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ABSTRACT 

 

 The Gotham typeface received widespread media acclaim during Barack Obama’s 2008 

presidential campaign. Creative professionals and critics described the typeface as having 

inherent personality attributes such as elegant, nostalgic, all-American and contemporary. Some 

claimed that Gotham was the perfect typeface for Obama’s campaign. This dissertation was a 2-

part, mixed-methods study that first quantitatively investigated the actual persona of Gotham as 

perceived by a convenience sample, and subsequently qualitatively determined if that perceived 

persona matched the persona of verbal rhetoric set in Gotham in a sample of official campaign 

advertisements. The results showed that the sample’s perception of Gotham did not match the 

creative professionals’ perception. Instead, the sample generally described Gotham as somewhat 

most of the persona attributes tested. The survey findings corresponded with the literature review 

of investigations into Obama's verbal rhetoric which described Obama’s rhetoric as vague, 

adaptable and indecisive. This indicated that, at least for the convenience sample, the Gotham 

typeface was actually quite appropriate for the Obama campaign since the typeface was viewed 

as having the same adaptable persona suitable for multiple occasions, much like Obama’s 

rhetorical style. The participants also labeled Gotham as very familiar, legible, plain and 

straightforward. These last four attributes were matched with the verbal rhetoric set in Gotham in 

the campaign ads. In other words, the rhetorical message conveyed by the visual design of the 

typeface corresponded to the rhetorical message of the verbal text in Obama’s campaign ads. 

This researcher concluded that Gotham was actually an ideal typeface for Obama. These findings 

should encourage future political candidates to utilize tailored, visual, typographic strategies for 

their campaigns and should encourage further research into typography in political 

communication.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

Overview 

Previous studies showed that when verbal rhetoric coincides with the intended message, 

the perception, understanding and retention of the message are improved and comprehension 

time is shorter (Brumberger, 2003a; 2003b; Massaro & Egan, 1973). Just as verbal rhetoric can 

communicate characteristics such as strength, intelligence and personality attributes, visual 

rhetoric such as the typeface or typographical design of the text can also communicate a persona 

or personality attributes (Banks, 2006; Bartram, 1982; Brumberger, 2003a; Rowe, 1982). 

Typeface and text rhetoric interdependently affect each other and the viewer or reader’s 

perception of the message. Despite this, as a text to be investigated, typography is under-studied 

in the field of mass communication (Banks, 2006). 

The use of the Gotham typeface in Barack Obama’s 2008 presidential campaign visuals 

was widely discussed in the media among critics and visual communication professionals. They 

credited Gotham as being well-suited to the campaign’s message by embodying numerous 

characteristics; from plainspoken to elegant, nostalgic to contemporary, and all-American to 

traditional (Rawsthorn, 2008; Thomas, 2010). However, no previous studies have been 

conducted to determine the publicly-perceived persona of Gotham and whether that persona was 

in fact suitable for the campaign messages. 

Brumberger’s work in the early 2000s on the rhetoric of typeface provided a conceptual 

and practical framework and starting point for examining the perceived personas or personality 

attributes of typefaces. Her work investigated how those personas interacted with the text and 

affected the perception and comprehension of the text. Brumberger (2003a) showed that readers 
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ascribed personas to typefaces and were aware of the suitability of typefaces for text. She also 

demonstrated that typeface persona might not appreciably affect perception of text persona, and 

that dissonance between typeface and text may not necessarily affect reading time or text 

comprehension as hypothesized (Brumberger, 2003b). Most significantly, Brumberger (2004) 

found that typeface and text persona interacted to affect readers’ perceptions of author ethos. 

Brumberger’s work suggested that during Obama’s 2008 presidential campaign, interactions 

between the Gotham typeface and the text in the campaign materials could have affected 

viewers’ perceptions of Obama’s credibility. Brumberger argued that typeface selections should 

not be made according to practitioners’ lore and custom as is traditionally done. Brumberger’s 

work was used as a guide to carry out this two-part investigation into Gotham’s persona and its 

suitability for Obama’s campaign visuals. As such, the following research questions guided this 

investigation: 

RQ1: What personality attributes do people perceive from the Gotham typeface? 

RQ2: Does the persona of Gotham coincide with the verbal rhetoric of Obama’s 2008 

campaign print ads? 

To answer RQ1, the researcher conducted a quantitative analysis of data collected from a 

Survey Monkey questionnaire asking what personality attributes Gotham conveyed. A 

convenience, snowball sample of participants were shown the Gotham character set (without 

being informed of its connection to Obama’s campaign) and asked to rate it on a Likert scale of 

33 personality attributes. The list of attributes was derived from Brumberger’s work as well as 

from comments about Gotham made by visual communication professionals. In the second part 

of the study, to answer RQ2, a qualitative analysis of the verbal rhetoric in five of Obama’s 2008 
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official campaign print ads was conducted to determine if the persona of Gotham found in part 

one coincided with the verbal rhetoric set in Gotham in the campaign ads. 

Researcher’s Interest in the Problem 

Since the researcher is a graphic designer, the topic of typography was particularly 

interesting to her given how widely typeface choice and typographic design were discussed in 

the media as part of the successful visual strategy of Obama’s 2008 presidential campaign. Scott 

Thomas, the campaign’s Design Director, recognized from the onset that visual strategy would 

be as critical as verbal rhetoric in conveying the campaign’s message (Thomas, 2010). Spring 

(2010) explained that there is an increasingly complex interdependence of verbal and visual 

rhetoric in political campaign speeches. Technological changes have led to political speeches 

being almost entirely presented to audiences as a combination of visual and verbal rhetoric such 

as video recordings, or photos accompanying transcripts. Visual communication professionals, 

critics, scholars and researchers praised Obama’s campaign visuals as excellent and superbly-

executed (Heller, 2008; Penney, 2009; Rawsthorn, 2008; Romano, 2008; Seidman, 2010; 

Thomas, 2010; Tschorn, 2008). Visual elements of the campaign including color, form, 

iconography, scenery, staging, lighting, pose and production techniques were discussed and 

critiqued in news articles, on blogs and even on the radio (Seizov & Mueller, 2009; Spring, 2010; 

Tschorn, 2008). Designers and media professionals generally commended Obama’s campaign for 

its use of excellent visuals, and for applying corporate visual branding strategies as opposed to 

traditional political visual branding. The campaign even won the 2008 Ad Age Marketer of the 

Year Award at the National Advertisers’ annual conference (Creamer, 2008). 

The media buzz about Obama’s visually-driven campaign helped launch Hoefler & Frere-

Jones’ Gotham typeface (Figure 1) into the media spotlight. Gotham was used as the typeface for 
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the campaign taglines, such as “Change we can believe in”, and supporting text such as the 

website which was written under Obama’s logo, while the “Obama ‘08” in the logo was set in 

Requiem (Figure 2). Gotham gained significant fame due to the campaign’s overall prominence 

within the field of visual communication, but more specifically because, unlike Requiem which 

was only used for Obama and Joe Biden’s names and the year “‘08”, Gotham was used for so 

much of the supporting text in the campaign visuals. Critics and designers credited the typeface 

for being American, contemporary, sophisticated, elegant, tasteful and straightforward 

(Rawsthorn, 2008; Thomas, 2010). Given the media buzz about the campaign’s visuals and 

Gotham typeface, it was surprising that very little previous scholarly research had focused on 

Obama’s visual strategy and none had investigated Gotham from any angle. Not enough was 

known about the impact of Gotham on the campaign messages. 

 

Figure 1. Obama’s 2008 presidential campaign tagline was set in Gotham. 

 

 

Figure 2. Obama’s name and year for the 2008 campaign logo were set in Requiem. 
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Introduction to Gotham 

Development of Gotham 

In 2000, GQ magazine commissioned the creation of Gotham from type designers 

Jonathan Hoefler and Tobias Frere-Jones of type foundry Hoefler & Frere-Jones (Frere-Jones, 

2007; Thomas, 2010). The typeface is used for the headlines on U.S. and global issues of GQ 

magazine covers (Figure 3). According to the Gotham webpage on Hoefler & Frere-Jones’ 

website at http://www.typography.com/fonts/gotham/overview/ and Thomas (2010), in designing 

the typeface, the designers were inspired by old signage in New York city, particularly those at 

the Port Authority Bus Terminal (Figure 4). It is fitting that the typeface was named Gotham 

since New York city is frequently thought of as the real-life equivalent of the fictional Gotham 

city from the Batman comic series. 

 

Figure 3. Gotham is used for headlines on the cover of GQ magazine. 
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Figure 4. Gotham was inspired by the Port Authority Bus Terminal signage in New York. 

 

Aside from its GQ commission, Gotham was in prominent use long before 2008. In 2004, 

it was chosen for the type set on the cornerstone of the Freedom Tower at the site of the World 

Trade Center in New York (Figure 5). Mcclam (2007, para. 2) called Gotham “arguably, the font 

of the decade” in a USA Today article. Despite its preceding fame, the typeface rose to significant 

stardom when it was selected for Obama’s 2008 presidential campaign materials (Liu, 2013). 

Tschorn (2008, para. 1) reported in a Los Angeles Times article that Gotham was being called the 

“hot font of 2008”. Its fame grew with widespread use in political community initiatives by 

Obama’s grassroots campaign supporters. In order to support Obama and to appear as a cohesive 

part of the campaign, grassroots supporters used Gotham (alongside the campaign’s official logo) 

on materials which were not published by the official campaign (Figure 6). Beirut explained: 

It’s the mutual desire for everyone to have every part of the effort look like The Real 

Thing [sic]. At the height of the campaign, my daughter asked me if I could design a flyer 
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for a friend’s Obama benefit party at a little bar in Hoboken, New Jersey. We took the 

text and reset it in Gotham, downloaded the O logo, and put it together in minutes. 

‘Wow,’ my daughter said. ‘It looks like Obama’s actually going to be there!’ (as cited in 

Thomas, 2010, p. xxi). 

 

 

Figure 5. Gotham is used on the cornerstone of the Freedom Tower in New York. 

 

 

Figure 6. Unofficial materials supporting Obama, such as this CD released by Hidden Beach 

Recordings, used Gotham to appear as part of the real campaign. 
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Driven by its popularity before and during the Obama campaign, Gotham became a huge 

post-campaign success and is now a very popular typeface choice for innumerable purposes. It 

has been used by Saturday Night Live, the University of Waterloo, New York University, the 

Seattle Art Museum, the Tribeca Film Festival, BBC Sports, the Discovery channel (Liu, 2013) 

and by numerous other entities as shown in Figure 7 (Challan, 2009). 

 

Figure 7. Gotham is popularly used in a wide variety of applications. 

 

In 2011, in an unusual turn of events for a sans serif typeface, Gotham was given a serif 

version. In the Hoefler & Frere-Jones blog at www.typography.com, Hoefler posted an entry with 

the headline, “Can We Add Serifs to Gotham?” In the post (Figure 8), two images showing 

Obama’s 2012 campaign logo – set in the new serif version of Gotham – appeared above the 

words “For the President of The [sic] United States? Yes We Can.” (Hoefler, 2011). 
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Figure 8. In 2011, Hoefler & Frere-Jones created a serif version of Gotham at Obama’s request. 

Characteristics of Gotham 

Since this dissertation investigated the Gotham fonts used in Obama’s 2008 campaign, 

the following section specifically describes the characteristics and anatomy of the sans serif 

version of Gotham. On their website at www.typography.com, Hoefler and Frere-Jones provided 

an overview of Gotham. They stated that, “Gotham celebrates the attractive and unassuming 

lettering of the city.” In designing Gotham, they intended to create a revival of the “handmade 

sans serifs that share the same underlying structure… that transcends both the characteristics of 

their materials and the mannerisms of their craftsmen.” These handmade letterforms from New 

York that inspired the Gotham typeface spoke “with authority,” encompassed a “neutral and 
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equable style” that “defies the passage of time,” and announced corporate names in a manner that 

was both matter-of-fact and majestic. The old letterforms were described as “straightforward and 

non-negotiable, yet possessed of great personality, and always expertly made.” Because the 

design of Gotham was crafted to emulate these old letterforms, Hoefler and Frere-Jones 

commented that Gotham was simultaneously “a new typeface that somehow feels familiar,” and 

that it carried “an honest tone that’s assertive but never imposing, friendly but never folksy, 

confident but never aloof.” They added that it was plainspoken “with a welcome sophistication.”  

Gotham’s inherently designed characteristic was practicality. Hoefler and Frere-Jones 

explained on their website that until the mid-twentieth century, engineers or draftsmen who had 

no typographic experience were usually the ones responsible for creating architectural lettering. 

Because of this, the design of letters was often governed by practicality and legibility instead of 

style. According to their website, Frere-Jones’ intention in designing Gotham was to “exhibit the 

‘mathematical reasoning of a draftsman’ rather than the instincts of a type designer,” although he 

“allowed Gotham to escape the grid wherever necessary, giving the design an affability usually 

missing from ‘geometric’ faces.” 

The basic alphabet and numeric character sets of Gotham Book and Gotham Bold are 

shown in Figure 9. For the complete character set of Gotham, including the different fonts as 

well as alternates, punctuation marks, fractions and Latin accents, see Hoefler and Frere-Jones’s 

website at http://www.typography.com/fonts/gotham/characters/. 
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Figure 9. The alphabet and numerals comprising Gotham Book and Gotham Bold. 

 

 

In her posters investigating the anatomy of Gotham, Carmicheal (2011) identified 

eighteen specific details that characterize the Gotham letterforms. These are as follows. 
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1) No stress: There is no weight stress on rounded forms such as the o so the top, bottom 

and sides of these letters carry the same thickness (Figure 10). 

2) Monoweight: There is no visual contrast created by thick and thin strokes; all the 

strokes are the same weight (Figure 10). 

3) Offset counters: The negative space enclosed (partially or wholly) by a letterform is 

offset onto another part of the letter (Figure 11). 

4) Reflective shapes: Lowercase letters are perfect reflections of other letters such as b 

and d, p and q, or n and u (Figure 11). 

5) Similar letterforms: The forms of letters are similar such as the c and o (Figure 11). 

6) Tall x-height: The height of the lowercase x is tall relative to the height of the full 

letterform (Figure 12). 

7) High ascenders: The parts of lowercase letters that rise above the x-height start at a 

high point relative on the letterform (Figure 12). 

8) Short descenders: The parts of lowercase letters that project below the baseline are 

short relative to the full letterform (Figure 12). 

9) Non-descending tail: The tail of the uppercase Q does not project below the baseline 

(Figure 12).  

10) Flat apexes: The peaks of triangles where two strokes meet such as in the letters A, M 

and W are flat (Figure 13). 

11) Flat terminals: The endings of strokes are flat (Figure 13). 

12) Horizontal crossbars: The crossbars of letterforms are set perfectly at 180 degree 

angles (Figure 13). 



13 

 

13) Unbalanced crossbars: The horizontal strokes in the lowercase f and t are 

asymmetrically positioned (Figure 13). 

14) Missing spur: The uppercase G has no reinforcing projection at the end of the curved 

stroke at the bottom right (Figure 14). 

15) One-story g: The lowercase g has a single story or an opentail as opposed to the 

double-story or looptail variant found in other typefaces (Figure 14). 

16) Arm and leg junction: On the letter k, the leg is joined on at the arm (as opposed to at 

the stroke) (Figure 15). 

17) Angled serif: The number 1 has an angled stroke added to its beginning (Figure 15). 

18) Rectangular punctuation: Dots, such as in the lowercase i or j, and punctuation points, 

such as periods or the dots in exclamation marks, are rectangular (Figure 15). 

For a more detailed glossary of the typographical terms used above, see the Help & Info 

section on the website of ParaType, Inc. at www.paratype.com. 

 

 

Figure 10. Gotham features no weight stress and monoweight letterforms. 
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Figure 11. Gotham features offset counters and reflective and similar letterforms. 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 12. Gotham features a tall x-height, high ascenders, short descenders and a non-

descending Q tail. 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 13. Gotham features flat apexes, flat terminals and horizontal and unbalanced crossbars. 
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Figure 14. Gotham’s uppercase G has no spur and the lowercase g is one-story or opentail. 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 15. Gotham features an arm-leg junction on the k, an angled serif on the 1 and rectangular 

dots. 
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CHAPTER 2: STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Problem Investigated 

Despite the many media discussions of Obama’s typography and the wide attribution of 

characteristics to Gotham, there is no previous scholarly research that explores the potential 

contribution that typography made to Obama’s or any political campaign, and no previous 

research investigating the actual personality characteristics of Gotham. Typography was only 

briefly discussed in Designing Obama, the behind-the-visual-scenes publication of the 2008 

campaign by Scott Thomas. In the book, perceived characteristics of the campaign typefaces 

were mentioned. Gotham was originally designed by type foundry, Hoeffler & Frere-Jones, for 

GQ magazine whose editors wanted a fresh, new, masculine typeface (Tschorn, 2008). Thomas 

(2010) reflected that Gotham was chosen for the campaign because it embodied quintessential 

American characteristics. He said Gotham was “versatile, bold, simple but elegant, historically 

and stylistically American... The typeface was attractive but unassuming. It appeared blue collar 

but could dress up nicely. In other words, it was a perfectly American choice” (p. 99). Branding 

expert, Brian Collins, called Gotham oxymoronic; opining that its simplistic, matter-of-fact 

geometry made it feel simultaneously cold and warm, substantial and friendly, new and familiar 

(Heller, 2008). Other creative professionals and critics also voiced their opinions of Gotham. 

However, no documented scholarly research had been done to determine the real, perceived or 

observed persona of Gotham as a typeface or of the typography within the visuals of Obama’s 

campaign. 

