the only 

safe choice was Jeb! Two others that stood 

out were a Bernie Sanders roulette wheel 

that seemed to explain the various ways 

the game was rigged for the one percent, a 

number of Chris Christie mailers that 

focused on frankness and a couple by John 

Kasich that focused on his record in Ohio. 

All of these are part of the daily drumbeat 

of brand building. Every day or so, some 

message from some political candidate 

appeared that, even if we didn’t read it, 

still generated impressions for that 

campaign or against an opponent.  
 

By the middle of January, it becomes 

overwhelming and all consuming. The 

phone rings incessantly, there are events 

every day, the mailbox is full and there’s 

no running away by watching TV or 

surfing the web either. The candidates 

want to communicate and it’s hard to 

avoid listening even if, over time, it seems 

like they have nothing new to say. By the 

middle of January, the best question to 

ask your neighbors is if they still have the 

phone plugged in and if they do, are they 

still answering it? The hours between 5 

and 9 PM become a nightly ritual of 

ringing phones, answering machine 

messages, well intended supporters calling 

in person on behalf of their candidates and 

various recorded messages that might help 

build the brand but also instantly get 

discarded. The phone messages on both 

sides ranged from the fully professional 

and recorded to the live, somewhat hokey 

and personal. It was interesting how after 

hearing almost nothing from Donald 

Trump, suddenly in the week after Iowa 

we started getting phone calls on his 

behalf. These callers were obviously locals 

and much older than the callers that other 

campaigns used. They took a lot of the 

edge off of Trump’s persona and made him 

seem somewhat respectable. Most of the 

other campaigns also used human callers 

but it was surprising that we only started 

to hear from Trump’s in the week before 

the election. We had heard from both 

Democrats and a cross-section of the 

Republican field for at least a couple of 

months before the primary but only heard 

from Trump supporters in the last week. 

He had obviously learned hard lessons 

about mobilization in Iowa and was smart 
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enough to attempt to adjust on the fly as a 

result.  
 

In the final frenzied weeks all of the 

candidates seem to shift from an emphasis 

on selling themselves to one on getting us 

to show up and actually vote. The 

Democratic campaigns started to do more 

phone calls and door knocks while the 

Republicans stuck to the former. By the 

last weekend, there seemed to be almost 

as many outside activists and media in the 

state as people who lived here. Candidates 

who were easily accessible during the fall 

and early winter but now as these events 

scale this changes. The intimate, very civic 

event of the prior spring through fall is 

gone. We’re inundated with the same 

kinds of political marketing campaigns of 

which American elections generally 

consist.  
 

The marketing mobilization effort extends 

right up until primary day and, indeed, 

even beyond the time one actually casts a 

ballot if the campaigns don’t know you’ve 

done that.  The emphasis on having 

someone actually ask for my vote had 

returned. On the Primary Day morning, I 

was greeted by a slew of email from 

Sanders and Clinton about the importance 

of getting out and voting. In good New 

Hampshire fashion, I voted early so the 

phone would stop ringing only I didn’t tell 

anyone I had done that and neither had 

the town. To my surprise by midmorning, 

I was getting calls from candidates asking 

if I had voted yet and when I said “Yes”, 

the asked if I minded telling them who I 

had voted for to which I responded “very 

much, have a nice day.” Unfortunately, I 

missed the several Bernie Sanders calls so 

I couldn’t tell them I had voted. Thus, 

about an hour before the polls closed, a 

young man appeared at my door asking 

how come I hadn’t voted yet and did I 

want a ride to the polls because he was 

happy to take me there immediately. The 

Bernie mobilization effort was ubiquitous 

and determined to find and deliver every 

last voter. But when it ends, it ends 

suddenly. The results were obvious very 

quickly and my response to a result that 

was decided long before bedtime was “all 

this and it’s over in half an hour?” It 

seemed hard to believe but that was, in 

fact, the case. Trump and Sanders had 

won big and won quickly.  
 