  While there is a substantial amount of academic research on the verbal rhetoric of 

political campaigns, and a growing body of research specifically focused on Obama’s campaign 

rhetoric (Berkowitz & Raaii, 2009; Frank, 2009; Kyrala, 2010; Nausėda & Klijūnaitė, 2010; 
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O’Connell, Kowal, Sabin, Lamia & Dannevik, 2010; Sweet & McCue-Enser, 2010; Terrill, 

2009), there is very little research on visual strategies of political campaigns and none 

investigating typography within a political campaign. This gap in the body of literature points to 

a need for more research into typography, and the media buzz surrounding Obama’s 2008 visual 

strategy highlighted the need for research specifically into Gotham’s persona. 

Historical Background 

 Visuals have largely been under-studied in the fields of journalism and mass 

communication (Banks, 2006; Brumberger, 2003b; Coleman & Wasike, 2003). However, visuals 

are key components in the communication process because they convey realism, credibility and 

attitudes (Moriarty & Popovich, 1991). Visuals in political campaigning tend to have priming 

effects; a concept derived from agenda-setting theory whereby extra-program factors are 

highlighted to persuade swing voters (Tekwani, 2005). In the priming process, creating 

emotional connections helps voters form representations with added socio-psychological, ethical 

or personal values, and this affects their voting decisions (Ansolabehare & Iyengyar, 1995; 

Kwalina, Falkowski & Kaid, 2000). Mehltretter and Herbeck (2005) stressed the importance of 

visual communication in political strategies with their argument that “image inevitably triumphs 

over substance in presidential campaigns” (p. 3). While Mehltretter and Herbeck were 

specifically referring to the tired, sweaty, unshaven appearance of Richard Nixon during the first-

ever televised debate in 1960 with John F. Kennedy, it is easy to apply Mehltretter and Herbeck 

argument to other forms of visual communication. The relevance of visually-sound strategies in 

political communication was also demonstrated in Jamieson (1984), Kaid and Davidson in 1986 

(as cited in Seizov & Mueller, 2009), Müller in 1997 (as cited in Seizov & Mueller, 2009), 

Müller & Knieper in 2004 (as cited in Seizov & Mueller, 2009), Richardson in 2002 (as cited in 
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Seizov & Mueller, 2009) and Spring (2010). Very few political campaigns in history actually 

concentrated on having a strong, controlled visual strategy (Seidman, 2010). 

 Seidman (2010) provided a cursory glance at a few early memorable instances of visual 

design in U.S. political campaigns. The 1824 and 1828 presidential campaigns featured hickory 

trees, “Napoleonic” poses and coffins to represent Andrew Jackson. The log cabin symbol was 

used from 1840 to 1880 to represent candidates’ humble backgrounds. At the end of the 

nineteenth century, full color posters were the primary marketing medium for political 

campaigns, but this changed with the advent of radio and TV technologies (Seidman, 2010). 

There were a few notable revivals of print visuals. Franklin D. Roosevelt’s 1944 campaign team 

designed a poster with racially diverse hands and another two posters using James Montgomery 

Flagg’s Uncle Sam watercolor paintings. Richard Nixon’s 1968 and 1972 campaigns featured 

stylized typography and pop art. George McGovern’s 1972 campaign also featured stylized 

artwork by artists such as Andy Warhol and Larry Rivers (Seidman, 2010). Subsequently, TV ads 

featuring a combination of images, words, music and sound effects dominated political 

campaigns until Obama’s 2008 campaign which utilized strong visuals as key components in 

every medium (Seidman, 2010). 

 Seidman (2010) argued that despite a lack of attention to printed visual design in 

presidential campaigns in the two decades before Obama’s campaign, Obama’s campaign made 

critical use of visual design strategies in posters, stickers, TV ads, t-shirts and on its website. 

Seidman also said that the campaign featured a logo that was unique to this particular 

presidential campaign in representing the candidate and his message symbolically and 

inventively. Other presidential campaign logos tended not to be as symbolic or representative. 

Speaking directly to this issue, Sol Sender, the designer of Obama’s “O” logo told Heller in an 
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interview that the logo was singularly inspired by the candidate’s ideology and message, and that 

his design team took advantage of the opportunity to “do breakthrough work” in a “predictable 

graphic landscape” (as cited in Thomas, 2010, p. xxiv). Obama’s 2008 campaign was widely 

recognized as visually unprecedented. This makes Obama’s campaign all the more important to 

the field of visual and mass communication. 

This begs the broader question: What is the impact of typography on political 

communication or campaigns? No studies have attempted to answer this question although there 

are scholarly works on the impact of other media like the printing press (Baron & Dooley, 2001; 

Mackenzie, 2013; MacKinnon, 1997), TV (Campbell, 1962; Mixon Jr., Hobson & Upadhyaya, 

2001; Quintelier & Hooghe, 2011), radio (Hall & Cappella, 2002; Hofstetter & Barker, 1999; 

Panagopoulos & Green, 2008), Internet (Davis, Baumgartner, Francia & Morris, 2008; Garrett & 

Danziger, 2011; Kim, 2006; Tawil-Souri, 2012) and even Web 2.0 technologies (Cogburn & 

Espinoza-Vasquez, 2011). There are studies on the political impact of colors, photography, video 

camera angles, speeches and rhetoric (Barrett & Barrington, 2005; Frank, 2009; Goodnow, 2010; 

Greenwood, 2005; Kepplinger & Donsbach, 1986; Siezov & Mueller, 2009; Terrill, 2009). 

McLuhan (1962; 1964; 1967) predicted that digital technology would make experiences more 

all-sensory, more village-like. Scholars like Campbell (1962) thought that studying the impact of 

TV on politics was necessary because of the unanswered question of how that technology 

affected political communication. Typography and type-setting are by no means new 

technologies. Typography has been around since the beginning of writing. Type-setting has been 

around since the printing press, and digital typography has been around since computers became 

popular in the 1980s. Yet, the impact of typography on politics has been glaringly omitted from 

scholarly research. Despite the widespread media attention to Obama’s visually-driven 



20 

 

campaign, no previous research has analyzed whether typography had any impact on the 

perceived meanings of the campaign messages. As a text to be analyzed, typography is 

commonly overlooked (Brumberger, 2003a; 2003b; 2004). 

Furthermore, there is a dearth of research investigating the actual personas (or personality 

attributes) of typefaces. Instead, typeface personas and suitability have traditionally been 

intuitively divined based on generically assumed characteristics and designers’ gut feelings 

(Brumberger, 2003a; 2003b; 2004). As another example of typeface attributes being merely 

ascribed by professionals, Simon Daniels, Microsoft’s lead program manager of fonts described 

John McCain’s 2008 presidential campaign typeface, Optima, as “classic, quirky, elite and just a 

bit old-fashioned” (Tschorn, 2008). This same case of creative professionals intuitively ascribing 

personas to a typeface is also the case with Gotham given the abundance of characteristics that 

designers have assigned to Gotham without any reference to evidence. As Brumberger (2003a; 

2003b; 2004) argued, given the demonstrated importance and effect of typography with respect 

to the perceptions of verbal rhetoric, and given the converged roles of writer, typographer and 

producer or publisher demonstrated by Benson in 1985, Rainey in 1997 and Sullivan in 1987 (as 

cited in Brumberger, 2003a), typographic decisions should not continue to be based on 

practitioners’ lore and intuition as is commonly done (Brumberger, 2003a; 2003b; 2004; 

Wheildon, 1996). Tschorn (2008, para. 3) agreed in a Los Angeles Times article that in today’s 

digital age, “the message conveyed by a font is no longer subliminal, it’s overt.” As a result, 

Brumberger stressed the need for more academic analysis to determine actual typeface personas 

and their effects on message perception. 



21 

 

Goals of the Investigation 

This dissertation contributed to the minimal existing academic research on typeface 

personas by investigating the personality attributes of the Gotham typeface and whether they 

corresponded to the campaign’s verbal rhetoric. More specifically, this research determined what 

a sample of 201 persons perceived as the personality attributes of Gotham typeface. The research 

subsequently found that the Gotham persona according to the sample did not match the persona 

that designers and practitioners ascribed to the typeface. Further, part two of this study also 

contributed to the small body of research on the use of political campaign visuals and typography 

by consequently determining that the observed Gotham persona coincided with the verbal 

rhetoric of Obama’s presidential campaign marketing devices. 

There were many swing voters in the 2008 election making it difficult to predict the 

outcome, and previous research showed that visual displays were pivotal in influencing late 

deciders (Graber, 1987; McHugo, Lanzetta, Sullivan, Masters & Englis, 1985).  The broader aim 

of this study was to find any potential implication that Gotham possibly played a role in 

contributing to the effectiveness of Obama’s campaign messages and therefore, in his successful 

election. Previous research demonstrated that the rhetorical persona of Obama’s verbage 

corresponded with Obama’s intended campaign message of hope, unity and change (Sweet & 

McCue-Enser, 2010). Patterson (2011) determined Obama’s rhetoric to be a unifier, so it was 

already clear that Obama’s rhetoric was on point and widely considered excellent (O’Connell et 

al., 2010), eloquent and inspirational (Sweet & McCue-Enser, 2010). This study demonstrated 

that the typography was also a cohesive contributor to the whole message. Because the typeface 

persona coincided with the campaign message, this research provided support for the idea that 

Obama’s visual typographic strategy, and Gotham, played a contributing role in his successful 
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election. This finding should encourage future political candidates to utilize a tailored visual, 

typographic strategy in their campaigns. 
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CHAPTER 3: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Gestalt Theory, Information Processing Theories and Models of Reading 

According to Beatty (1998), communicator traits are essential factors to consider in 

interpersonal communication theories in order for those theories to completely and accurately 

describe, explain or predict human interaction. There are several foundational theories that 

support the idea that the visual form of type plays a role in the perception and salience of a 

message. In psychology, Gestalt theory postulated that the cognition of the sum of the 

components of the whole visual message is different than the cognition of the sum of any of its 

parts when viewed separately (McDougall & Hampton, 1990; Kohler, 1947; Pomerantz, 1981). 

This idea is commonly rephrased in lay terms as “the whole is greater than the sum of its parts.” 

When Gestalt theory is applied to visual design, the goal is that the individual components 

communicate a unified message in order to make the effect of the whole message stronger 

(Coleman & Wasike, 2003). Each individual visual component of a message relates as part of the 

whole message. In terms of information processing theories, in 1979, Paivio (as cited in Geise, 

2010) described text perception as sequential because it occurs temporally whereas pictorial 

perception is a parallel processing system that occurs holistically and therefore more rapidly. 

Dual-coding theory, redundancy theory and cue-summation theory are also relevant (Coleman & 

Wasike, 2003, p. 10). These theories posited that information represented in multiple ways such 

as both visual and verbal, increase salience, retention and learning, according to Paivio in 1986 

(as cited in Geise, 2010), Hsia in 1971 and Severin in 1976 (as cited in Coleman & Wasike, 

2003). 

There are two proposed models of reading, both of which offer support for the idea that 

typography has a distinct effect on the perception of a message. According to Gough in 1972, 
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Kintsch in 1988 and Massaro in 1973 (as cited in Brumberger, 2004), the feature-driven, 

exogenous (bottom-up) model suggests that individual letters are processed first in a pattern-

recognition process, after which context and prior knowledge begin to affect comprehension. 

Legibility of a typeface therefore affects the rate of pattern-recognition. Subsequently, visual 

context and cues such as typography and design affect perception or understanding of the verbal 

text. 

Contrarily, according to the context-driven, endogenous (top-down) model, a foundation 

of prior knowledge informs as people read (Brumberger, 2004). Brewer’s 1972 work (as cited in 

Brewer & Loschky, 2005) showed that people reading for meaning tend not to notice 

typographical errors. Brewer’s finding implies that words are processed as a whole instead of 

letter-by-letter and contradicts the feature-driven model. Becker and Killion in 1977 (as cited in 

Brumberger, 2004), Cattell in 1886 (as cited in Spencer, 1969), Erdmann and Dodge in 1898 (as 

cited in Spencer, 1969 and Sperling, 1960), Johnston and McClelland in 1973 (as cited in 

Brumberger, 2004) and Reicher (1969) also supported the idea of word by word processing. The 

context-driven model implies that visual context and design cues are immediately recognized and 

processed parallel with verbal rhetoric. Therefore, prior knowledge or experiences that are 

brought to mind due to visual elements such as typography can affect perception of the message. 

Ede and Lunsford (1984) agreed that readers bring preconceptions to a text and are 

simultaneously influenced by the text. Regardless of which reading model is more accurate or 

applicable, it is clear that at some point during reading comprehension, visual elements such as 

typography affect readers’ perceptions and understanding of the message. As such, verbal and 

visual rhetoric are interdependently linked. 
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In terms of visual perception processing models, again there are two; exogenous and 

endogenous. According to Proulx (2007) and Barbard, Breeding and Cross in 1894 (as cited in 

Geise, 2010) the exogenous or bottom-up model supplies that perception is predisposed by the 

stimulus, whereas Zakia (2002) and McLeskey, Levie and Flemming in 1982 (as cited in Geise, 

2010) said that according to the endogenous or top-down model, the recipient’s predispositions 

and intentions are the primary influence in perception. Again, both visual perception processing 

models support the idea that typographic design at some point, whether processed as the initial or 

primary stimulus or not, affects perception of the communication. 

Nonverbal Communication 

Buchanan in 1989 and Kinross in 1989 (as cited in Brumberger, 2004) agreed that all 

forms of communication – including verbal, nonverbal and visual – involve rhetoric. Rhetoric is 

any form of language or communication and it acts as a “powerful socializing force” (Sweet & 

McCue-Enser, 2010, p. 604). Rhetoric can therefore impact people’s ideas, political decisions, 

actions and performance. Rhetoric is “the inventive act by which individuals and groups 

constitute their respective identities, illuminate unnoticed social problems, reinforce long held 

traditions and social contracts and contest generally held notions of right or wrong” (Sweet & 

McCue-Enser, 2010, p. 605). Blair (1999) explained that rhetoric can justify or discourage 

actions and promote or discourage identity modes. 

Since the 1970s, scholars have increasingly studied nonverbal communication (Babad, 

1999; Burgoon, 1980). Nonverbal rhetoric can communicate subtle and implicit messages in as 

little as a fraction of a second (Rosenthal, Hall, DiMatteo, Rogers & Archer, 1979). Burns and 

Beier (1973, p. 118) referred to nonverbal communication as containing “covert” messages. It 

occurs whenever a message is transmitted by any medium other than explicitly stated or written 
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words (Burgoon, Buller & Woodall, 1996; Knapp & Hall, 1992; Vasu, Stewart & Garson, 1998). 

Studies have shown that people are adept at correctly interpreting nonverbal expressions (Burns 

& Beier, 1973; Ekman, Sorenson & Friesen, 1969; Izard, 1977). Furthermore, emotions are 

frequently conveyed via nonverbal communication (Ekman, Sorenson & Friesen, 1969). Massaro 

and Egan (1973) explained that nonverbal rhetoric such as facial expressions and vocal cues 

affect perceived emotion of messages. Argyle (1988) agreed that nonverbal messages convey 

emotions and interpersonal attitudes which indicate self-presentation and personality cues. 

Additionally, nonverbal messages have been shown to be at least as influential as their verbal 

counterparts (Graber, 1990) and in cases where verbal and nonverbal components contradict, 

research shows that people accept the nonverbal information (Richmond, McCroskey & Payne, 

1991). 

As a form of nonverbal communication, visual communication includes facial 

expressions, body language, scene settings, clothing, camera angles and lighting techniques. The 

term visual communication is also applied to the creative or fine arts which include graphic 

designs, illustrations, paintings, photographs and other artistic works. Like other forms of 

nonverbal and visual communication, typographic design conveys emotional cues via typeface 

persona. However, while there is a substantial amount of quantitative and qualitative research on 

nonverbal communication, and a significant amount of that research focuses on the sub-category 

of visual communication, a small minority of that research addresses typography. 

Visual Communication 

Horn (1998) proposed that verbal and visual thinking began to separate with the 

Phoenician alphabet around 1200 BCE – when text ceased to be pictorial representations and 

took the form of letters. In ancient Greek society and in Platonic works, sensory learning was 
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discredited while nonsensory disciplines were prioritized (Arnheim, 1969) and this bias 

perpetuates today – the visual arts are not deemed serious disciplines like the sciences. Arguing 

against this divisive bias, Arnheim (1969) suggested that seeing and thinking are interconnected 

processes and cannot be distinctly separated even though verbal thinking and visual thinking are 

different. He further suggested that visual language is “the principal medium of productive 

thinking” (p. 295) while verbal language is “one-dimensional, static and limiting in contrast” (p. 

15). Brumberger (2007) referred to this interdependence of verbal and visual as the 

“ambidexterity of thought” (p. 376). She described verbal thinking as “intellectual, systematic, 

rational and analytical” and visual thinking as “an active and analytical process of perceiving, 

interpreting and producing visual images… that is purposeful, recursive, and sophisticated.” (pp. 

378-381). McLuhan’s technological determinism theory described a global village in which 

technological advances force society to involve all of their senses in communication (McLuhan, 

1962; 1964; 1967). Lüders (2008), Brumberger (2007) and Flowers and Young (2010) agreed 

that the visual and verbal divide is shrinking since digital technologies and trending media 

practices create a “complex mix of audio-visual-textual media” (Lüders, 2008, p. 697) that 

require people to be multi-modally literate. 

To begin to understand visual rhetoric, Ong’s (1982) explanation is valuable. Ong 

explicated that although words are of an oral nature, when written they become locked in the 

visual realm. This allows them to be disconnected from the author’s tone, influence and context, 

and facilitates individual, independent, context-free interaction with the message. The separation 

of oral context from visual words allows individuals to bring their own personal knowledge to 

the interpretation of the message without being influenced by the author’s nonverbal rhetoric 

such as facial expression, vocal tone and so on. 
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Spring (2010) suggested that the complexities of visual rhetoric due to the multiple socio-

cultural connotations of visual signifiers should be deconstructed from an intertexual approach. 

From the perspective of semiotics, in 1974, Barthes (as cited in Spring, 2010) explained that 

while connotative signifiers can point to meanings, they cannot distinctly specify these 

meanings. Barthes understood that a text embodies intertextuality because of the combination of 

prior experiences and social context that inform comprehension (Spring, 2010). Meanings of 

connotative signifiers such as visual rhetoric are indeterminate since they are received by a 

socio-cultural mix of audiences. Therefore, Spring argued for the application of Kristeva’s 

(1969) notion of intertextuality to negotiate visual rhetoric. Kristeva suggested that a text has 

horizontal meaning by way of belonging to both subject and addressee, as well as vertical 

meaning by way of being oriented to the text as well as context: 

The word's status is thus defined horizontally (the word in the text belongs to both writing 

subject and addressee) as well as vertically (the word in the text is oriented toward an 

anterior or synchronic literary corpus)… Hence horizontal axis (subject-addressee) and 

vertical axis (text-context) coincide, bringing to light an important facet: each word (text) 

is an intersection of word (texts) where at least one other word (text) can be read. (p. 38) 

Spring (2010) therefore proposed that meanings of visual rhetoric should be 

deconstructed by considering the intersection of both horizontal and vertical axes; of subject, 

addressee, text and context. 

Kostelnick (1989) defined visual rhetoric as “the ability of the writer to achieve the 

purpose of a document through visual communication” (p. 77). Kostelnick’s definition may be 

more accurate and pertinent to today’s media environment by replacing the “writer” with the 

“designer”. Design is by definition persuasive communication (Brumberger, 2004). Hulbert 
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(1981) said that the three main functions of design are to persuade, identify and inform, and that 

design must be purposefully and contextually appropriate, like written rhetoric. Coleman and 

Wasike (2003, p. 7) said that, “It has long been known that the form or design of a message has a 

significant effect on the impact of the message and that form and content interact to determine 

the total set of effects of the message upon its recipients (Tannenbaum, Jacobson & Norris, 

1964)”. 

According to Kjeldsen (2007), three of the popular public assumptions about visual 

rhetoric are the simplification hypothesis, the power hypothesis and the manipulation hypothesis. 

The simplification hypothesis proposes that pictures simplify messages and they cannot be 

argued for or against such that pictures primarily target the “ignorant and unskilled” (Kjeldsen, 

2007, p. 128). The power hypothesis suggests that the emotional appeal of pictures is particularly 

strong and irresistible. The manipulation hypothesis suggests that the simplification and power of 

pictures happen in a hidden and manipulative manner such that persuasion occurs 

subconsciously. 

Trummel (1988) suggested that designers have the same role as rhetoricians in 

constructing messages; they design with the audience in mind and they plan “emphasis, clarity, 

tone, [and] ethos” (Brumberger 2004, p. 15). Kostelnick (1989) developed the 12-cell matrix of 

visual communication outlining four interdependent levels of visual rhetorical elements or 

“visual raw materials” (p. 82). He agreed that visual elements should be deliberately examined 

and controlled – in other words, designed – in the same way that verbal elements are planned and 

revised. 

According to Zelman (2000), when designers started working with computer software – 

instead of designing with manual tools – they shifted from a modernist view (that viewers’ 
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perceptions are identical regardless of previous knowledge, expectations or experience 

(Brumberger, 2004)) to the contemporary approach that readers or viewers are actively involved 

in the comprehension process. In other words, readers are unique, active participants in decoding 

the message – both verbally and visually. In keeping with the context-driven reading model, 

Arnheim (1969) and Ede and Lunsford (1984) agreed that readers bring preconceptions to their 

decoding of a text and are simultaneously influenced by the text itself. Brumberger (2003a; 

2003b) agreed that just as readers are actively involved in reading which is shaped by their prior 

knowledge, expectations and experiences, viewers actively participate in decoding and 

interacting with visual design. 

Visual design affects readers’ perceptions of and attitudes towards the document. Good 

design enhances communication value and poor design leads to dissonance and can counteract 

the document author’s intention. Jacoby and Whitehouse (1989) found that unconscious 

perception can create memory illusions. Goldinger, Kleider and Shelley (1999) added that 

spoken words have unique vocal characteristics which are taken into consideration and 

remembered, which parallels with typography or written words which have linguistic 

representations. Therefore, visual tone affects perception in the same way that voice tone can 

(Brumberger, 2004). Kostelnick (1989) said that “visual processing may be mediated by 

familiarity, contextual variables, or culturally influenced aesthetic norms” (p. 83). Massaro and 

Egan (1973) found that contradictory or ambiguous cues lead to longer reaction times. Therefore 

Brumberger (2004) proposed that contradictory or ambiguous cues in one element (e.g. 

typographic design, or the verbal rhetoric itself) presumably lead to readers relying more on the 

other element to inform comprehension, and may lead to longer reaction times and degraded 

comprehension. According to the Picture Superiority Effect, Nelson, Reed and Walling in 1976, 
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Paivio and Caspo in 1973, Childers and Houston in 1984 and Kobayashi in 1986 (as cited in 

Geise, 2010), visual messages are easier to convey, faster and easier to understand (especially by 

people with lower educational backgrounds) and more effective than textual messages (Lester, 

2005; Kress & Leeuwen, 2006; Wedel & Pieters, 2007; Geise, 2010). Visualizations also carry 

higher activation potential than text and so have higher audience contact and retention (Geise, 

2010). In 1991, Donsbach (as cited in Geise & Frueh, 2011) suggested that visual 

communication has the potential to modify political behaviors and attitudes even when the visual 

content contradicts political party predisposition. As such, visuals have significant agenda-setting 

potential (Geise & Frueh, 2011). 

Given the demonstrated impact of elements of visual rhetoric, it follows that research into 

the impact of each element – including typography – would assist understanding of how each 

individual element affects comprehension and message perception. Such understanding would 

inform the manipulation of these elements during the communication design process. 

Typography 

Bringhurst (1996) explained typography as a means “by which the meanings of a text (or 

its absence of meaning) can be clarified, honored, and shared, or knowingly disguised” (p. 17). 

Walker’s (2001) definition of typography added that it is designing the visual appearance of text 

with the aim of clarifying the meaning of the text. Spitzmüller (2007) described typography as 

“the visual appearance of written language, notwithstanding the medium.” In an interview with 

Tschorn (2008), typographer, Tobias Frere-Jones, described type as “the clothes that words 

wear.” He explained the need for different typefaces and the suitability of type for different 

situations by comparing type to fashion: “You have more than one outfit in your closet, because 

you don’t wear the same thing to the office that you’d wear to the beach.” 
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It is important to note the difference between a typeface and a font. A typeface, such as 

Times New Roman or Franklin Gothic, is a family made up of fonts. A font is a specific style of 

the typeface such as Times New Roman Bold, Franklin Gothic Condensed or Gotham Serif. 

Figure 16 shows the typefaces Garamond, Caslon, Goudy, Bodoni, Times New Roman, Century 

Schoolbook, AvantGarde and Futura along with the bold and italic fonts that are part of the 

typeface families. Further, it must be noted that typography is not merely about the design or 

choice of typeface. Typography also refers to the layout and manipulation of letter forms, words, 

lines and blocks of text; and the visual relationships created by such manipulation. Elements of 

typography which can be manipulated, in addition to typeface, include kerning, tracking, weight, 

alignment, positioning, color, boldface, italicized type, reversal and the position and relationship 

of lines, curves or blocks of type. These type elements can be used to create the overarching 

principles of design such as unity, balance, rhythm, chiaroscuro and perspective. For a more 

detailed explanation of the principles and elements of typographic design, see (Bringhurst, 

1996). 

 

Figure 16. Typefaces Garamond, Caslon, Goudy, Bodoni, Times New Roman, Century 

Schoolbook, AvantGarde and Futura with their bold and italic fonts. 

 

There is a lack of attention given to typography in visual communication studies (Banks, 

2006; Brumberger, 2004). Typographical studies in the field of psychology tend to ignore 

paralinguistic information and focus instead on legibility and readability (Burt, 1959; Felker, 
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1980; Tinker, 1963). In 1996, Wheildon (as cited in Brumberger, 2003a, p. 206) said that, “…the 

rules of typography [are] largely ancient maxims, with very little, if any, empiricism to support 

them.” Brumberger continued, “They are a form of ‘craftlore,’ practitioners’ lore, supported by 

intuition but lacking a theoretical and empirical foundation,” (p. 206) Studies have rarely 

examined type from the perspective of rhetorical theory (Brumberger, 2003a), and have rarely 

investigated the impact of typeface personality on reader’s perceptions. A mostly chronological 

summary of relevant studies that specifically deal with type is presented below. 

Typography is not a “crystal goblet” as Warde (1956) called it that illuminates text 

without coloring it with meaning, but instead typography acts as a prism by refracting the verbal 

message. Warde (1956) stated that typeface conveys personality in the same way that voice 

conveys personality. Type carries a tone of voice and adds a distinctive personality to the text. 

Zapf (1970) and White (1988) agreed that typeface and design should be selected to convey 

intentional personas and to unify content and form. Bartram (1982) found that the semantic 

properties of a typeface can affect the perceived context of the actual message. Similarly, Rowe 

(1982) concurred that typefaces have “connotative dimensions” which affect message perception. 

Gill (1983) and Morison (1983) also determined that typefaces should be appropriate to and 

correlate to the purpose of a document. Kostelnick (1990) stated that typography can create 

visual “texture, tone, and mood” and can convey “rhetorical stance: serious, conversational, low 

key, energetic, highly technical, or user friendly” (p. 199). Tschichold (1991) explained that 

because document design is more than just art – it is visual rhetoric – typeface character should 

reflect the character of the document. Kinross (1992) also agreed that typography conveys 

content just as text conveys content. In 2002, Childers and Jass (as cited in Banks, 2006) said 
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that typeface design connotes semantic representations. In 1963, Tinker (as cited in Banks, 2006) 

noted that these representations trigger inferences about the verbal meaning of the content. 

Poor choice of type creates disharmony between the visual and linguistic – it becomes 

“dishonest” or “out of tune” (Bringhurst, 1996, p. 23). Brumberger (2003b), Fox (2010), Haskins 

(1958), Poffenberger and Franken in 1923 (as cited in Brumberger, 2004), Shaikh (2007) and 

Walker, Smith and Livingston (1986) all agreed that readers are aware of typeface 

appropriateness and can detect mismatched type and typeface persona. When typeface 

connotation is paired incongruously with word meaning, information components are 

incongruent with one another and the message is incongruent with schema knowledge structures 

(Banks, 2006). Interestingly, in 1987, Cohen and Basu (as cited in Banks, 2006) and, in 1982, 

Mandler (as cited in Banks, 2006) agreed that moderate information incongruity may actually be 

desirable as it brings about a more positive response than either congruity or extreme 

incongruity. Carter, Meggs and Day (1997) said that typographic design allows for more “lucid 

and expressive” communication (p. 75). Parker (1997) said that typeface “conveys mood, 

communicates attitude, and sets tone” (p. 60). Brumberger’s (2004) study implied that 

typography shapes readers’ interactions with the document and also that typeface and text 

interact (instead of either one dominating perception). According to Coleman and Wasike (2003, 

pp. 9-10), “It has long been conventional wisdom, backed- up by research, that boldface and 

italic type is hard to read in large quantities of text but is good for emphasis, attracting attention, 

and guiding readers through a story… typography can also communicate meaning about 

attitudes, emotions, and feelings.” Song and Schwarz (2010) showed that typefaces that were 

easier to read affected judgment of effort, familiarity, truth, risk and beauty. Fox (2010) 

demonstrated that the status quo bias (an inflated preference for the current or default state 
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regardless of whether that state is optimum) manifested in typeface selection but to a limited 

extent. 

The above referenced studies demonstrated that typography is at the foundation of the 

design of verbal texts. It functions simultaneously at multiple levels – verbal and visual. Because 

of its central importance to the field, designers cannot depend on “practitioners’ lore and 

intuition” (Brumberger, 2004, p. 13) to sufficiently guide typographic decisions. Typography 

cannot be overlooked in an increasingly visual society. 

Investigations into Type Persona 

In an interview with Romano (2008), Michael Bierut, graphic designer and partner at 

Pentagram design firm, implied that the idea that typefaces could convey personas was 

fallacious. Referring to analyzing typefaces, Bierut said it was like “putting these things on 

couches and pretending they have personalities.” He elaborated that, “…whether or not a sans 

serif font like Gotham looks more ‘American’ than a Swiss font like Helvetica, that’s in our 

imaginations to a certain degree,” (Romano, 2008). 

Despite Bierut’s doubt, there is a small body of research investigating the characteristics 

of typefaces and the symbolism behind type forms. In 1989, Lewis and Walker (as cited in 

Shaikh, Chaparro & Fox, 2006) defined typeface personality or “typeface allusion” as “the 

capacity of a typestyle to connote meaning over and above the primary meaning which is 

linguistically conveyed by words,” (para. 2). In 2002, Childers and Jass (as cited in Banks, 2006) 

reported that people usually decode similar or consistent connotations from typefaces. However, 

in 1981, Holbrook and Moore (as cited in Banks, 2006) said that, at the same time, decoded 

meanings are highly subjective to the individual. 
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Renaissance age typefaces were perceived to carry cultural and national connotations. 

The New Typography movement of the 1920s sought to strip typefaces of such associations and 

instead imbibe them with purposeful characteristics according to Laliberte in 1987 (as cited in 

Brumberger, 2003a). Designers frequently pair the physical characteristics of type – such as 

serifs, shape or weights – with personas. These characteristics are rarely based on empirical 

evidence, but instead on “aesthetic judgment” and “good taste” (Brumberger, 2003a, p. 208). 

Serifs (shown in red in Figure 17) are frequently described with affective traits while sans serifs 

are given less emotive traits.  As early as the second and third centuries BCE, serifs were seen as 

Republican symbols of Rome and Greece (Bringhurst, 1996). Benson (1985) found that sans 

serif typefaces are “cleaner, more modern” (p. 37). Kostelnick and Roberts (1998) agreed that 

sans serif type appears more technical because of its “clean, machine-like look of modernism” 

(p. 148). Further, Parker (1997) found that rounded serifs appear more “friendly”, and squared 

serifs appear to have a more “official” tone (p. 62).  In 2001, Sigman (as cited in Tschorn, 2008) 

investigated typefaces from a psychological perspective. He found that typefaces with “big round 

O’s and tails” appear friendlier while linear fonts seemed rigid, technological and cold. He added 

that artistic flourishes or serifs connote trustworthiness while uncluttered sans serifs are less 

emotive (Tschorn, 2008). 

 

Figure 17. Sans serifs and serifs (shown in red). 

 

Poffenberger and Franken in 1923 (as cited in Brumberger, 2004) grouped 29 typefaces 

into five “atmosphere” values of cheapness, dignity, economy, luxury and strength. Ovink (1938) 
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conducted a similar study at the University of Utrecht that grouped all typefaces into three 

atmosphere values: luxury/refinement, economy/precision, and strength. Brumberger (2003a), 

Bartram (1982) and Rowe (1982) identified personalities of typefaces, supporting the idea that 

design of type has distinct meanings from the rhetoric of type. Bartram (1982) identified four 

semantic qualities of typefaces: potency, evaluation, mood and activity. Rowe (1982) similarly 

identified five qualities of typefaces – potency (strong/weak), evaluation (clean/dirty), elegance, 

novelty and antiquity – and used these to build a “connotative characterization” (or as 

Brumberger (2003a) interpreted, a persona profile) of each typeface. Baylis (1955) and White 

(1988) found that light-weight typefaces carry feminine, gentle, delicate personas and heavy-

weight typefaces are stronger, more aggressive and masculine. Kostelnick and Roberts (1998) 

found that type can sound serious, funny, formal, friendly, personable and technical. Sassoon 

(1993) found that typefaces with longer ascenders (parts of letters that extend above the x-height 

such as that in a lower case b) and descenders (parts of letters that descend below the baseline 

such as that in a lower case p) and smoother, flowing shapes are “juvenile and friendly” (p. 160). 

In 1994, Shushan and Wright found that typefaces can convey an unlimited number of distinct 

character traits such as “confident, elegant, casual, bold, romantic, friendly, nostalgic, modern, 

delicate, sassy” (as cited in Brumberger, 2003a, p. 208). Shaikh, Fox and Chaparro (2007) found 

that people perceived the author of an email set in Gigi as less professional, trustworthy and 

mature than the author of the same email set in Courier New or Calibri. 

A few investigations also analyzed specific typefaces to determine persona or 

characteristics. These studies demonstrated inconsistent results possibly due to varying 

methodologies, participant demographics and the evolution of typeface preference and use over 

time (Brumberger, 2003a). Secrest (1947) labeled Garamond as a feminine typeface. In 1994, 
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Shushan and Wright called Garamond “graceful, refined and confident” (as cited in Brumberger, 

2003a, p. 208). Caslon was deemed attractive without being pretentious, friendly, “quietly 

dignified”, and “a good substantial citizen” (as cited in Brumberger, 2003a, p. 208). Goudy was 

seen as “corpulent, jolly, and not in the least affected” (as cited in Brumberger, 2003a, p. 208). 

Bodoni was also called masculine, dignified, charming, dramatic, sophisticated and “very urban 

with a touch of the theatrical” (as cited in Brumberger, 2003a, p. 208). Kostelnick and Roberts 

(1998, p. 148) observed that Times New Roman had a bookish and traditional persona, Century 

Schoolbook was simultaneously serious and friendly, and AvantGarde was modern. Spiekermann 

and Ginger (1993) labeled Futura as no-nonsense, cool and restrained. Figure 16 shows samples 

of the above-mentioned typefaces. 