In a Presidential year in New Hampshire 

politics never quite ends, there was a one 

week break between the end of the highly 

professionalized, nationalized Presidential 

primary with its consultants, TV ad buys 

and out of state supporters invading us 

and what we do annually: the town 

election. Hampton Falls has a deliberative 

session followed by an actual election but 

other towns simply literally have a town 

meeting at which most municipal 

decisions get made. The contrast between 

the presidential primary and the local 

elections is jarring. Unlike at the national 

level, our local election is about people 

literally writing long letters to each other 

about the policy choices before us. While 

some of these letters have some elements 

of political marketing in them, many of 

them consist of citizens expressing their 

opinions about a given topic or urging us 

to vote for or against a particular ballot 

item. At the national level, campaigns do 

market research, segment and target their 

audiences and develop strong brands. In 

our town election, people write letters, 

maybe a few yard signs and there was that 

one campaign that had a web site and uses 

social media that lost for the fourth year in 

a row and there is one, count em one, 

elected official who communicates via 

email. Most of our politics is in person, not 

on social media and more of the friends 

and neighbors voting V.O. Key wrote 

about decades ago rather than the 

researched, branded, targeted and 

packaged politics that we see at every level 

about that most central institution of New 

Hampshire politics: town government. 
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 Trends in Political Marketing 

 

Hobby and Politics as a Part of Buzz Political Marketing 
New Political Marketing Study in Georgia about Hobby Politics made by 

Kakhaber Djakeli and Georgian-European Marketing Association 

 

Kakhaber Djakeli 
Faculty Professor 
Faculty of Business 
Management 
International Black Sea  
University 
k.jakeli@rocketmail.com 

 

Hobbies are a great part of human’s 

motivation to do something well. Many 

people have the hobby of discussing 

politics and, through a number of 

channels, participate in Buzz Political 

Marketing. We know that a hobby is some 

activity done regularly in one’s leisure 

time for pleasure. But, the question is, 

how can political practitioners use this 

regular activity to increase either influence, 

improve their image or improve their 

political organization? 

 

To find links between “hobby politicians” 

and buzz marketing research was 

undertaken by the European Marketing 

Association around the image and positive 

awareness of political organizations in the 

mind of public. Some qualitative 

marketing research methods have been 

used in the survey, showing many 

surprising things about the importance of 

politics as a hobby for Buzz Political 

Marketing in the 21st Century.  

 

 

Picture 1: Matrix of Hobby and Politics 
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First of all, what are hobby politicians? 

They are people involved in the activity of 

discussing national and international 

politics, both genders of citizens in 

different places, for personal pleasure 

during free time. Having studied this 

activity we divided such people into four 

main groups, according the following 

principles:  

1. Some people behave more 

independently, but others try to show 

that they are more connected to 

politics; despite not being 

professional politicians. These 

features we put on the abscissa of our 

matrix.  

2. Some people try to self-improve 

through this hobby and others use it 

more as a tool for relaxation. These 

features we put in in ordinate axes of 

our matrix.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Accordingly, we divided all hobby 

politicians into four groups: 

1. Dominants – These are people 

(around65 per cent) who prefer to 

speak than listen (influence others). In 

doing so they show that they are more 

connected to political groups, parties 

and know more about likely future 

events. We will study such people 

further in the future under the 

hypothesis that such dominant 

persons can be used well for 

mainstream buzz marketing 

information. We plan to research them 

independently. 

2. Listeners – These are people who are 

also somehow connected, or were 

connected to some system of politics. 

However, they are more passive and 

relaxed about it. They don’t speak 

much. In other words, they would 

rather listen and smile.  

3. Sage – These people read not only 

newspapers but also books, watch 

political talk-shows, call TV and radio 

programs and ask diligent questions. 

These people participate in research 

and love the idea that they influence 

politics. 

4. Anecdote Tellers – These people like to 

use politics more to relax. So they tell 

jokes about political parties and their 

leaders. These people are mostly 

negativist skeptics. 

 

How these groups of people can be used in 

Buzz Political Marketing is the question of 

the research going forward, which will be 

finished in 2017. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Political Marketing Group Newsletter  March 2016 

 
15 

Change That Feels Like Déjà Vu 
The Victory of Trudeau’s Liberals in the 2015 Canadian Federal Election 

 

Yannick Dufresne 

Laval University 

yannick.dufresne@gmail.com 

@yannickdufresne 

 

On 19 October 2015 Canadians decided to 

put an end to nearly a decade of 

Conservative rule. The Liberals won a 

comfortable majority of the seats 

(184/338), bouncing back from third place 

in the previous election. Few could have 

predicted this outcome even a few weeks 

before voters went to the polls. In fact, at 

the beginning of this unusually long 

campaign, most observers were expecting 

a duel between the incumbent 

Conservative Party and the left-wing New 

Democrats, who surprised everyone in 

2011 by forming the Official Opposition 

for the first time in history. What 

happened? The campaign was long and 

punctuated by many events, including the 

Syrian migrant crisis and a harsh debate 

on the niqab being worn during 

citizenship ceremonies. It is up to future 

empirical research to evaluate the effect of 

these events on election results. 