Shaikh, Chaparro and Fox (2006) conducted a study on personality traits associated with 

20 typefaces. The researchers grouped the typefaces according to their shared typographic 

features: serifs, sans serifs, modern, monospace and script/funny. Participants were asked to rate 

the typefaces on a scale of paired attributes such as stable to unstable or attractive to unattractive. 

The researchers found that script/funny typefaces were more youthful, casual, attractive and 

elegant while serif and sans serif typefaces were more stable, practical, mature and formal. Study 

participants also selected what uses (such as websites, documents, correspondence or school-

related) would be most appropriate to the typeface. The researchers were able to provide 

guidelines for the use of the typefaces. They recommended sans serifs and serifs for onscreen 

reading, and script/funny typefaces for artistic elements and children’s documents. They reported 

that modern display and monospaced typefaces were not highly recommended for any use. 

Brumberger’s work on the rhetoric of typography is seminal to this study. Brumberger 

(2003a) conducted two empirical studies of 80 undergraduates to determine if they assigned 
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personality attributes to 15 typefaces. Participants rated the typefaces on a Likert scale of 20 non-

paired attributes. Brumberger clarified that she chose to use non-paired attributes because of 

potential issues with defining the center or neutral point of opposite attributes such as masculine 

and feminine. Brumberger pointed out that the middle point between male and female may not 

be consistently understood. Brumberger’s attribute list for the study was derived from previous 

1957 work by Osgood, Succi and Tannenbaum (as cited in Brumberger, 2003a) who identified 

terms commonly used to describe typefaces. Brumberger’s analysis revealed that participants 

consistently assigned personality attributes to typefaces, and that all 15 typefaces fell neatly into 

three particular persona groups: elegance, directness and friendliness. Also, although her sample 

was small, she found slight variances in typeface personality perceptions between ethnic groups. 

For example, Brumberger (2003a) found that Whites and Hispanics gave different typefaces 

different ratings of the attribute, “directness”, but she concluded that the differences were not 

significant. 

In an ensuing two-part study, Brumberger (2003b) first investigated whether readers were 

aware of the appropriateness of typefaces for certain texts. She presented 36 undergraduates with 

three different text passages – each with a different verbal rhetorical persona: professional, 

violent and friendly – which were set in the typefaces that were most representative of the 

elegance, directness and friendliness persona groups from her previous study. The typefaces were 

CounselorScript, Arial and Bauhaus MT, respectively. Participants rated each typeface for 

appropriateness for the passage of text. The results showed that Arial was rated as most 

appropriate for the professional passage, Bauhaus MT for the friendly passage and that 

CounselorScript was least appropriate overall but better suited for professional text than the 



40 

 

violent or friendly texts. Again, Brumberger’s sample was too small to adequately analyze 

demographic differences. 

In the second part of her 2003b study, Brumberger investigated whether typeface persona 

had any effect on readers’ perceptions of the text persona. After administering the Nelson-Denny 

Reading Test to determine participants’ reading levels, Brumberger asked 72 participants to rate 

the persona of passages of text on the same 20-point non-paired attribute Likert scale from the 

2003a study. Brumberger’s results showed that typeface persona had a very slight effect on the 

text persona in some cases, and the effect was not statistically significant. Brumberger speculated 

that the minimal effect could possibly have been a result of the passages having very strong 

verbal rhetorical personas themselves which may have outweighed any effects of the typeface 

personas, or that the dissonance between the typeface persona and text persona may not have 

been strong enough to have a noticeable effect. Brumberger also observed that males’ rating of 

the violent text was more affected by typeface than females’ ratings. Brumberger suggested this 

may have been a factor of females being more sensitive to violence. Given the limitations of her 

study, Brumberger suggested further research considering these additional factors. 

Brumberger (2004) extended her investigations by exploring the effect of appropriately 

matched or mismatched text and typeface on reading time, reading comprehension and reader’s 

judgment of the author’s credibility. Seventy-two participants were asked to time themselves 

while reading a passage of text set in a specific typeface. The passages used were the 

professional, violent and friendly passages from the 2003b study and the typefaces chosen were 

representative of the elegant, direct and friendly persona groups from the 2003a study. 

Participants answered comprehension questions as well as questions regarding the author’s ethos. 

Brumberger hypothesized that text set in typefaces that were not appropriate for the text would 
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result in slower reading time, degraded comprehension and poorer perception of the author’s 

ethos compared to text set in appropriate typefaces. However, Brumberger’s statistical analyses 

showed that incongruous typeface-text pairings had no significant effect on reading time or 

comprehension. An especially relevant finding was that while no particular typeface significantly 

affected text passage ethos, the combination of typeface and text persona interacted to affect 

author ethos. Brumberger concluded that this indicated that verbal and visual (typographic) 

rhetoric interactions shape reader’s perceptions of author ethos. 

The summary of Brumberger’s work is that readers clearly ascribe personas to typefaces 

and are aware of the appropriateness of the typeface to the text, but typeface persona may not 

significantly affect readers’ perception of text persona, and that dissonance between typeface and 

text does not necessarily affect reading time or comprehension of the text. Her most significant 

finding was that typeface and text persona interact to affect readers’ perception of author ethos. 

This finding suggests that interactions between the Gotham typeface and the text in Obama’s 

2008 campaign ads may have had an effect on readers’ perceptions of Obama’s credibility. While 

Brumberger’s work did not provide much rationale for the idea that typeface affects perception 

of a message, her work demonstrated that typeface selection should not be guided by 

practitioners’ lore and custom which tend to take for granted congruous relationships between 

assumed typeface persona and text persona. It must be noted that Brumberger’s studies were 

preliminary, groundbreaking studies with several limitations due to a lack of previous research to 

guide them. Brumberger’s studies were important stepping blocks in typographical research 

which should be improved and built upon. 

Li’s (2009) study of typeface personas was the only recent found study specifically 

addressing this topic. Li’s work built upon and was informed by Brumberger’s previous typeface 
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persona studies. Li asked a survey sample to rate 24 typefaces on a 5-point Likert scale of ten 

personality attributes similar to Brumberger’s list of attributes. The 24 typefaces were Cooper 

Black, Berlin Sans FB, Bernard MT Condensed, Garamond, Belwe Lt BT, Playbill, Harry Potter, 

Centaur, Poor Richard, Jokerman, Times New Roman, Arial, Broadway, Kino MT, Impact, 

Chiller, Helvetica, Bauhaus 93, Kabel, Onyx, Rockwell, Snap ITC, Harrington and Footlight MT 

Light. The personality attributes were cheerful, fearful, legible, attractive, creative, formal, 

sloppy, relaxed, friendly and confident. The survey data were then subjected to a series of 

statistical analyses to determine the correlation between typeface and personality traits. Using the 

results from the survey, Li was able to definitively categorize the studied typefaces into four 

groups – directness, gentleness, cheerfulness and fearfulness – based on survey participants 

giving these typefaces consistently similar attribute ratings. Li also analyzed the data for 

differences in ratings due to gender as an independent variable and determined that gender had 

no significant effect on rating. In addition, Li then presented an in-depth analysis of the 

anatomical design of the studied typefaces highlighting typographical characteristics such as 

legibility, x-height proportion and stroke weight, as well as aesthetic characteristics such as 

elaborateness, naturalness and harmony. The findings from Li’s in-depth study were informative 

and Li suggested that they could be used to guide appropriate typographical design decisions. 

All of the aforementioned studies and their limited findings demonstrate the need for 

more research into typeface persona. Once typeface personas are defined and the relationship 

between typeface persona and text persona is more clearly understood, it might allow designers 

to make decisions that depend less on creative impulse as Bennett suggested in 2002 (as cited in 

Banks, 2006, p. 2) and increase their potential to appropriately pair typefaces with verbal context 

and rhetoric in order to increase the comprehension, salience and retention of messages. This is 
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useful in any communication situation and, more specifically, can be applied to examinations of 

political communication. 

Nonverbal Visual Communication in Political Campaigns 

There is growing interest and a growing body of research into how political candidates are 

visually represented, and the impact of nonverbals and visuals in political communication, but it 

is still an under-researched area (Banning & Coleman, 2009; Bucy & Grabe, 2007; Geise, 2010; 

Geise, Boger, Kuppok, Maier & Vogelsang, 2010; Geise & Freuh, 2011; Seizov & Mueller, 

2009). Since 1968, political communication researchers have questioned how voters make up 

their minds during election campaigns (Lazarsfeld, Berelson & Gaudet, 1968). Although there is 

a growing body of work focused on nonverbal aspects of political communication, visuals have 

rarely been the focus of attempts to answer Lazarsfeld’s question (Leeuwen & Jewitt, 2000). 

There has been repeated scholarly reluctance in the field of political science to accept the finding 

that visual communication plays a significant role in political campaigns (Geise, 2010). Geise 

(2010) attributed this reluctance to the finding by Lazarsfeld et al. (1968) that political 

predisposition is a significant factor in how people vote, and also to Klapper’s (1960) limited 

effects proposition that portrayals of candidates, regardless of medium or context cannot change 

voters’ perceptions, but only reinforce them. To counter, Donsbach in 1991 (as cited in Geise, 

2010) and Geise (2010) showed that strategic visual communication could in fact sway voters’ 

perceptions. However, there is still a large gap in political communication literature in terms of 

the effects of visual communication. 

Although some quality studies on visual design of political posters have been conducted 

by German scholars analyzing German political campaigns (see Geise, 2010; Geise et al., 2010; 

Geise & Freuh, 2011), most of these visual communication studies mainly focused on analysis of 
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nonverbals in photos while fewer focused on television or film (Banning & Coleman, 2009). No 

studies have investigated typography in political campaigns. Previous studies in political visual 

communication took their theoretical foundations from a variety of areas such as psychology, 

nonverbal communication, visual communication, semiotics, intertextuality, information 

processing, person perception, agenda setting, and video and film aesthetics. The following is a 

chronological literature review summarizing these studies. 

Researchers have agreed that politicians’ emotional and facial expressions on television 

affect viewers’ emotional perceptions about the politicians (Lanzetta, Sullivan, McMasters & 

McHugo, 1985; McHugo, Lanzetta, Sullivan, Masters & Englis, 1985). A number of other 

studies supported the link between nonverbal indicators and voter perceptions (Abelson, Kinder, 

Peters & Fiske, 1982; Graber, 1987; Kenney & Simpson, 1993; Kinder & Abelson, 1981; Lowry, 

1997; Rosenberg & McCafferty, 1987; Rosenberg et al., 1986; Shidler, Lowry & Kingsley, 1998; 

Waldman & Devitt, 1998, as cited in Banning & Coleman, 2009). Studies also linked voter 

perceptions with structural television features such as camera angles, camera-subject distance, 

motion and editing (Detenber, Simmons & Bennett, 1998; Grabe, 1996; Kepplinger, 1982; 

Kepplinger & Donsbach, 1986; Moriarty & Garramone, 1986; Moriarty & Popovich, 1991, as 

cited in Banning & Coleman, 2009). 

Wanta (1986) showed that editors were able to exert significant influence on reader 

salience in a short time frame simply by increasing photo size of political candidates. Rosenberg, 

Bohan, McCafferty and Harris (1986) and Rosenberg and McCafferty (1987) showed that 

political candidates’ visual appearance in photographs had a direct impact on voters’ perceptions 

of the candidates’ competence, integrity and fitness for office. Moriarty and Garamone (1986) 

conducted one of the first investigations of preferential visual coverage of political campaigns in 
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an analysis of photos in Time, Newsweek and U.S. News and World Report. They determined 

that, overall, Republican candidates received more favorable coverage in the publications. John’s 

(1990) analysis of visual symbols in the 1988 political campaign television coverage found that 

candidates actively used visual symbols to convey campaign messages. Barry (1990) also 

demonstrated that manipulation of content, framing and editing affected media representation. 

After the 1988 presidential election, Moriarty and Poppovich (1991) replicated the investigation 

of preferential treatment of political candidates in the media by analyzing the amount of 

photographic coverage as well as camera angles, facial expressions and dress of the candidates in 

Time, Newsweek and U.S. News and World Report. They determined that although Republican 

candidates received slightly more coverage, the publications attempted unbiased and equal 

coverage. 

Conners’ 2005 study of political cartoons during the 2004 presidential campaign was a 

similar investigation of facial expressions and direct visual associations (as cited in Seizov & 

Mueller, 2009). In 2005, Barrett and Barrington (as cited in Goodnow, 2010) found that 

audiences more positively viewed candidates with favorable photos (those with smiles, 

handshakes with female supporters and attractive wives). 

Coleman and Wasike (2003) conducted a quantitative content analysis of the visual 

manifestation of public journalism during the 2000 election. Their objective was to determine if 

the trend toward public journalism that was evidenced in verbal, written content was also 

occurring in the accompanying photos and graphics. They tested whether six typical 

characteristics of public journalism also showed up in the photos and graphics accompanying the 

text of the public journalism stories. According to the authors, the study was significant because 

visuals play a vital role in communicating and reinforcing messages. Therefore, if newspapers 
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employed gestalt theory and used all individual aspects of a message to convey a unified 

meaning, the message as a whole would be more salient and powerful. Coleman and Wasike 

hypothesized that public journalism stories would use more graphic elements that conveyed 

issues and analysis, common ground and solutions, views of citizens, mobilizing information, 

media contact information, and would use more photographs of citizens than traditional 

journalism stories. In their study of election stories in ten newspapers, they found that there was 

a significantly higher incidence of graphic elements that conveyed issues and analysis, common 

ground and solutions, and media contact information in public journalism stories compared to 

traditional journalism stories, but their other three hypotheses were not supported. Coleman and 

Wasike concluded that even though their results showed that graphic artists and photographers 

were lagging behind in the public journalism movement, overall, it was a positive sign that 

public journalism was beginning to be translated into photos and graphics. They suggested that 

newspapers make an increased effort to include graphic designers and photographers in public 

journalism conversations and training. 

Greenwood (2005) contributed a study on the visual framing of photographs of Presidents 

from Harry Truman to George W. Bush. His study was significant because it sampled photos 

considered by professionals as examples of a photographer’s best work instead of photos selected 

for publication in news articles as most other studies did. By using this specialized sample, 

Greenwood was able to shed light on the structural framing tendencies of presidential photos 

from the perspective of photographers instead of editors or journalists who select photos for 

publication. Greenwood analyzed the vertical camera angles and subject-to-camera distance in 

the photos. These structural frames suggest interpretations to the viewer of the type of social 

relationship between the viewer and the subject, as well as the type of emotional involvement 
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between viewer and subject. For example, photos taken at eye-level suggest that viewer and 

subject are of equal social standing, while photos that are taken from above the subject suggest 

the viewer has power over the subject and photos taken from below the subject suggest power 

over the viewer. Photos taken from a close distance to the subject suggest a close, personal 

viewer-subject involvement but photos taken from a far distance from the subject suggest a more 

neutral or impersonal relationship (Greenwood, 2005). In terms of vertical camera angles, 

Greenwood’s study revealed that photographers’ best photos of presidents were usually taken at 

eye-level, presenting the presidents as equals and in a straightforward manner in keeping with 

traditional rules of photojournalism (Greenwood, 2005). In terms of subject-to-camera distance, 

Greenwood found a more even distribution of close, medium and far distances and was unable to 

conclude which frame was used more frequently. 

Mehltretter and Herbeck (2005) used an analysis of responses to the first-ever televised 

debate in 1960 between Kennedy and Nixon to demonstrate the marked power of visual 

communication to change the outcome of an election. Kennedy appeared rested, prepared and 

well-dressed for the debate while Nixon appeared tired, sweaty and underweight due to his 

illness the week before the debate. Mehltretter and Herbeck explained that there was a clear 

impression divide between surveyed audiences who had viewed the debate on TV and those who 

had only listened to it on the radio. The TV viewers unanimously believed that Kennedy had won 

the debate and Nixon’s performance was poor, while radio listeners thought that the two 

candidates had performed equally. Mehltretter and Herbeck then went on to show that from 1960 

to 2004, New York Times articles about the 1960 Kennedy-Nixon debate increasingly mentioned 

visual cues which suggested a significant increase over time in emphasis on the visual 

appearance of the two candidates. In fact, the authors pointed out that the emphasis on visual 
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appearance evolved into the main focus of the more recent articles. This implies that there is a 

growing increase in the perceived importance of visual communication in the general population. 

In an exploration of the significance and historical evolution of the billboard form of 

visual communication in Indian political campaigns, Tekwani (2005) highlighted the paucity of 

academic research into visual communication in political campaigns. Tekwani said that 

billboards in Indian political advertising have been largely regarded as a gaudy sideshow. Their 

study has not been given prominence by academics, much like the subject of typography in 

political campaigns. However, through an analysis of the historical evolution of the billboard in 

Indian visual culture, from film to politics, Tekwani demonstrated that the billboard is actually a 

deeply-entrenched cultural icon that plays a significant role in visually communicating campaign 

messages to India’s very diverse, multi-lingual population of voters, more than half of whom are 

illiterate. Tekwani’s argument that the billboard as a primary political communication device 

should be seriously studied was convincing and he offered constructive suggestions for future 

research. 

Kjeldsen (2007) proposed that the formal structure or process of argumentation is not 

limited to verbal expression, but can also be discerned in the iconic code of visual 

communication. To demonstrate, Kjeldsen analyzed a controversial 2001 Danish political printed 

advertisement that caused offence, debate and international criticism from a cognitively-oriented 

perspective. Kjeldsen’s examination considered the immediate visual context, immediate verbal 

context and visual culture, three factors which Birdsell and Groarke (1996) suggested are 

important when evaluating visual arguments. Drawing upon all three contextual factors 

emphasizes the “rhetorical situation” (Bitzer, 1968; 1980) and Kjeldsen was able to convincingly 
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show that the rhetorical situation of the advertisement in question was a clear case of visual 

argumentation. 

Bucy and Grabe (2007) showed that visual communication is increasingly prevalent in 

broadcast media’s coverage of presidential elections. They examined ABC, CBS and NBC’s 

news coverage of the 1992, 1996, 2000 and 2004 elections and documented instances of “image 

bites” (where candidates were shown but not heard). Bucy and Grabe’s (2007) study was a 

follow-up to Adatto’s (1990) and Hallin’s (1992) studies that showed how prevalence of “sound 

bites” of candidates have dramatically decreased since the 1960s. Adatto’s and Hallin’s work 

prompted criticism of broadcast networks for providing viewers with journalists’ voiceovers and 

commentary which filter or distort candidate’s statements and positions. Bucy and Grabe (2007) 

contended that while audiences received less verbatim aural candidate information, they received 

an increasing amount of visual information in the form of image bites. They argued that this fact 

calls for a “greater appreciation of visual processing, nonverbal communication, and voter 

learning from television news in the study of media and politics” (p. 652). 

Banning and Coleman (2009) conducted a quantitative content analysis of TV shots of 

George W. Bush, Al Gore and their accompanying running mates, families and crowds on ABC, 

CBS and NBC news broadcasts during the 2000 presidential election. They investigated whether 

there was any evident bias in the nonverbal aspects of the shots. More specifically, Banning and 

Coleman determined the frequency of shots conveying positive or negative nonverbal behaviors 

including facial expressions, posture and gestures, as well as nonverbal structural features 

including camera angle, camera distance and camera movement. The researchers found that there 

was no significant systematic bias in terms of the amount of coverage per party or the structural 

features which the media control. However, they found that there was slightly more favorable 
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Democratic coverage, but only because Gore and his running mate, Lieberman, both exhibited 

more positive nonverbal behavior than did Bush and Cheney. 

Seizov and Mueller’s (2009) visual content analysis investigated similarities and 

differences in the content, iconography, production and stylistic elements of McCain’s, Hillary 

Clinton’s and Obama’s 2008 campaign film spots. The researchers found a few content and 

technical similarities correlated by spot genre – attack spots, endorsement spots, first-person 

narrator spots and third-person narrator spots. First-person narrator spots were found to be most 

dissimilar. The differences in the sampled campaign spots were more uniform. They varied by 

shot setup, candidate focus, facial expressions, supporting characters, color scheme, and 

symbols. The literature review in Seizov and Mueller’s (2009) article highlighted the increasing 

trend of political communication toward visual strategies illustrated by Griffin and Kagan in 

1996, Müller in 1997 and Richardson in 2002. Devlin in 2001 and 2005, Goldstein and 

Freedman in 2002 and Richardson in 2002 (as cited in Seizov & Mueller, 2009) conducted 

content analyses focusing on visual storytelling in campaign ads highlighting production 

techniques, audiences and campaign spending, respectively. 

The closest investigation to typography in political communication was an investigation 

by Tofteland and Verser (2009) of the visually-dominant words that were used as advertising 

strategies in Obama’s and McCain’s 2008 political campaigns. The authors found that the names 

of the candidates were the most frequently used words while campaign issues lacked 

representation. Interestingly, they found that Obama’s name as a visual code word appeared three 

times more in McCain’s ads than McCain’s name appeared in Obama’s ads. The authors’ 

literature review was a comprehensive overview of previous research into the effects and 

functions of campaign advertising as well as the powerful effects of visual messages in 
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campaigns, and called attention to the need for more research into (what were referred to as) 

“visual code words” in political campaigns. 

In a National Communication Association conference student paper, Penney (2009) 

suggested that the resonating visual imagery of merchandise promoting Obama’s campaign 

played a key role in his election. Penney (2009) credited the vibrant visual cultural movement 

surrounding the Obama campaign with having a significant advantage over McCain’s less 

visually vibrant campaign. Penney (2009, p. 3) stated that Obama’s visually strong campaign “set 

a new standard for political iconography and merchandising which will no doubt be imitated in 

future election cycles”. By conducting a “close Barthesian semiotic reading” of visual 

merchandise, Penney discussed the contributions of participatory visual culture, popular culture, 

political propaganda, corporate branding, iconography, circulation, adaptability, African 

American vernacular culture and youth culture on the success of Obama’s visual campaign. 

Remarking on the novelty of Obama’s visually dynamic campaign, Penney (p. 25) stated that 

“never before has consumer culture and formal electoral politics intersected in such a profound 

way”. Additionally, Obama’s campaign visuals were overwhelmingly positive and generated 

positive sentiments which have been shown by Brader in 2006 and Westen, Blagov, Harenski, 

Kitts and Hamaan in 2006 (as cited in Seizov & Mueller, 2009) to positively influence voters. 

Davisson and Booth (2010) investigated the similarities between Obama’s 2008 

campaign visuals and Pepsi’s 2009 advertising campaign within a framework of Bakhtin’s notion 

of heteroglossia – “the stratification that takes place when multiple words from multiple 

languages act towards a single object” (Davisson & Booth, 2010, p. 70) – and Kristeva’s (1969) 

notion of intertextuality – the interpretation of words according to intersecting factors such as 

learned and common meanings, subject, addressee and context. By releasing a logo strikingly 
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similar to Obama’s logo (Figure 18), as well as a new tagline (Yes You Can) similar to Obama’s 

tagline (Yes We Can) and a video entitled “Open Letter to the President”, Davisson and Booth 

suggested that Pepsi engaged in intertextuality, parody and polyphony to capitalize on audience-

constructed associations with Obama which were created as part of a larger cultural text and 

drew on the same cultural codes as the Obama presidential campaign. 

 

Figure 18. Pepsi’s 2009 logo is very similar to Obama’s 2008 campaign logo. 

 

Goodnow’s (2010) semiotic analysis of Time magazine’s 2008 photo essay entitled “The 

Great Divide” compared how the publication portrayed Obama and Clinton. Using Kress and 

Leeuwen’s (1996) social semiotic theory approach to analyze the photos, Goodnow found that 

Time’s representation of the candidates was biased towards Obama. This was particularly due to 

the decision to print Clinton’s photos in black and white while Obama’s were printed in color, 

but also due to other ideational, interpersonal and textual metafunctions of the photographs such 

as the shot type, the candidates’ actions, positioning of other subjects and surroundings. 

Goodnow concluded that it was possible that the portrayals reflected preconceived notions about 

the candidates and did not necessarily influence any subsequent perceptions. 

In a rigorous, quantitative study, Dumitrescu (2010) analyzed the “anatomy” of French 

2007 election candidate posters using specialized software designed to calculate the exact size of 
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areas that contained candidate photos, faces, factual textual information and party logos. 

Dumitrescu also examined the nonverbal cues of the photos such as eye contact and closeness of 

the camera shot. In comparing the results between better-known major party candidates and 

lesser-known niche party candidates, the researcher found that major party candidates were more 

likely to devote more poster space to close-up photos of themselves in which they made eye 

contact with the viewer and less space to factual information and party logos. Conversely, niche 

party candidates more frequently assigned more poster space to factual information and partisan 

cues rather than close-up visuals. Dumitrescu’s study was an important foundational block in the 

examination of the composition of election posters and she emphasized the need for further, 

multi-national research on the same topic. 

Flowers and Young (2010) conducted a qualitative content analysis of Saturday Night 

Live video clips from 2008 in which actress/comedienne, Tina Fey, parodied McCain’s running 

mate, Sarah Palin. The researchers constructed a method for analyzing the verbal dimensions of a 

message next to its visual dimensions. They coded the video clips for social semiotics and 

iconography, and then coded the text transcripts of the video clips for instances of parody 

techniques, audience reaction, music and sound effects. Flowers and Young then compared the 

visual markers side by side with the verbal markers. They concluded that Fey’s impressions of 

Palin had a negative impact on Palin’s campaign by connotatively portraying Palin as 

unsophisticated, unworldly, inexperienced, undereducated and inarticulate. Fey’s impressions 

also helped Saturday Night Live, NBC.com and Hulu.com achieve unprecedented increased 

viewership. 

In order to negotiate the multifaceted and socio-culturally diverse meanings of visual 

rhetoric, Spring (2010) suggested approaching the task from Kristeva’s (1969) theory of 
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intertextuality which argued that comprehension occurs at the intersection of subject, addressee, 

text and context. Spring (2010) deconstructed one aspect of the visual rhetoric – the setting of the 

columns on the stage – at Obama’s acceptance speech at the 2008 Democratic National 

Convention. The classical, Greek-style, Doric columns were evocative of a heroic, democratic 

past, purposefully anti-colonial, and reminiscent of the columns at the Capitol building and the 

White House – all imagery symbolic of power which painted Obama as worthy of the 

presidency. Spring also compared the staging to that of a temple and the Lincoln Memorial. 

Spring argued that the visual rhetoric of the stage setting connected Obama in a historical 

synchronic context to Lincoln as well as civil rights leader, Martin Luther King (who delivered 

his “I Have a Dream” speech at the Lincoln Memorial) and, therefore, allowed Obama to 

indirectly reference race relations – a topic which he usually avoided in his verbal campaign 

rhetoric but which was nonetheless a critical aspect of his candidacy. 

Geise et al. (2010) conducted a quantitative study of two German political candidates’ 

nonverbals during a 2009 political TV debate. The researchers paired a content analysis of 

nonverbal indicators (including candidates’ nonverbal behaviors and structural indicators such as 

camera angles and shot time) with audience perceptions of the debates. The sample audience was 

split into two groups – those who saw only the video (without sound) of the debate and those 

who got an audio-visual experience. The researchers reported that participants who saw only the 

video without sound perceived marked differences between the candidates while perceived 

differences decreased for participants who saw the video with sound. Like previous studies 

investigating the Kennedy-Nixon debates, the researchers concluded that nonverbal behaviors 

and visual communication impacted perceptions of the candidates. 
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Geise’s (2010) quantitative study featured eye-tracking technology to compare and 

evaluate how individuals perceived German political campaign posters which contained either 

primarily visual versus primarily textual information. Geise’s study was an important contributor 

to the areas of political and visual communication since her results supported the idea that 

picture superiority effect is transferable to the field of political communication. Geise tracked 

and evaluated eye movements during first impression (peripheral perception); in terms of time 

until “first fixation” and observation length (attention and activation); and recall ability (aided 

and unaided memorization). In the first impression part of the study, all of the participants in the 

study rated visually designed posters more positively than their textual counterparts after being 

exposed to the sample posters for 0.5 seconds. Geise reported this finding regardless of political 

predisposition. In other words, the participants’ political affiliations had no correlation to how 

positively or negatively they rated the visual or textual campaign posters. The times to first 

fixation were shorter for visual elements which also garnered longer observation times, and these 

findings held regardless of the communicated issue or the applied images. Geise suggested that 

these two factors – time to fixation and observation length – indicated that visual communication 

achieved higher levels of attention and activation than textual communication and therefore had 

greater potential to convey content. In terms of recall ability, participants demonstrated better 

unaided and aided recall of visual posters, again independent of communicated issues and party 

affiliation. Geise concluded by recommending further research to explore the possible modifying 

role of visual communication in political behaviors or attitudes. 

Geise and Freuh’s (2011) follow-up study investigated if visual posters might indeed have 

agenda-setting effects, as suggested by Geise’s (2010) eye-tracking study results. They surveyed 

200 participants and evaluated their priority of different political issues including family policy 
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before being exposed on three occasions to visual election posters on the topic of family policy. 

After exposure, the participants’ prioritization of issues was again surveyed. As hypothesized, the 

significance that participants accorded to family policy increased significantly. Geise and Freuh 

(2011) concluded that the picture superiority effect has significant agenda-setting potential for 

political issues and they recommended that more consideration should be given to visual 

communication in agenda-setting. 

Joseph (2011) analyzed eight images of Obama which were published on the Internet 

during the 2007-2008 presidential campaign period. Joseph’s analysis focused on demonstrating 

that these images all overtly or inferentially pointed to anti-Black racism, even images that were 

propagated by Obama’s supporters. Overtly discriminatory images consisted of representations 

of Obama as a monkey, thug or terrorist, while inferentially discriminatory images portrayed 

Obama as only acceptable because of lightened skin, a calm facial expression, and mythical and 

celestial iconography. Inferentially racist images were largely not read by some viewers as racist 

because they could also be read as positive portrayals. However, Joseph explained how these 

images relied on the same stereotypes as the overtly racist images. Joseph concluded that the 

prevalence of such discriminatory images served as evidence of ongoing and unrestrained anti-

Black racism in the United States. Joseph’s method of analysis involved collecting the images 

and dividing them into two groups – overtly racist and inferentially racist – based on Stuart 

Hall’s (1981) work. In order to correctly classify the images into the two groups, Joseph used 

scholarly definitions of Black male stereotypes and scholarly formulations of anti-Black racism. 

Patterson (2011) analyzed narratives, rhetorical networks and metaphors occurring in two 

memes (visuals that are shared electronically) that appeared in social media. Social spaces such 

as blogs, picture sharing, YouTube, Facebook, Twitter and other online spaces are important to 
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analyze since they are “contemporary deliberative and interactive spaces, where popular 

ideological expression is most pristine” (Patterson, 2011, p. 444). Patterson’s analysis focused on 

deconstructing the visual portrayal of Obama during the Beer Summit – the meeting Obama and 

Joe Biden held on the White House lawn with Harvard professor, Henry Louis Gates, and 

Cambridge police officer, James Crowley. The Beer Summit was the conclusion of the 

altercation that occurred when Crowley was called to the scene when Gates broke into his own 

home after finding the door jammed. Gates reportedly refused to cooperate with the police 

officers’ requests to produce identification and Crowley arrested him. Gates was later released. 

Obama’s involvement was due to his association with Gates as a friend, and after the arrest, 

Obama commented that the police department had acted “stupidly” (Patterson, 2011, p. 448). 

Patterson’s main object of analysis was a photo of Obama walking toward the White House lawn 

ahead of Crowley and Gates, who was assisted by Crowley. Patterson evaluated the headlines 

and commentary published with the photo on a blog. The analysis showed that Obama’s agency 

was confined to being the outsider, and that some viewers may have concluded that Obama was 

unhelpful, not virtuous and not heroic. Patterson also examined another meme juxtaposing a 

photo of Obama speaking to an elementary school audience with a photo of George W. Bush 

speaking at another school. In the Obama photo, he was isolated at a podium, dressed in a formal 

suit with bodyguards around him and a small American flag in the background. In the Bush 

photo, Bush was dressed in western boots and khakis, closely surrounded by majority White 

students and a large American flag. Patterson’s evaluation was that the rhetorical code suggested 

Bush was a “patriotic, God-fearing cowboy, while Obama look[ed] distant, elitist, like a stiff 

bureaucratic interloper” (Patterson, 2011, p. 450). In this juxtaposition, Obama was again 

confined while Bush was given rhetorical agency. Patterson emphasized that “backlash 
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discourse,” especially in social media, may be intentionally about omission, abbreviation and 

arrangement of meaning in the visual frame. Patterson wrote that Obama was visually 

marginalized and ideologically and racially compared against hegemonic symbols of the 

“Average Joe” and the “Cowboy”. He called for more scholarly analysis of visual rhetoric which 

is highly communicative and symbolic, particularly in the emerging medium of electronic social 

spaces. 

Except for one study – Tofteland and Verser (2009) – all of the studies listed above 

approached visual communication in political campaigns via examinations of photography, film, 

symbolism, imagery and logos. The absence of typographic analyses is evident. However, during 

the 2008 campaign period and afterward, there was a substantial amount of media buzz among 

design professionals and critics which focused on Obama’s visual communication strategy, with 

many references to the typography. 

Media Buzz around Obama’s Visually-Strategic Campaign 

There was extensive reporting critiquing and praising Obama’s visually-strong campaign. 

Some of the articles emphasized the typefaces, and specifically Gotham, as key elements of the 

campaign’s success. 

In a New York Times article, Rawsthorn (2008) labeled Obama as the best-designed 

political candidate. He opined that, “Every element of [Obama’s] visual identity has been 

masterfully conceived and executed to depict Obama as perfect presidential material.” 

Rawsthorn quoted Jonathan Hoefler, of Hoefler & Frere-Jones, the type foundry that designed 

Gotham, as agreeing that Obama’s campaign visuals were superbly executed. Hoefler remarked, 

“It really is a treat to see graphic design applied so well... Visually he is on message at every 

turn. I can’t think of many corporations that use design so intelligently,” (as cited in Rawsthorn, 
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2008). Comparatively, Rawsthorn said that Obama’s campaign rivals used conservative visuals. 

Clinton’s 2008 campaign typeface, New Baskerville, suggested “gravitas and tradition” 

(Rawsthorn, 2008). Clinton and McCain’s campaigns maintained a traditional approach to 

political design with graphics that looked “more or less the same everywhere” presumably based 

on the rule of thumb that repetition and familiarity make the visuals more memorable 

(Rawsthorn, 2008). Obama’s visual strategy, on the other hand, was invented from the ground 

up, based on a rejection of conventional political design and a need to reach an increasingly 

fragmented, web-savvy audience (Rawsthorn, 2008). Rawsthorn said that David Axelrod, the 

campaign’s team leader, planned the campaign based on the belief that the current “frenzied 

media landscape” causes traditional, static symbols to get lost in the background, and 

contemporary audiences only respond to messages that appear to be personally directed at each 

individual. 