Nevertheless, the outcome could not have 

been purely the result of campaign 

incidents, party strategies, and leader 

performance. In order to understand what 

happened in 2015, one must also consider 

the historical importance of the Liberal 

and its new leader, Justin Trudeau. 

 

Justin’s father, Pierre Elliot Trudeau, is 

considered by many to have been the most 

important political figure in modern 

Canadian history. Both the Trudeau name 

and the Liberal brand resonate strongly. 

Having been in government for most of 

Canada’s history, the Liberals were long 

considered the country’s natural 

governing party. Most national symbols 

that today define Canadian identity - like 

the Maple Leaf on the flag and the 

peacekeeping role on the world stage - 

were inaugurated by Liberal governments. 

And many of those symbols were actually 

the direct product of Justin Trudeau’s 

father: multiculturalism, Official 

Bilingualism, the Canadian Health Act, 

and the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 

It is therefore not surprising that there are 

always a stable number of Liberal 

partisans in survey-based election studies.   

 

Yet despite its historical dominance in 

Canadian politics, the Liberal brand was 

heavily damaged in the mid-2000s by a 

corruption scandal vastly covered in the 

media. Public concerns over ethics and a 

Royal Commission on corruption provided 

a golden opportunity for the Conservatives 

return to power in 2006 for the first time 

since 1988. The Liberals were clearly 

destabilized by these events; they changed 

party leaders four times in following years 

and lost three elections in a row. The Party 

reached new lows in 2011 when they failed 

to even win Official Opposition status. Not 

only did the Conservatives manage to form 

a majority government, the Liberals were 

now forced to compete with the New 

Democrats for the moderate progressive 

vote.  

 

When Justin Trudeau was elected head of 

the Liberal Party, the Conservatives 

launched a series of negative 

advertisements mocking the young and 

charismatic leader. These attacks at times 

went so far as to raise eyebrows. Yet poll 

numbers were still showing Liberals in 

third place, behind New Democrats and 

Conservatives.  In retrospect, we can now 

surmise that the Conservatives’ market 

research team was able to at the time 

https://twitter.com/yannickdufresne
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detect latent support for Trudeau’s 

Liberals. They made many efforts to attack 

the new leader’s personality and make him 

appear immature. Right from the outset, 

the Conservative leader pursued this 

strategy by referring to Trudeau by first 

name.  

 

Justin Trudeau’s 2015 campaign was by no 

means extraordinary. He did not make 

major mistakes, but neither did his 

opponents. However, the Syrian asylum 

seeker crisis and the niqab controversy put 

the New Democrats in a difficult position. 

The latter issue was heavily primed by the 

Conservatives, allegedly in an attempt to 

wedge out voter segments from the New 

Democrats in the province of Quebec, 

where sensitivities about immigration and 

secularism are high. The fact that the New 

Democrats were forced to juggle their 

position on the niqab in order to please 

their heterogeneous base may have 

compromised their lead on the Liberals. 

And the Liberals, for their part, jumped on 

the opportunity to express unwavering 

support for allowing the niqab in 

citizenship ceremonies. The position was 

very unpopular in the population as a 

whole, but clearly consistent with the 

Liberal ideology and tradition. The same 

can be said of the Liberals’ electoral 

promise to accept 25,000 Syrian refugees 

over the next two months if elected. By 

taking such positions, Trudeau was clearly 

trying to present himself as the defender 

of lost Canadian values of tolerance, 

inaugurated by his father. It’s impossible 

to know whether Trudeau could have 

defended such unpopular stances on these 

issues had he not had his party’s brand 

and history behind him. In the end, 

though, Trudeau’s Liberals succeeded in 

presenting themselves as the main 

alternative to the Conservatives—as the 

party of change. And this might be the 

main irony of the election: Canadians’ 

desire for change translated into support 

for a leader whose name and party are 

strongly associated to an old Canadian 

nostalgia.  