Sol Sender, who designed the Obama logo, originally set the type for “Obama ‘08” in 

Perpetua, but the typeface was later changed to Requiem (Thomas, 2010). According to Hoefler 

& Frere-Jones’ website, Requiem celebrates “the fertile world of Renaissance humanism” 

(Tschorn, 2008). Rawsthorn (2008) commented that the original use of upper and lower case 

letters for Obama’s name in the logo was meant to convey friendliness, but the switch to small-

caps made it seem more authoritative. Regarding Gotham, Rawsthorn presumed that the choice 

of sans-serif type was meant to imply that the candidate possessed a combination of gravitas and 

youthful vigor. Rawsthorn further proposed that “no typeface could seem better suited to a 

dynamic, yet conscientious, American public servant” and that the suitability was evident even to 

the general public. “You don’t have to be a typographic historian to get the message. A glance at 
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the lettering... conveys a potent, if unspoken, combination of contemporary sophistication... with 

nostalgia for America’s past and a sense of duty” (Rawsthorn, 2008). 

Tschorn (2008), in a Los Angeles Times article, reported that there was significant media 

buzz about the Gotham typeface on blogs, YouTube and even the radio. According to Tschorn 

(2008), John D. Berry, typography series author, called Gotham the hot font of 2008 and 

described it as trustworthy and appropriate for signage because the wider kerning (spacing 

between the letters) made it more legible from an angle. Tschorn (2008) also interviewed Tobias 

Frere-Jones, the other half of Hoefler & Frere-Jones, and reported that the typographer also 

praised the consistent execution of type within the Obama campaign visuals. 

The Daily Beast’s Romano (2008) also commended the design of the Obama campaign: 

 

Reinforced with a coherent, comprehensive program of fonts, logos, slogans and web 

design, Obama is the first presidential candidate to be marketed like a high-end consumer 

brand... in a way that transcends the mere appropriation of commercial tactics to achieve 

the sort of seamless brand identity that the most up-to-date companies strive for. 

Romano interviewed Michael Bierut, designer at Pentagram, who agreed that Obama was 

the first candidate to have “a coherent, top-to-bottom, 360-degree system at work” as opposed to 

the usual “bumper-sticker symbol” typical of political campaigns (Romano, 2008). Bierut also 

expressed that he was “flabbergasted” at the consistency of execution of the visual campaign 

materials: “There’s an absolute level of control that I have trouble achieving with my corporate 

clients... Graphic designers like me don’t understand how it’s happening. It’s unprecedented and 

inconceivable to us,” (Romano, 2008). Bierut credited the consistency instead of the typography 

for the success of the campaign visuals. Commenting specifically on the Gotham and Requiem 

typefaces, Bierut said that they were tastefully chosen and, to some extent, matched Obama’s 
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campaign messages, although he claimed that ascribing personality attributes to type was more a 

function of imagination rather than hard evidence (Romano, 2008). He conjectured that Gotham 

is “a sleek, purposefully not fancy, very straightforward, plainspoken font, but done with a great 

deal of elegance and taste” and that Requiem is “delicate”, “nuanced”, “not feminine exactly”, 

“literary-looking”, “conversational”, “pleasant” and “persuasive” (Romano, 2008). 

The New York Times’ Heller (2008) concurred that, “Many designers have waxed 

admiringly about Barack Obama’s sophisticated typographic design scheme.” Heller interviewed 

another such designer, Brian Collins, former Chief Creative Officer at top ad agency, Ogilvy & 

Mather. Collins praised the single-mindedness of the visual strategy which contributed to more 

consistent message delivery and yielded stronger message impact (Heller, 2008). Collins 

emphasized that Obama’s campaign was not so successful because of good typography as much 

as design discipline – the determination to keep the visual elements consistent and on-message 

across every medium and transmedia platform. He credited the campaign team with having a 

thorough understanding of the current landscape of fragmented media and audiences. In fact, 

when asked about Gotham, Collins stated that the typeface merely served to amplify Obama’s 

personality and message without adding any significant attributes, and that Gotham would have 

had the same function for the other presidential candidates. He claimed this because of what he 

called Gotham’s oxymoronic ability to appear matter-of-factly suitable for a variety of situations 

by seeming cold yet warm, new yet familiar and substantial yet friendly. Tschorn (2008) pointed 

out that the North Carolina democrat, John Edwards, also used Gotham in his campaign logo 

(Figure 19). 
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Figure 19. North Carolina democrat, John Edwards, used Gotham in his campaign logo. 

 

Collins did, however, say that he believed the typeface choice made a real difference in 

Obama’s campaign since other typefaces would not have had the same “feel” of being “just 

right” (Heller, 2008). Collins also reflected that typography was key to the campaign’s success 

and that it was not surprising that an orator as rhetorically eloquent as Obama seemed to 

understand the importance of typography in bringing his words and campaign message to life. 

Examinations of Obama’s Verbal Rhetoric 

The cumulative scholarly response to Obama’s rhetoric demonstrated a few general 

characteristics. Several scholars recognized Obama’s tendency to weave together all sides of a 

given argument by elaborating on an issue’s complexities and highlighting its interdependencies. 

The literature showed that Obama rarely chose a side of an argument. Instead, he argued the 

validity of all sides, and suggested that the way forward was to navigate a delicate balance 

among multiple perspectives. Terrill (2011) called this “Obama’s penchant for balanced phrases” 

(p. 771). Obama’s refusal to choose a side led some scholars to describe him as being vague, 

vertiginous and indecisive (Terrill, 2011).  
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There is a fast-growing body of research into the political verbal rhetoric surrounding 

Obama, the majority of which were linguistic studies that examined Obama’s own speeches and 

communications – possibly stemming from the fact that he is widely praised as an excellent 

orator (Sweet & McCue-Enser, 2010). A significant portion of these studies focused on the racial 

implications of Obama’s rhetoric and one scholar focused her examination of Obama’s rhetoric 

on its implications for the war in Afghanistan. Given the popularity of Obama’s rhetoric as a 

topic of assessment, it is strange that no previous investigations into Gotham and very few into 

Obama’s campaign visuals exist despite the media frenzy surrounding the campaign design. 

Furthermore, all of the examinations of Obama’s rhetoric focused on his words in speeches, with 

a few supplements from his authored books, and one article analyzed rhetoric in social media. 

None investigated the verbal rhetoric employed in his campaign materials. 

One study by Berkowitz and Raaii (2009) examined the rhetorical devices that journalists 

used to frame Obama as a new presidential candidate. This study was relevant because it 

demonstrated that journalists used some of the same rhetorical devices that Frank (2009) found 

Obama himself used. Berkowitz and Raaii (2009) conducted a thematic textual analysis of U.S. 

newspaper coverage of Obama’s 2008 presidential campaign with the aim of deducing how 

journalists framed their reporting of Obama. Media outlets play a significant role in shaping the 

public’s opinion of a political candidate’s identity (Spencer, Croucher & McKee, 2011). In 2004, 

Jackson (as cited in Spencer, Croucher & McKee, 2011) referred to the process as racial identity 

negotiation. Spencer, Croucher and McKee’s (2011) climate of opinion/spiral of silence study 

also showed that trust in media had a strong positive correlation with college-aged students’ 

willingness to express an opinion regarding how Obama’s ethnicity influenced his candidacy. 

The authors suggested that their findings could be used toward understanding how to predict and 
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overcome a spiral of silence effect. Their study also showed that self-identified Democrats with 

strong media trust were more likely to express views on Obama’s ethnicity than self-identified 

Republicans or Independents with strong media trust. Obama, being an African American from a 

single-parent family, was the unfamiliar candidate who was not the typical, privileged, White 

candidate and his story could not be easily captured by journalists in the usual way. Berkowitz 

and Raaii (2009) posited that journalists utilized two strategies to make Obama’s story resonate 

with audiences. The first was collective memory – using historical references (such as 

comparisons of Obama to Abraham Lincoln, John F. Kennedy, Franklin Roosevelt and Martin 

Luther King, Jr.) to assist understanding, and the second (used to a much lesser extent) was to 

draw on mythical narratives and archetypes to connect cultural details to society’s values. In so 

doing, journalists were able to paint Obama’s atypical story as familiar. For example, in pointing 

out that the location of Obama’s announcement of his candidacy was the same location of 

Lincoln’s House Divided speech, a 2007 Chicago Sun-Times editorial drew a historical parallel 

between Obama and Lincoln. The editorial drew on collective memory of Lincoln as an 

inexperienced candidate – like Obama, as well as Lincoln’s ending of slavery – a critical 

antecedent that facilitated Obama’s run for President (Berkowitz & Raaii, 2009). 

In a meticulous analysis of Obama’s rhetoric during his 2008 A More Perfect Union 

speech, Frank (2009) argued that Obama was able to harness the prophetic voice in African 

American experience. Obama’s rhetoric masterfully engaged literary devices such as historical 

references, mythical narrative and consilience (arguing that political and theological views can 

be reconciled while still retaining their individual values). With these devices, Obama succeeded 

in allaying negative outcomes of his association with his pastor, Jeremiah Wright, whose 
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controversial sermons were potentially harmful to Obama’s chances in the presidential race 

(Frank, 2009). 

In a similar investigation of the same speech, Terrill (2009) said that Obama’s discourse 

reflected the rhetoric of double consciousness. Framing his analysis in DuBois’ notion of the 

duality of the African American experience, Terrill posed that Obama was able to invite the 

audience to participate in stereoscopically experiencing the world as doubled selves. In so doing, 

Obama successfully contributed to a new political approach to racial discourse which unifies 

Americans via embracing their inherent duality and the golden rule of reciprocity. Terrill credited 

Obama’s utilization of these rhetorical constructs as critical factors in tempering the scandal 

surrounding the Pastor Wright controversy. 

Kyrala (2010) applied the principles of Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) systemic functional 

grammar to ideologically decode parts of Obama’s and McCain’s January 2008 primary 

campaign speeches. Kyrala’s objective was to determine how the two speakers positioned 

themselves and how they viewed the economy and politics. Kyrala’s analysis revealed that 

Obama employed rhetoric to create an illusion of him being “of the people” by using the first 

person, speaking conversationally and portraying himself as an ally against lobbyists in 

Washington without directly accusing said lobbyists of any negative actions. Kyrala said that 

Obama strategically used the approach of vague insubstantiation, propositionally empty 

structures and emphasis on the interpersonal. McCain focused on portraying himself as an 

economic expert by using matter-of-fact, informative tones to make issues appear uncontestable. 

Kyrala determined that both men manipulated experiential, interpersonal and textual meanings to 

convey ideology in their speeches. 
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Nausėda and Klijūnaitė (2010) conducted a sociolinguistic and corpus analysis of 

grammatical variables (use of pronouns) in Obama’s and First Lady, Michelle Obama’s 2009 

speeches. The researchers reported that first person pronouns were mostly used to communicate 

a shared responsibility among the readers and listeners whereas third person pronouns were 

mostly used in reference to personal history. In the four Obama speeches analyzed, Obama most 

frequently used the inclusive form of the plural first person “we” and as such created the notion 

of shared responsibility. When using the third person, “he” was prevalent in references to 

important people such as George Bush, while Obama avoided using female pronouns in the 

analyzed speeches. Nausėda and Klijūnaitė’s (2010) overall conclusion was that there were 

distinct linguistic phenomena present in the President and First Lady’s language and that they 

intentionally manipulated linguistic elements to influence and persuade the audience, as is 

normal in political communication. 

O’Connell et al. (2010) examined the rhetoric in the first five minutes of eight of 

Obama’s 2009 speeches and agreed that Obama is a skillful orator who is able to adapt his start-

up speaking style to a variety of settings, themes, intents and audiences in an organized, 

scientific manner. O’Connell et al. analyzed temporal and verbal variations in Obama’s speeches, 

four of which were delivered to primarily native English-speaking audiences. Temporal measures 

included pauses, phrase length and articulation rate while verbal measures included fillers, 

hesitations, colloquialisms and first-person pronouns. The researchers noted variations in 

Obama’s speech style when speaking to native English-speakers versus non-native English-

speakers, to younger versus older audiences, to actively participating versus inactively 

participating audiences (dialogical audience interaction), indoors versus outdoors, on somber 

versus happier occasions and with or without a teleprompter. They hypothesized and confirmed 
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that speeches to native English-speakers featured faster articulation, more colloquialisms and 

more first person pronominals; that higher audience participation led to slower speech rate and 

more introductory phrases; and that speeches to non-native English speakers had more fillers and 

hesitations. Obama’s oratorical devices included pursuing dialogical interaction, establishing 

audience contact, spontaneous additions, temporal organization and adaptability (O’Connell et 

al., 2010). 

Although they stated that all of Obama’s speeches fit with his campaign message, Sweet 

and McCue-Enser (2010) specifically analyzed eight of Obama’s speeches that offered a deeper, 

epideictic understanding of his rhetorical construction of “the people”. Sweet & McCue-Enser’s 

(2010) essay contended that Obama’s rhetorical construction of “the people” in his campaign 

speeches was dissenting or a rhetorical interruption. They explained that Obama encouraged a 

reappraisal of the public’s hegemonic understanding of themselves as U.S. citizens, in keeping 

with his campaign message of hope, change and a more perfect union. By employing repeated 

references to U.S. society as an imperfect work-in-progress, Obama invited the public to rethink 

conventional ideology, norms and practices, and proposed a new notion of responsible citizenry 

who is diverse, imperfect and always improving – “never fully constituted but always engaged in 

the act of constitution” (Sweet & McCue-Enser, 2010, p. 605). In so doing, Obama used rhetoric 

to position himself as a Washington outsider, encouraging the people to reject the traditional, 

conservative division of republican and democratic parties – this being a rhetorical interruption – 

and embrace diversity, community, opportunity, hope and unity (Sweet & McCue-Enser, 2010). 

Arnett (2011) examined the controversy surrounding the University of Notre Dame’s 

invitation to Obama to give the 2009 commencement address by investigating the news reports 

surrounding the controversy as well as the address itself. Arnett argued that Obama’s speech was 



68 

 

an example of public civic rhetoric that creatively played to provincial and cosmopolitan 

perspectives in a topos or common center which was Notre Dame. There was substantial 

opposition to Obama giving the speech from the predominantly Catholic Notre Dame community 

because of Obama’s political stance on allowing abortion which goes against Catholic beliefs. 

Those in favor of Obama giving the speech argued that Catholic values encourage discourse with 

those of differing beliefs so as to promote mutual understanding. Arnett demonstrated that the 

temporal nature and locality of the debate created a topos or common center specific to Notre 

Dame that allowed and encouraged diverse ideas and opinions to flourish. Arnett (2011) also 

analyzed Obama’s Notre Dame commencement speech and showed that Obama creatively 

engaged rhetoric to first find common ground between himself and the Notre Dame audience 

(via reference to basketball games), address the debate by reiterating the need for discourse with 

those of differing opinions, and finally to emphasize the call to the graduates to the Catholic 

mission of service to the community. 

Brown (2011) conducted a qualitative analysis of rhetoric in semi-structured interviews 

with White male elites (including CEOs, corporate presidents, corporate directors, top-level 

university administrators, attorneys and law partners). Brown framed his study according to 

Thomas Carlyle’s (1841) great-man theory and aimed to understand how White male elites 

constructed race through Obama as a great-man leader. This study of White male elites’ rhetoric 

is relevant because it hints at how Obama’s rhetoric was perceived by White male elites. After 

identifying and coding catchphrases, aphorisms, metaphors, exemplars and depictions in the 

rhetoric, Brown found two main themes in his analysis of White male elites’ discourse. Obama 

was seen as a chance for “substantiating collective testaments to racial progress” and “observing 

a race-transcendent Black leader” (Brown, 2011, p. 542). The participants held a utopian view 
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that Obama’s election would improve race relations and that Obama was racially-transcendent; 

an ideal leader of color because he was unthreatening to the White male elite who is uninterested 

in being pressed about racial struggles (Brown, 2011). 

Frank (2011) reflected on close readings of Obama’s inaugural speech, prayers and 

context using the notion of symbolic signatures. Frank identified three overlapping signatures – 

mythic, literary and rhetorical – in Obama’s speech that helped simultaneously embrace and 

challenge a proposition of cosmopolitan civil religion where religions and science coexist in a 

political and social American nation. Obama’s discourse expressed a habit of reason and an 

acceptance of conflicting and overlapping identities (Frank, 2011). 

Isaksen (2011) presented a roadmap of shifts in Obama’s rhetoric from his initial 

campaign discourse of race disavowal acceptable to White Americans, to his race-affirming A 

More Perfect Union speech in which he directly addressed race issues. Isaksen’s aim was to 

demonstrate how Obama’s rhetorical shifts could serve as a guide for communication scholars to 

also use rhetoric to enable racial progress. Isaksen examined and explained the rhetorical shifts 

from the perspective of Black polarity theory and critical race theory, while situating these shifts 

in the context of Obama’s past and foundational influences. Arguing against other scholars who 

saw Obama’s rhetoric as one of consilience, Isaksen criticized Obama’s early campaign 

rhetorical strategy to draw on embedded social values of Whiteness and White privilege in 

offering a vision of racelessness. Isaksen (2011) termed this strategy a “politics of disavowal” (p. 

459) but also allowed that in the light of Black bipolar masculinity which theorizes that Black 

men are forced to choose between being the “bad Black man” or the “good Black man”, 

Obama’s rhetorical race-distancing was necessary and understandable. Isaksen then went on to 

examine the rhetorical shift in Obama’s A More Perfect Union speech in which he addressed race 
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directly and invited Americans to reflect on race directly. Isaksen demonstrated that Obama’s 

familiarity with critical race theory was garnered during his time at Harvard Law School when 

scholars there were developing critical race theory. Obama was president of the editorial board of 

the Harvard Law Review during which several critical race articles and scholarship were 

published. Obama would also have gained familiarity with critical race theory while teaching a 

course entitled Current Issues in Racism and the Law at the University of Chicago, and also 

while employed as a civil rights attorney. Isaksen explained that because of his likely immersion 

in critical race theory scholarship and practice, Obama was able to engage in his speech the 

activist and rhetorical tenets of critical race theory to explicitly address issues of race and racism 

embedded in the U.S. legal system and government. Isaksen (2011) concluded her article by 

calling for scholars to follow Obama’s lead in navigating a rhetorically balanced approach to race 

scholarship by engaging critical race theory. 