 

 

 

#IRepeat: The Tag of Success 
Reformists in 2016 Iranian Parliamentary Election 

 

Mitra Naeimi 
PhD candidate, 
Communicatiom. 
University of Navarra. 
Iran’s coordinator at 
PMG-PSA 
mnaeimi@alumni.unav.es 

 

On 26 February 2016 millions of Iranians 

voted for parliamentary candidates as well 

as for candidates for the Assembly of 

Experts. Political parties usually release 

their “list” for Parliamentary and 

Assembly of Experts’ elections and people 

usually vote for the candidates based on 

these lists. However, they can also vote for 

independent candidates who are not 

affiliated with any party, including 

religious minorities who vote for their own 

independent candidates. More than 6,200 

candidates were campaigning for a seat in 

the country’s parliament with 290 seats 

this year.  

 

Just a few days before the election, 

Mohammad Khatami, President of Iran 

from 1997 to 2005 and an influential 

reformist figure, released the “List of Hope” 

which endorsed candidates of the 

reformist-moderate coalition for the 

election. This very late release of the list 

was not only the consequence of the long 

qualification process of candidates by the 
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Guardian Council, but also due to the 

organizational weakness of the Reformist 

Party. The first candidate on the “List of 

Hope” for the nation’s capital, Tehran, was 

Mohammad Reza Aref. He had withdrawn 

from presidential candidacy in 2013 in 

favor of Hassan Rouhani, the moderate 

candidate who won the election. 

Interestingly, this only took place after 

Mohammad Khatami had requested Aref 

to withdraw for the sake of Reformist 

Party (and their coalition with moderates), 

which was competing with their 

conservative rivals (Aref was the first 

representative of Tehran with more than 

1,600,000 votes in 2016 Parliamentary 

election).  

 

In the most recent Parliamentary election 

Khatami’s campaign released a video on 

YouTube emphasizing that people should 

vote for all the candidates of both lists of 

hope for Parliamentary and Assembly of 

Experts’ elections: “I repeat, vote for all 

the individuals on both lists”. His video 

and message had been distributed broadly 

on social media and messaging 

applications such as Telegram, with 

#IRepeat. While the victory of Hassan 

Rouhani in the 2013 presidential election 

was the result of Khatami’s support for 

him and the message of “Prudence and 

Hope,” the “List of Hope” for the 

parliamentary election could take many of 

the 290 seats, including all 30 of Tehran’s 

seats as well. This phenomenon has again 

demonstrated the influential role of 

Mohammad Khatami in recent years’ 

elections in Iran, while this campaign, 

more than ever, depends upon his public 

image as a brand and his attempt to make 

a coalition out of different political figures.  

 

All those who vote for the lists of hope for 

different provinces might not have liked or 

known all the individuals of the lists very 

well. While Khatami’s support of any 

candidate creates a sense of identity with 

the Reformist Party, sometimes it is 

difficult for the people to believe in the 

real commitment of the candidates to 

reformism. According to Lees-Marshment 

(2009, p. 223) “in political marketing 

there should arguably be a move from pre-

election marketing to permanent 

marketing, where communication between 

political elites and the people is much 

more reflexive, complex, and mature.” 

Whereas, Mohammad Khatami and 

Reformist Party, have been successful in 

recent Presidential (2013) and 

Parliamentary election (2016), they must 

be aware that short term pre-election 

marketing, which is based on the 

marketing of figures rather than a 

permanent marketing (and marketing of 

issues), cannot develop a mature 

relationship between themselves and their 

supporters. 

 

 

Reference:  
Lees-Marshment, J. (2009). “Marketing 
After the Election: The Potential and 
Limitations of Maintaining a Market 
Orientation in Government.” Canadian 
Journal of Communication. Vol. 34: 205-
227. 
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New Publications in Political Marketing 
 

Political Branding Strategies 
Campaigning and Governing in Australian Politics 

 
About the Author 

Lorann Downer received her PhD from The University of Queensland, 

Australia in 2014. Passionate about political marketing, branding and 

communications, she previously worked as a political journalist and in senior 

communications roles for two Queensland Premiers. She can be contacted at 

lorann.downer@uq.edu.au. 