McPhail and McPhail (2011) presented a similar examination of two of Obama’s 

speeches that demonstrated Obama’s rhetorical transition from “a complicit acceptance of the 

type of racial reasoning that continues to hold African Americans solely responsible for the social 

and psychological pathologies that still plague our communities” (McPhail & McPhail, 2011, p. 

684) to one where Obama “not only addresse[d] the historical legacies of American racism, but 

also articulate[d] an understanding of collective responsibility that both reclaims and extends the 

collusive bond” (p. 684). Using a critical analysis method they called “writing together 

collusively,” McPhail and McPhail decreed that in Obama’s remarks to the Apostolic Church in 

June, 2008, there was an erasure of racial and historical context for social inequity, a negative 

portrayal of Black masculinity, and an absence of empathy. Then, on analysis of Obama’s July, 

2009 address to the NAACP Centennial Convention, McPhail and McPhail praised a clear shift 
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in Obama’s rhetoric that signified a reconnection with the collusive African American bond of 

being one’s brother’s or sister’s keeper. In this speech, McPhail and McPhail said that Obama 

recognized the ongoing impact of structurally-embedded discrimination, showed obvious 

empathy for the way that his life was implicated in the lives of those less fortunate, and 

communicated with a rhetoric of responsibility and recognition of the struggle of African 

American men caught in a vicious cycle. McPhail and McPhail’s concluded their critical analysis 

of Obama’s rhetorical maturation by stating their aim to contribute to a new critical 

consciousness of racial discourse fueled by Obama’s rhetoric. 

In another examination of Obama’s A More Perfect Union speech, Rowland and Jones 

(2011) stated that the media’s explanation of the success of Obama’s speech – that it was 

successful on merit of being honest – was inadequate. Rowland and Jones also argued that 

Frank’s (2009) explanation of Obama’s use of the prophetic voice was more an analysis of why 

the theological and ideological themes contained in the speech resonated with the African 

American community, but left unsolved the riddle of why the speech worked for the larger 

community, including middle and lower-class White Americans. Instead, like other scholars, 

Rowland and Jones attributed the success of Obama’s speech to his contextualization of the 

problem of race within the narrative of the American Dream. They analyzed the speech from the 

perspective of a rhetorical dream involving a progressive myth with ordinary (versus 

extraordinary) heroes. According to Rowland and Jones, the dream narrative is different from the 

typical myth narrative because it is more focused on gradually perfecting a future – such as one 

in which all races have equal access to the American Dream – whereas myths focus on perfection 

found in the past – for example, retelling stories of revolutions and pioneers. Rowland and Jones 

praised Obama’s honest argument that solving racial issues would be crucial to achieving the 
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American Dream and perfecting the state. It was Obama’s integration of the race issue as a vital 

ingredient for the American Dream that the authors said made the speech so effective with most 

audiences and ultimately repaired the campaign damage done by Reverend Wright’s 

controversial comments. The authors also joined other scholars in praising Obama for 

undertaking the difficult task of promoting honest, open discussion about race. Rowland and 

Jones concluded by calling for a fresh approach to the role of myth in rhetoric, and suggested 

that progressive myths in which the hero is ordinary and unexceptional serve powerful functions. 

Ivie (2011) examined Obama’s 2009 West Point address on the war in Afghanistan and 

labeled it a purposive “rhetorical exercise in strategic ambiguity” (p. 727). Ivie argued that 

Obama’s speech was a form of symbolic action that simultaneously calmed political tensions 

regarding the war and left leeway for continued presidential combat decisions in response to the 

war. Ivie also suggested that Obama’s vague and circuitous rhetoric was meant to transition or 

shape public attitudes against extremism in foreign affairs, as opposed to enacting any change in 

foreign policy. Obama’s rhetoric in his West Point speech was more a validation of just war 

rather than a transition toward just peace, and was in direct contrast to his pre-election campaign 

rhetoric of restoration, renewal and antiwar ethic (Ivie, 2011). Ivie went so far as to suggest 

Obama was a rhetorical “trickster” (p. 744), employing wit and cunning to ambiguously suggest 

a peace-focused foreign policy while forging ahead with military war action. 

Rowland (2011) argued that despite the widespread critical acclaim of Obama’s 

September, 2009 address to Congress on healthcare reform, Obama’s speech was not an attempt 

to convince the public of the merits of healthcare reform, but instead a bold and successful effort 

to reinvigorate the idea of public reason. Rowland first highlighted numerous instances of 

Republican and public objections to the healthcare policy, many of which Rowland argued to be 
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baseless in demonstration of the failure of public reason. Rowland then illustrated that while 

liberals believed that Obama’s continued attempts to calmly explain the policy using authentic 

but complex arguments were pointless, his method was in fact a rhetorical movement aimed at 

shifting political culture away from skewing public opinion with misinformation and toward the 

manifestation of public reason based on authentic, solid discourse. Rowland explained that 

Obama’s speech, while on the surface was no different from his previous healthcare discourse, 

was intentionally focused on reviving faith in the ideas of American Exceptionalism and the 

American Dream. 

Terrill (2011) examined Obama’s lecture on accepting the Nobel Peace Prize in 

December, 2009. Obama used many of his signature rhetorical devices such as antithesis, 

chiasmus, parallelism and isocolon to communicate the need for a balanced, tempered approach 

to war and peace (Terrill, 2011). In support of other scholars’ suggestion that Obama’s rhetoric 

was habitually adaptable, inclusive and vague, and that he avoided taking a clearly defined 

position on issues (Bricker, 2012; Dilliplane, 2012; Frank, 2011; Isaksen, 2011; Ivie, 2011; 

Kyrala, 2010; O’Connell et al., 2010; Sweet & McCue-Enser, 2010), Obama’s Nobel Peace Prize 

acceptance speech provided a realist guide to approaching the issue instead of a specified 

pathway of action. Terrill (2011) commented that while Obama’s speech was rhetorically strong 

and articulated a suitably contemporary understanding of war and peace, his lack of both 

pragmatism and action-oriented focus might have made it difficult to persuade others to adopt his 

approach. 

In her student paper presented at the ICA conference, Henson (2011) argued that much of 

Obama’s rhetoric fit into the frame of civil religious discourse and this aligned well with 

journalists’ own civil religious ideology. Journalists – especially photojournalists and illustrators 
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– can be thought of as the “priests” of American civil religion because although media practices 

tend to discourage overt references to divine religion within the text of publications and 

broadcasts, visuals such as photos and illustrations enjoy no such restrictions. Henson examined 

several visuals depicting Obama during his campaign and demonstrated that he was portrayed as 

a civil religion icon, much like Lincoln and King. Obama’s rhetorical use of civil religious 

discourse – which included references to the American Dream, hope, Lincoln and King – helped 

to shape the media’s visual framing of Obama (Henson, 2011). 

Bricker (2012) examined the evolution of Obama’s rhetoric concerning environmental 

issues from a pre-election strategy in which he foregrounded environmental definitions to a post-

election rhetoric in which he foregrounded the economic and national security benefits of 

environmental policies and backgrounded actual environmental concerns. Bricker reported that, 

post-election, Obama was faced with a public polled as not prioritizing environmental issues. In 

order to continue pushing his environmental agenda, Obama made a political choice to define 

environmental issues according to economic and national security repercussions in an attempt to 

make environmental issues appear more attractive to the public. Obama shifted from talking 

about the environmental benefits of clean energy and biodiversity to saying that green jobs 

would stimulate economic growth, and that the United States needs to be a forerunner in the 

international clean energy race in order to remain competitive. In the large number of speeches 

that Bricker analyzed, he found that Obama rarely touched on the environmental impact of 

talking points such as green jobs, biofuel or wind or solar power, and instead focused on their 

economic impact. Obama also frequently argued that U.S. dependence on foreign oil lent 

financial support to dictatorships, terrorists and nuclear propagation (Bricker, 2012, p. 165). 

Bricker argued that this rhetorical strategy of defining or framing environmental issues within a 
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foreground of more salient economic and defense issues garnered limited short-term support for 

environmental issues, but caused actual environmental concerns to be overlooked and forgotten 

in the long-term. In other words, because Obama backgrounded core environmental issues, the 

public ended up assigning less value to those issues, to the point where environmentalism was 

eventually disassociated from environmental policy which was seen instead from an economic or 

national security perspective. For this reason, hegemonic public opinion regarding environmental 

protection was not changed and so the public was not motivated to support Obama’s 

environmental policies. In addition, Bricker showed how disassociating core environmental 

values from environmental policy paved the way for 1) anti-environmental regulations to be 

justified; 2) funds intended for environmentally helpful jobs to be used for environmentally 

harmful jobs; and 3) biofuel production to cause degradation of soil and increased oil 

consumption and reliance. 

In yet another analysis of Obama’s A More Perfect Union speech, Dilliplane (2012) 

agreed that Obama’s masterful rhetorical strategy spoke of consilience, validated both Black and 

White sides of the Reverand Wright issue, highlighted the common goal of the American dream 

and emphasized an ongoing effort to achieve true unity. However, Dilliplane’s analysis was 

significant because it contributed a previously unvoiced dimension to the critiques of this speech. 

Dilliplane went further than previous scholars who universally articulated why Obama’s rhetoric 

was successful, and instead Dilliplane suggested that there were possible negative outcomes of 

these same successful strategies. Dilliplane suggested that by describing Black anger as 

“unconstructive”, Obama undermined the crucial role that Black oratorical anger historically 

served in motivating and mobilizing people to challenge social injustice and racial 

discrimination. Dilliplane argued that by validating Black anger, Obama could have possibly 
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increased White understanding and moved the nation closer to racial reconciliation. Dilliplane 

also pointed out that Obama’s theme of perfecting the union implied that there should have been 

mention of specific policies that would help achieve this. Instead, Obama’s rhetorical strategy 

was to avoid such concrete action statements in favor of promoting broad ideals such as common 

goals. Dilliplane (2012) also provided a brief summary of the consistently recurring rhetorical 

themes within Obama’s overall campaign communications. Dilliplane identified the theme of 

“out of many, one” or “E pluribus unum”; the American dream; a rejection of clearly delineated 

social, class and race barriers embodied by Obama’s own genetics and life experiences; and 

forward-moving progress toward perfecting the union. In addition, Dilliplane offered a cursory 

explanation of the slogan “Yes, we can” as embodying all of these themes. Dilliplane suggested 

that the recurrence of these themes throughout Obama’s campaign communications and their 

linkage to the campaign slogan indicated that the whole campaign was governed by a broader, 

consistent, deliberate rhetorical strategy. 

Johnson (2012) presented an analysis of Obama’s theological rhetoric in an examination 

of Obama’s address at the 2012 National Prayer Breakfast. Johnson said that Obama deviated 

from previous models of presidential Prayer Breakfast addresses which focused on issues such as 

abortion, gay marriage and birth control. Instead, in this address, Obama illustrated how his 

personal values were faith-based and reflected in his political policies. By emphasizing values 

and not religious doctrine, he invited all audiences, including non-religious members, to adopt 

these theological values. Johnson concluded by arguing that presidential theological rhetoric 

plays a vital role in shaping national dialogue and therefore policies. 

Underation (2012) presented an illuminating analysis of Obama’s rhetoric in his 

examination of Obama’s opening address at the 2009 Healthcare Summit. Underation 
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convincingly explained a potential reason behind what so many other scholars identified as 

Obama’s tendency to be vague and indirect about policy actions. Underation provided a 

comprehensive introduction to Rawlsian philosophy which comprises the ideas of 1) justice 

being equal to fairness; 2) reasonableness; and 3) hopeful thinking, all within the sphere of a 

liberal political system. John Rawls was not so interested in the outcome of policy as long as the 

motivation for the policy was fair, and in addition, Rawls argued that the only instance where 

inequality was justifiable was when the poor or the lower classes benefited from the inequality 

(Underation, 2012). Underation then provided reasonable evidence that Obama was familiar with 

Rawlsian philosophy. Underation’s analysis of Obama’s Healthcare Summit speech demonstrated 

that Obama’s rhetoric reflected Rawlsian philosophy in that Obama was not so much concerned 

about economic or political outcomes of his healthcare policy; but primarily concerned that it be 

fair, and that any instance of inequality benefit the underprivileged. Underation rationalized that 

Obama’s Rawlsian thinking helped explain why he frequently avoided talking about specific 

policies and actions and instead focused his arguments on broader, vaguer concepts like change, 

hope and justice. Underation further explained that critics of Rawlsian philosophy do not see the 

success of having a “big idea” without specific practical applications and actions to guide it. 

However, Rawls (and therefore, Obama) held firm to the belief that when fairness is the 

underlying factor driving policy-making and action, entities such as the economy will reform 

themselves in response since, as Watson stated in 2008, “The economy is a creation of society, 

society is not a creation of the economy (as cited in Underation, 2012, p. 25). Underation went 

on to explain that the underlying reason behind the breakup of consensus regarding Obama’s 

healthcare policy was due to a fundamental flaw in Rawlsian philosophy. Rawls believed that 

fairness required that all perspectives be equally considered, but the conundrum was that 
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perspectives that went against one person’s belief about what was fair were not considered. So, 

despite Obama’s speech that every voice would be welcomed at the Healthcare Summit, any 

perspective that went against healthcare reform was not welcomed. This, Underation stated, was 

the reason that support for Obama’s healthcare plan fell apart. Obama tried to “put an 

impossible-to-apply philosophy to practical use. As a result, some became unsure of the 

president’s motives and the trustworthiness of his promises due to the internal conflicts in Rawls’ 

conception of justice as fairness,” (Underation, 2012, p. 29). 

The aforementioned studies confirmed that Obama successfully manipulated verbal 

rhetorical devices in order to convey his message. Several scholars pointed out that Obama 

tended to intertwine different sides of an argument and rarely chose a side. Instead, he suggested 

that progress would occur by steering a delicate balance among multiple perspectives. These 

studies are part of a fast-growing body of research into Obama’s political verbal rhetoric – 

possibly driven by widespread praise that Obama is an excellent orator (Sweet & McCue-Enser, 

2010). Despite the popularity of examining Obama’s rhetoric and despite the media frenzy 

surrounding the campaign design, no previous investigations into Gotham and very few into 

Obama’s campaign visuals exist. Furthermore, there are no previous investigations of the verbal 

rhetoric employed in his campaign materials. 

This dissertation aimed to contribute to filling that gap in the literature. This research 

showed that typographical rhetoric was successfully designed in the campaign’s visuals, 

specifically by use of the Gotham typeface, but not exactly for the reasons that critics widely 

claimed. Brumberger’s (2003a) point that typography has a critical effect on perceptions of 

verbal rhetoric argues for typographic decisions to be supported by solid evidence instead of 

practitioners’ opinions and tradition. This dissertation added to the small amount of prior 
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research on typeface personas by determining a sample’s perceived persona of Gotham and then 

determining that it matched the verbal rhetoric of a sample of Obama’s presidential campaign 

visuals. 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 

What was Examined 

This dissertation was a two-part, mixed methods study. The researcher first quantitatively 

investigated what personality attributes the Gotham typeface used in Obama’s campaign actually 

possessed and then examined whether the found persona matched the persona that designers and 

practitioners ascribed to it. Kostelnick (1989) and Brumberger (2003a, 2003b) demonstrated that 

typography shapes readers’ perceptions of a message. Appropriate visual design increases 

communication potential and poor design leads to dissonance between the intended and 

perceived message. Part two of this study qualitatively investigated whether the persona of 

Gotham as perceived by the survey sample was appropriate to Obama’s 2008 intended campaign 

messages.  

Research Questions 

Based on the goals of this study, the following research questions were used to frame this 

study: 

RQ1: What personality attributes do people perceive from the Gotham typeface? 

RQ2: Does the persona of Gotham coincide with the intended message of Obama’s 

campaign ads? 

Operational Definitions 

Based on past research into typography and typeface persona, the following list of 

operational definitions was compiled to help with conducting this study. 

(1) Typeface: The visual appearance of text (Walker, 2001).  A typeface, such as Times    
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New Roman or Franklin Gothic, is a family of fonts or styles such as italic or bold. A 

typeface can be described according to whether it has serifs (projections off the stroke 

of a letter as shown in Figure 17), its x-height (the height of the lowercase x), its 

kerning (the space between letters), its weight (how bold or thin it is) and its 

ornamentation (such as flourishes). Typeface size is typically measured in points. One 

point is equal to 1/72 of an inch. Typefaces are traditionally designed in type 

foundries by typographers but desktop publishing software has made it easy for the 

general public to design typefaces. 

(2) Font: A specific style of the typeface such as Times New Roman Bold, or Franklin       

      Gothic Condensed. Typefaces frequently contain fonts such as roman or book, italic,     

      bold, condensed and black. 

(3) Typeface persona: The personality attributes that the visual appearance of a typeface    

      may convey such as strong or elegant. 

(4) Visual rhetoric: Visual design or visual communication intended to convey the  

      purpose of a document. 

(5) Verbal rhetoric: Textual discourse meant to inform or persuade. 

Research Design 

Overview 

This study was a two-part, mixed-methods study. Part one was aimed at determining the 

perceived persona of the Gotham typeface by the general public; that is, persons who had no 

typographical or professional design background or special interest in typography. Although 

Brinton (1961) and Tannenbaum, Jacobson and Norris (1964) found that design amateurs and 

professionals generally perceived the same qualities in typefaces, this researcher reasoned that 
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using a sample of typographically inexperienced people would better reflect the general 

perception of the wider population. The convenience sample of 201 people comprised U.S. 