 

 
About the Book 

Weaving together insider insight and 

independent evaluation, Political Branding 

Strategies: Campaigning and Governing in 

Australian Politics tells the story of branding by 

the Australian Labor Party across seven years, 

three general elections and two leaders. It offers 

an account of three brands – the Kevin07 brand 

crafted for Kevin Rudd, The Real Julia brand of 

his successor, Julia Gillard, and that of the 

party. The new Brand-Oriented Party Model, 

which builds on extant political marketing 

theories, is offered to understand and evaluate 

political branding in general, and Labor’s 

branding campaigns in particular. Labor’s 

campaign ahead of the 2007 federal election 

was sophisticated and successful but just six 

years later, Labor was abandoned by voters. In 

between, two personal brands had been created 

and destroyed, and the party brand had been 

severely damaged. Labor’s strategies are 

considered in two case studies. They tell a story 

of skilful use of comprehensive branding 

strategies and costly disregard of basic branding 

principles, of stunning success and shattering reversal. They look at branding in opposition 

and in office, and consider the opportunities and benefits, as well as the challenges and 

difficulties, of branding. The book concludes with insights from Labor’s branding campaigns, 

and perspectives on the current practice, and the future, of political branding from one of 

Australian Labor’s most experienced former campaign practitioners. While these case 

studies emerge from a party-centred political system, they offer valuable lessons for political 

practitioners, researchers and citizens in every democracy.  

 

Political Branding Strategies is available at  

http://www.palgrave.com/gp/book/9781137580283 

mailto:lorann.downer@uq.edu.au
http://www.palgrave.com/gp/book/9781137580283
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Political Marketing in the 2015 UK General Election 
 

About the Authors 

Darren G. Lilleker is an Associate Professor of Political Communication in the 

Faculty of Media & Communication at Bournemouth University in the United 

Kingdom. He has written widely on political communication, political 

marketing and the impact on voter cognition and behaviour. He is also chair of 

the PSA Political Marketing Specialist Group. 

  

Mark Pack is the Associate Director of Blue Rubicon, also in the United 

Kingdom. He was formerly Head of Digital at MHP Communications and 

before that Head of Innovations at the Liberal Democrats running their 2001 

and 2005 internet general election campaigns. He was also Co-Editor of 

Liberal Democrat Voice, the most widely-read Liberal Democrat blog in the 

United Kingdom, until 2013 and has been a Visiting Lecturer at City University 

in the Journalism Department. 

 

About the Book 

The latest title in the Palgrave Studies in Political Marketing and Management series 

analyses the UK 2015 General Election through a political marketing lens. Dr Lilleker, an 

established expert in the study of election campaigning, and Dr Mark Pack, a highly 

experienced practitioner and consultant, have brought together a team of academics to offer 

new insights into the competitors, their campaigns and the outcome.  

 

The context for the contest was highly complex. The aftermath of the Scottish referendum 

was reverberating, with Scottish nationalism threatening the mainstream parties. An EU 

referendum was expected, and questions of sovereignty and immigration were high on the 

agenda. The polls showed little between the parties. Therefore the contest appeared 

anybody’s to lose. But behind the scenes polls showed that erstwhile Liberal Democrats and 

wavering voters preferred a Cameron-led government and if the messages were right their 

vote was ripe for picking.  

 

The chapters highlight how the messages developed by Lynton Crosby for the Conservatives 

were the right messages, with Labour failing to impact on the narrative that it had been their 

government who created the conditions for economic collapse in 2008. The long term 

economic plan narrative was the core feature of the Conservative manifesto, reinforced in 

their online and mainstream advertising campaign. In contrast Labour attempted to offer 

austerity-lite, a fairer version of Conservative economic policy that perhaps made voters 

think if they were going to have austerity, better have a competent team administering policy. 

While the Liberal Democrats once again assumed they would be coalition kingmaker, 

offering a heart to the Conservatives and a brain to Labour, they succumbed to the 

Conservatives’ black widow strategy: the plan to eat up the support of their partners in the 

2010-15 administration. The only other party with a noteworthy campaign was the Scottish 

Nationalist Party (SNP), offering themselves as a strong voice for Scotland in a blunt 

dichotomy of choice between us (the Scottish party) versus them (the English parties). The 

SNP were also most innovative online, developing a relationship marketing approach to 

garnering and harnessing support. 
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The volume also encompasses an analysis of the media and media management successes of 

the parties. While the Conservatives focused on a below the radar campaign in their target 

seats, their message was simultaneously being reinforced by a largely supportive news media. 

Even the BBC showed signs of a pro-Conservative bias, perhaps encapsulated by Jeremy 

Paxman indicating that even he felt Labour leader Ed Miliband was not up to the pressures 

of being prime minister by asking after his one-to-one interview ‘are you alright?’.  

 

Throughout the analysis the consistent picture is of a strong Conservative brand facing a 

weaker and less strategic Labour brand whose epitaph was a large tablet of stone, developed 

as a metaphor to indicate their promises wouldn’t be broken but ending up as a metaphorical 

headstone. The campaign’s role, therefore, was to sharpen the importance of the choice. 

Cameron’s Conservative party marketed themselves efficiently as the party of economic 

security and ruthlessly targeted the voters in England most susceptible to their messages. 

The book demonstrates how this was achieved. 

 

Link to book’s site http://www.palgrave.com/gb/book/9781137584397  

 
 

Brand Command 
Canadian Politics and Democracy in the Age of Message Control 

 

About the Author 

Alex Marland is associate professor of political science and an associate dean 

of arts at Memorial University of Newfoundland. He was the lead editor of 

Political Marketing in Canada (2012, with Thierry Giasson and Jennifer 

Lees-Marshment) and Political Communication in Canada: Meet the Press 

and Tweet the Rest (2014, with Thierry Giasson and Tamara Small), and of 

the open access project Canadian Election Analysis 2015: Communication, 

Strategy and Democracy (2015, with Thierry Giasson). 

 

About the Book 

The pursuit of political power is strategic as never before. Ministers, MPs, and candidates 

parrot the same catchphrases. The public service has become politicized. Political power is 

increasingly concentrated in the Prime Minister’s Office. And a top-down chain of command 

is evolving that is at odds with public involvement in policy creation. What is happening to 

our democracy? 

 

To get to the bottom of these alarming developments, Alex Marland reviewed internal 

political party files, media reports, and documents obtained through access to information 

requests, and interviewed political insiders. In Brand Command, he argues that political 

parties and the government itself are beholden to the same marketing principles used by the 

world’s largest corporations. Called branding, the strategy demands repetition of spoken, 

written, and visual messages, predetermined by the leader’s inner circle. Such disciplined 

practices have penetrated parliamentary democracy in Canada, where central control runs 

counter to fundamental principles of responsible government.  

http://www.palgrave.com/gb/book/9781137584397
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Political marketing defined the Stephen Harper era, when 

nothing could contradict the brand, and hard-hitting 

communications denigrated opponents. Today, the tone of 

politics may have changed under Justin Trudeau, but the 

same forces that centralized power in the PMO remain. 

Marland compellingly argues that public sector branding is 

an unstoppable force that will persist no matter who is in 

power. He warns that the disciplined communications so 

essential in today’s frenzied media environment create 

serious problems for parliamentary democracy that must be 

confronted. 

 

Publisher: University of British Columbia Press 

Release Date: March 15, 2016 

ISBN: 978-0774832038 

Series: Communication, Strategy and Politics 

 

 

 

Reviews 

“Modern Canadian politics has travelled a 

long way – from a reliance on dusty old 

books of rules and procedures to the 

practice of the modern arts of marketing 

and branding. Alex Marland has led 

Canadian research in interpreting this 

remarkable transition. His newest book – 

with important revelations and insights on 

virtually every page – is an eye-opener. 

We will all want to keep it on our desks to 

understand how politics and government 

really work today.”   

SUSAN DELACOURT, political 

journalist and author of Shopping 

for Votes: How Politicians Choose 

Us and We Choose Them 

“A detailed, insightful, and thought-

provoking examination of government and 

political communications as conducted 

under the Harper Conservatives. More 

importantly, Brand Command explores 

whether anything will change, whether it 

can, and how it might be changed to better 

serve the public interest.” 

SCOTT REID, Principal at 

Feschuk.Reid, CTV News political 

analyst, and director of 

communications for former Prime 

Minister Paul Martin 
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Annotated table of contents 

Preface: Branding, Message Control, and Sunny Ways / xiii 

Identifies what went wrong for Stephen Harper and the Conservative Party in the 2015 

election campaign, which sets up a provocative summary of communications practices in 

the early days of the new Liberal government led by Prime Minister Justin Trudeau. 

1 The Centralization of Communications in Government and Politics / 3 

Sets the scene by establishing that communications practices are contributing to 

centralized power in the centre of parliamentary government. A hypothesis is introduced 

that everything political passes through a branding “lens.” 

2 Marketing and Branding in Politics / 28 

Summarizes the advent of political marketing and branding, and identifies party 

discipline and central agencies as enablers. 

3 The Tumultuous Digital Media Environment / 61 

Establishes that politics, government and the parliamentary press gallery have been 

transformed by digital media. Discusses concepts such as media logic, agenda setting, 

framing, information subsidies, celebritization, pseudo-scandal, and political advertising. 

4 Public Sector Brands / 102 

Continues to lay a theoretical foundation by conceptualizing types of brands in the 

political marketplace. Features a case study that treats Justin Trudeau as a brand line 

extension of his father Pierre, the transformative Canadian prime minister. 

5 Communications Simplicity and Political Marketing / 135 

Argues that research is informing the simplification and precision of communications 

messaging in politics. Presents evidence of ways that political marketing is practiced. 

6 Brand Discipline and Debranding / 165 

Advances an argument that political elites are responding to changing communications 

technology with intensified media management that requires message consistency. This 

includes a penchant for negativity, as strategists attempt to damage an opponent’s brand. 

7 Central Government Agencies and Communications / 201 

Documents ways that the cabinet, the Prime Minister’s Office (PMO) and supporting 

agencies impose message control through spin and other forms of media management. 

8 Branding in Canadian Public Administration / 243 

Explores the variety of ways that the Government of Canada practices message control 

and branding within the public service itself, bringing together formerly disparate units. 

9 Politicization of Government Communications / 287 

Illustrates ways that political personnel impose their partisan values on the public service, 

through such mechanisms as a “whole of government” approach to marketing. 

10 The Fusion of Party and Government Brands / 326 

Shows how the governing party attempts to fuse its brand with the government’s and 

strives to eviscerate select reminders of past administrations. Features a case study of the 

Economic Action Plan branding campaign after the 2008-09 global economic crisis. 

11 Public Sector Branding: Good or Bad for Democracy? / 350 

Presents arguments in favour of public sector branding and warns of a number of 

concerns, before presenting recommendations for policy change. 
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Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing –  
Special Issue on Political Marketing 

 

The Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing has just released a special issue on 

political marketing (Volume 28, Issue 1, 2016).  

 

This issue is attached to the Global Political Marketing and Management Conference that 

was held at the School of Marketing and International Business at Victoria University of 

Wellington in New Zealand in early June 2015 - the two articles in the special issue draw on 

research presented at the conference.  

 

The issue can be found here - http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/wnon20/28/1 - and includes 

the articles noted below. 

 
 
Introduction to Special Issue on Political Marketing 

Wayne Binney, Daniel Laufer & Jennifer Lees-Marshment 

Pages 1-4 

 

Market-Oriented Governing Leaders’ Communication: John Key and Barack 

Obama 

Edward Elder 

Pages 5-21 

 

It’s the Equity Stupid! Protecting the Value of the Partisan Brand 

Lorann Downer 

Pages 22-39 

 

How Usage Influences Young Adult Voting Decision-Making: An SEM Analysis 

Tiffany Winchester, John Hall & Wayne Binney 

Pages 40-65 

 

Assumptions of Rationality in Political Marketing: The Case of the Republican 

Autopsy 

Neil Bendle & June Cotte 

Pages 66-83 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/wnon20/28/1
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Palgrave Studies in 

Political Marketing and Management Book Series 

 

 
 

Series editor: Jennifer Lees-Marshment  

www.lees-marshment.org j.lees-marshment@auckland.ac.nz 

 

The Palgrave Studies in Political 

Marketing and Management new book 

series is looking for more book proposals 

to add to its’ exciting collection so far. 

 

The series publishes high quality and 

ground-breaking academic research in 

Palgrave Pivot form (25-50,000 words, 12 

week publishing time frame upon receipt 

of final manuscript) and have a 

practice/practitioner element.  

At its core, Political Marketing and 

Management is about how politicians, 

governments, political staff, parties and 

campaigns use marketing and 

management tools and concepts to design 

and achieve their goals. Scholarship is 

drawn from a range of disciplines and 

fields, and covers how political 

organisations and actors strategise, lead, 

organise and market, as well as 

intersections between these aspects such 

as the organisation of political marketing 

research in government department; the 

importance of leadership in changing how 

a party is organised; the organisational 

structure of volunteers within an NGO; 

strategic communication in political 

movements; resource management in 

political offices; and the strategic 

organisation of fundraising in campaigns.  

There are already an exciting and diverse 

range of books in the series. Books 

published or in press include: 

 Political Branding Strategies: 

Campaigning and Governing in 

Australian Politics By Lorann Downer 

(http://www.palgrave.com/us/book/9

781137580283) 

 Political Marketing and the 2015 UK 

General Election edited by Darren G. 

Lilleker and Mark Pack 

(http://www.palgrave.com/us/book/9

781137584397) 

 Marketing Leadership in 

Government: communicating 

responsiveness, leadership and 

credibility by Edward Elder 

 

Books contracted include Public Opinion 

and the Management of Governance in 

the Major English Speaking Democracies 

by Scott Bennett; Political Marketing and 

Management in Ghana: A New 

Architecture edited by Kobby Mensah; 

and Gender and Political Marketing in the 

United States by Minita Sanghvi. 

 

 

 

 

http://www.lees-marshment.org/
mailto:j.lees-marshment@auckland.ac.nz
http://www.palgrave.com/us/book/9781137580283
http://www.palgrave.com/us/book/9781137580283
http://www.palgrave.com/us/book/9781137584397
http://www.palgrave.com/us/book/9781137584397
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We would welcome new ideas for potential 

books – please get in touch. We would 

particularly welcome books on 

recent/forthcoming elections such as US 

2016; Australia 2016; Canada 2015 and so 

on, but are also very keen on exploring 

new areas, and of course want to support 

books on political management 

(organisation, leadership, political HRM, 

planning, and reviewing or monitoring) 

not just political marketing. 

 

The series is contracted for both politics 

and management lists. For further details 

about the series see 

https://leesmarshment.wordpress.com/p

mm-book-series/ and Palgrave’s page 

http://www.palgrave.com/gp/series/1460

1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Submitting a proposal 

Proposals can be submitted to the series 

editor on j.lees-

marshment@auckland.ac.nz at any time. 

We recommend you read the full 

guidelines for the series, and get in touch 

with the series editor in advance of 

completing the proposal to discuss ideas 

first.  

 

All books must:  

 be between 25,000 and 50,000 words. 

 be empirical not just theoretical. 

 have recommendations for practice 

derived from the academic research. 

And we encourage books to: 

 include other practitioner elements 

such as those noted in the section on 

format. 

 include international material or relate 

work to international trends. 

 

Please use the Palgrave Studies in Political 

Marketing and Management Book Series 

proposal form – see 

https://leesmarshment.wordpress.com/p

mm-book-series/ for this and updates on 

the series. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://leesmarshment.wordpress.com/pmm-book-series/
https://leesmarshment.wordpress.com/pmm-book-series/
http://www.palgrave.com/gp/series/14601
http://www.palgrave.com/gp/series/14601
mailto:j.lees-marshment@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:j.lees-marshment@auckland.ac.nz
https://leesmarshment.wordpress.com/pmm-book-series/
https://leesmarshment.wordpress.com/pmm-book-series/
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Call for New Items for Upcoming PMG Newsletters 
 
We want to facilitate information transfer between all members, including political 

marketing scholars, practitioners and experts. Member’s active participation is essential to 

making this newsletter successful. The PMG newsletter provides you with the opportunity to 

communicate with political marketing scholars, practitioners and experts. If you have 

anything you would like included in a PMG newsletter (being released in March, June, and 

September) please send it to Edward Elder at eeld001@aucklanduni.ac.nz. Items that may 

be included may be, but not exclusive to, recently released or upcoming books, upcoming 

events and conferences, career or scholarship opportunities, or any articles about recent 

elections, trends and academic findings. The next deadline for submissions is 15th 

June 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Edited by Edward Elder  

mailto:eeld001@aucklanduni.ac.nz