Republicans, Democrats and Independents of legal voting age so as to ensure that results 

reflected the American electorate. Because it was interesting to see if different demographic 

groups perceived the typeface differently, the data was also analyzed for differences due to race, 

age and gender. Brumberger’s (2003a, 2003b) studies began to touch on demographic differences 

but her small sample sizes did not allow for adequate analysis. Therefore, this part of the study 

was an important progression of the work started by Brumberger. Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) permission was acquired prior to conducting the survey. 

This study then determined whether the observed Gotham persona coincided with the 

verbal rhetoric of Obama’s presidential campaign by analysis of a convenience sample of the 

campaign’s official ads. This was conducted as a qualitative content analysis of five selected 

posters that contained text set in Gotham. The samples were analyzed to determine the persona 

of the verbal rhetoric set in Gotham and whether the persona of Gotham corresponded with the 

verbal rhetoric. 

Data Collection 

For part one, the researcher gathered a large, convenience, snowball sample by 

distributing the link to a Survey Monkey questionnaire (see Appendix A) via email blasts and 

social networking media. For part two, a convenience sample of five posters which were 

published during the 2008 campaign period were collected from Scott Thomas’ book, Designing 

Obama. The 2010 book detailed the visual and conceptual design of the campaign. These 

particular posters were pertinent to this study since, presumably, Thomas selected these five 

posters for publication in his book because in his professional opinion they were 
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sufficiently representative of the visual and rhetorical strategy of the campaign. Using these 

posters therefore ensured that the analysis pertained to ads that were reasonably representative of 

the campaign. From the ads, the verbal rhetoric only, that is – the text only, and more 

specifically, only the text which was set in Gotham, was analyzed. 

Instrumentation 

The Survey Monkey questionnaire first verified that the participant was a U.S. citizen of 

legal voting age and then determined whether the participant had any prior professional or 

primary interest in typography or design. In order to gauge this, participants were asked if their 

job function or primary business involved, or had ever involved, a list of creative titles that the 

magazine, Graphic Design USA, uses for their subscriber database (see questions 1 and 2 in 

Appendix A). Those without professional or special interest were allowed to continue to take the 

survey. Demographic data was then collected, i.e. age, gender, ethnicity/race and political 

affiliation. The questionnaire presented participants with a lay definition of typeface to ensure 

that they understood what exactly they were being asked to evaluate. The lay definition was: “A 

typeface, often referred to as a font, is a visual style, design or appearance for text or letters. An 

example of a typeface is Times New Roman or Arial.” 

Next, following Brumberger’s (2003a) method, participants were shown the complete 

uppercase and lowercase alphabet and numeric character set of Gotham typeface and the 

pangram (using all letters of the alphabet) “A quick brown fox jumps over the lazy dog” set in 

Gotham Book and Gotham Bold weights since these two weights were used in Obama’s 

campaign materials (Thomas, 2010). The text size was set at 14 points like Brumberger’s study. 

To minimize political bias, participants were told neither the name of the typeface nor its 

association to Obama’s campaign or any other use. Participants were asked to rate the typeface 
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persona on a 7-point Likert scale similar to the non-paired attribute scale that Brumberger used in 

her 2003a study which was a modification of the semantic differential attribute scaling method. 

Brumberger’s scale contained 20 attributes and participants rated the typeface as very relaxed or 

not at all elegant, for example. According to the literature, creative professionals assumed 31 

attributes of Gotham. These were compared to Brumberger’s list and duplicate and similar 

attributes were collapsed to develop the final list of 35 attributes for the survey (Table 1). 

Participants were asked to rate Gotham on a 7-point Likert scale according to these attributes 

(Table 2). Definitions of the attributes were not provided so as to allow participants to engage 

their own interpretations. Participants were asked to work quickly so that their responses were 

based on first impressions. 
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Table 1 

Collapsing and combining of Brumberger’s (2003) attributes of typefaces and attributes of 

Gotham according to creative professionals. 

Brumberger’s 
(2003) attributes 
of typefaces 

Creative 
professionals’ 
attributes of 
Gotham 

Similar attributes Collapsing of 
similar attributes 

Resulting attributes 
of Gotham used for 
survey 

Cheap 
Cold 
Confident 
Dignified 
Elegant 
Feminine 
Formal 
Friendly 
Inviting 
Loud 
Masculine 
Playful 
Pretentious 
Professional 
Relaxed 
Scholarly 
Serious 
Sloppy 
Straightforward 
Warm 

American 
attractive 
bold 
blue collar 
Cold 
Contemporary 
Dress up nicely 
Dutiful 
Elegant 
Familiar 
Friendly 
Grave 
Legible 
Matter of fact 
New 
Nostalgic 
Not fancy 
Plainspoken 
simple 
Sleek 
Sophisticated 
Straightforward 
Substantial 
Tasteful 
Traditional 
Trustworthy 
unassuming 
versatile 
Vigorous 
Warm 
Youthful 

Attractive 
Dress up nicely 
Tasteful 
 
 
 
Bold 
Confident 
 
 
 
Not fancy 
Blue collar 
Plain 
Plainspoken 
simple 
 
 
 
Matter of fact 
Straightforward 
Unassuming 
 
 
 
New 
Contemporary 
 
 
 
Grave 
Serious 

 
Tasteful 
 
 
 
 
Confident 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plain 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Straightforward 
 
 
 
 
Contemporary 
 
 
 
 
Serious 

American 
Cheap 
Cold 
Confident 
Contemporary 
Dignified 
Dutiful 
Elegant 
Familiar 
Feminine 
Formal 
Friendly 
Inviting 
Legible 
Loud 
Masculine 
Nostalgic 
Plain 
Playful 
Pretentious 
Professional 
Relaxed 
Scholarly 
Serious 
Sleek 
Sloppy 
Sophisticated 
Straightforward 
Substantial 
Tasteful 
Traditional 
Trustworthy 
Vigorous 
Warm 
Youthful 
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Table 2 

Participants were asked to rate Gotham on a Likert scale based on these 35 attributes. 

 Not at all   Somewhat   Very 

American 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Cheap 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Cold 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Contemporary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Dignified 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Dutiful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Elegant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Feminine 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Formal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Friendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Inviting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Legible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Loud 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Masculine 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Nostalgic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Plain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Playful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Pretentious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Professional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Scholarly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Serious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sleek 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sloppy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sophisticated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Straightforward 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Substantial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Tasteful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Traditional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Vigorous 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Youthful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Analytical Procedures 

Sample 

A total of 374 participants started the survey. Of those, 34 were ineligible to proceed 

further due to not being a U.S. citizen of voting age, 91 were ineligible due to having a job 

primarily involving an area of visual communication, and a further 13 were ineligible due to 

having a primary business in an area of visual communication. Out of the remaining 236 

participants, 35 did not complete the survey. The resultant sample of 201 participants consisted 

of 92 males, 109 females, 118 Democrats, 14 Republicans and 69 Independents. Ages ranged 

from 18 to 68 with two modal ages of 20 and 28. For easier comparison of the data, participants 

were analyzed according to five age groups starting with 18 to 23 and covering 5-year 

increments up to age 41. The last two age groups spanned more years since the number of 

participants over 42 was small compared to the numbers of younger participants. Participants 

aged 42 to 53 were grouped and the last group was aged 54 to 68. The modal age group was 18 

to 23. Black was the most frequent ethnicity/race selected by 91 participants. Tables 3 through 6 

show the univariate frequency distributions of the demographics of the sample. 

  



88 

 

Table 3 

Age of sample. 

 

Age Group Number of Participants 

18-23 

24-29 

30-35 

36-41 

42-53 

54-68 

73 

61 

32 

12 

13 

10 

 

Table 4  

Gender of sample. 

Gender Number of Participants 

Male 

Female 

92 

109 
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Table 5 

Ethnicity/race of sample. 

Ethnicity/Race Number of Participants 

White 

Black 

Hispanic/Latino 

Asian 

Indian 

Middle Eastern 

Native American 

Pacific Islander 

Mixed 

Other 

33 

91 

21 

16 

15 

6 

0 

3 

7 

9 

 

Table 6 

Political affiliation of sample. 

Political Affiliation Number of Participants 

Republican 

Democrat 

Independent 

14 

118 

69 

 

Analysis 

Keeping in mind that the sample was a non-probability, convenience sample which made 

it inappropriate for making generalizations applicable to the real population, the researcher 

conducted basic statistical analyses in order to better understand the responses particular to the 

sample. Significance testing determines the probability that the sampled results will occur in the 

actual population. For this study, since the convenience sample was not a random sample 

representative of the actual population, tests of significance would not be accurate and therefore 

were not conducted. The statistical tools used were measures of central tendency. To analyze the 

typeface attributes which were nominal level data, the researcher calculated the mode survey 

response ratings. Using the measures of central tendency stated above, the researcher analyzed 
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the survey data in part one to determine the sample’s perceived persona of Gotham, and 

highlighted any demographic differences between groups in the sample. Using 

SurveyMonkey.com filters, the researcher ranked and analyzed the mode rating for each attribute 

to determine which attributes the sample most associated with Gotham. To examine demographic 

differences in typeface persona perception, the researcher then evaluated the modes using age 

group, gender, ethnicity and party as the independent variables and using each attribute as a 

dependent variable. Since the sample consisted of high frequencies of Black and Democrat 

participants, it must be noted that the data reported for Republican, Independent and 

ethnicities/races other than Black represented far fewer people than the sample size (N = 201). 

Due to human error, two attributes – professional and youthful – were left off the survey 

so these two were not analyzed with the results. The analysis considered 33 attributes instead of 

the originally planned 35. 

Since SurveyMonkey.com displayed the mode responses for each attribute, the researcher 

used the website’s filter tool to create a report showing only responses from those participants 

who completed the survey (N = 201) and used the modes shown to evaluate the data. The 

researcher also created filters to isolate the responses from each demographic group (age group, 

gender, ethnicity/race, and party affiliation). Since most of the participants self-identified as 

Black, White or Hispanic/Latino, all other ethnicities/races were placed into a group called 

“Other” so that the data set would have a sufficient number of participants to warrant analysis. 

This resulted in 16 filters; entire sample, ages 18-23, ages 24-29, ages 30-35, ages 36-41, ages 

42-53, ages 54-68, males, females, Blacks, Whites, Hispanic/Latino, Other Ethnicities/Races, 

Democrats, Republicans, and Independents.  
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For part two of the study, to determine the intended message of the campaign ads, the 

researcher conducted a qualitative, inductive content analysis of the verbal rhetoric in five 

campaign posters. While the visual rhetoric of the ads such as design, layout, photography and 

color schemes certainly played a part in communication, the purpose of this part of the study was 

to determine if the typeface persona coincided with the verbal rhetoric, so the visual rhetoric in 

the ads was not examined. Verbal rhetoric only, more specifically, the text that was set in Gotham 

in the ads, was qualitatively categorized, analyzed and coded according to the same 33 

personality attributes analyzed in part 1. The researcher performed the analysis in order to 

maximize political objectivity and minimize any bias that may arise from political affiliations of 

third party analysts, though it must be noted that it is impossible to completely eliminate personal 

partiality. In order to validate the content analysis findings, data triangulation was done by 

comparing the content analysis results to other scholarly and media analyses of verbal rhetoric in 

Obama’s campaign messages. 

For the initial analysis of the print ads, the researcher first examined the five 

advertisements which were in poster format and noted what were the main design elements used 

and the amount of text on each poster. Three posters advertised events and two just advertised 

Obama as a candidate. The first poster was a call to caucus, the second was a poster for a rock 

concert, the third contained the tagline “Change we can believe in” with a profile view of 

Obama’s face, the fourth was for an event in New York and the fifth was another “Change we 

can believe in” poster but with a frontal view of Obama’s face and upper torso. For ease of 

reference, the posters were labeled as Caucus, Change Rocks, Change Profile, NY and Change 

Front. Three posters – Caucus, Change Profile and Change Front – contained very little text and 

the largest or main element in these posters was an image of Obama. In these three posters, the 
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only text was a very short slogan or tagline accompanied by much smaller information such as a 

date, website address or sponsor information. The Change Rocks poster – the only poster without 

an image of Obama – had more text compared to the previously mentioned three, but still 

relatively little text when considering the available space on the poster. In the Change Rocks 

poster, Obama’s logo was the small, but central focus of the design and it was surrounded by 

event details such as the names of performers, ticket information, date, time and location, along 

with a two-word tagline. In the NY poster, the main design element was an image of Obama; 

however, the background of the poster consisted of a large amount of fine print text taken from 

one of Obama’s speeches. The five posters can be viewed in Appendix B. 

Next, the researcher examined the five posters for all instances of text set in Gotham. 

There were 21 instances of text set in Gotham across the five posters. The Caucus poster 

contained four instances of text in Gotham, the Change poster contained five, Change profile 

contained two, NY contained eight and the Change Front poster contained two. According to 

Ong (1982), when oral words are written they become locked in the visual realm and 

disconnected from the author’s tone, influence and context. Separating oral context from visual 

words allows interpretation of the message without influence from the author’s nonverbal 

rhetoric. Therefore, the found instances of Gotham text were transcribed into a plain text 

document in order to separate the verbal rhetoric from the visual rhetoric. This was done so as to 

minimize any effect of the visual design of the poster on the analysis. 

For the next part of the analysis, the researcher used an adaptation of Flowers and 

Young’s (2010) qualitative method of analyzing verbal dimensions of speech. Following Flowers 

and Young’s (2010) method, the researcher inductively sorted those instances of Gotham text 

into categories according to the kind of information the text presented. The emergent categories 
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were tagline or catch phrase, calls to action or directives, event details (such as date, time or 

address), website address and sponsor information.  

The NY poster contained not only the most instances of text in Gotham, but also a very 

large amount of text in Gotham, apparently excerpted from a speech, in the background of the 

design. To process this text, the researcher first made a transcript of all visible and legible letters 

and words in the background. Then the researcher Googled parts of the transcription in an effort 

to identify the source of the text and found that the source was remarks that Obama made at a 

Labor Day Rally in Manchester, NH on September 3, 2007. Next, the researcher searched for an 

official transcript of the speech and located one at 

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=77010#axzz2gsWO7UqR on the website of 

the American Presidency Project which was established by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters 

at the University of California, Santa Barbara, to archive documents related to the study of the 

Presidency such as messages and papers of the Presidents, party platforms, candidates’ remarks 

and election debates. The researcher then compared the text that was transcribed from the NY 

poster to the American Presidency Project transcript of the speech and made minor corrections to 

the poster transcription that arose from errors due to words being cut-off or barely visible on the 

poster. The final text from the NY poster used for analysis is presented in Appendix C and the 

full text of the speech is in Appendix D. In order to fully understand the rhetorical context of the 

text that was on the poster, which would facilitate rhetorical analysis, the researcher engaged in a 

long preliminary soak in the full, transcribed text of the speech.  

The initial categorization of the text set in Gotham on the posters is presented in Table 7. 

There were a few instances when a set of text was partly in Gotham and partly in another 
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typeface. In these instances, when the text not set in Gotham was essential to comprehending the 

set of text, the text not set in Gotham is shown in parentheses.  

Table 7 

Categorization of verbal rhetoric set in Gotham in official Obama campaign posters; 

necessary text not set in Gotham is (in parentheses). 

Poster Text set in Gotham Kind of information 

Caucus (I want you) to caucus Tagline or catch phrase 
Call to action or directive 

On Thursday, Jan. 3
rd

 | 6:30 pm Event details 

Iowa.BarackObama.com Website address 

Paid for by Obama for America Sponsor information 

Change Rocks Bryce Jordan Center . Pennsylvania State 
University 

Event details 

127 Bryce Jordan Center . University Park, PA 
16802 

Event details 

5:30 PM 
Doors open 

Event details 

$50 – General admission 
$30 – with Penn State student ID 

Event details 

For tickets & more info, visit 
www.barackobama.com/concert 

Event details or website address 

Change Profile Change we can believe in Tagline or catch phrase 

www.barackobama.com Website address 

NY Barack Obama 
In NYC 

Event details 

Sept 27 Event details 

Washington Square Park Event details 

Gates open at 5pm Event details 

Txt NYC to Obama 62262 Call to action or directive 

BarackObama.com/NYC Website address 

Free . Open to the public Events details 

Excerpt from Obama’s Labor Day Rally remarks 
in Manchester, NH on September 3, 2007 (full 
text that appeared on the poster is in Appendix 
C) 

Excerpt from a speech 

Change Front Change we can believe in Tagline or catch phrase 

www.barackobama.com Website address 

 

Once this was complete, Barthes’ 1974 (as cited in Spring, 2010) study of semiotics in 

text was applied to the analysis. Barthes explained that a text is inherently intertextual since it is 

received by a socio-cultural mix of audiences. Therefore, the researcher applied Kristeva’s 

(1969) notion of intertextuality to analyze the verbal rhetoric along the intersection of both the 
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horizontal and vertical axes. Kristeva said that a text has horizontal meaning because it belongs 

to both subject and addressee, as well as vertical meaning because it is oriented to the text as 

well as its context. While considering the intersection of both horizontal and vertical axes – of 

subject, addressee, text and context – of the text, each set of text set on Gotham on each poster 

was evaluated to determine if either the verbal rhetoric or the information kind could be viewed 

as matching any of the 33 persona attributes from the first part of the study. It should be noted 

that for the speech in the background text on the NY poster, if any attribute could be matched to 

any part of the verbal rhetoric, the text was considered to match that attribute. 
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CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS 

Survey Findings 

This section explains the quantitative findings from the survey data collected from the 

sample of 201 participants who took the SurveyMonkey.com typeface persona survey. These 

findings reflected only the perceptions of the convenience sample and cannot be applied to the 

general population. These findings served to answer research question 1: What personality 

attributes do people perceive from the Gotham typeface? 

Entire Sample  

 Keeping in mind that definitions of the attributes were not provided so as to allow 

participants to engage their own interpretations, in the analysis of the entire sample (N = 201), 

for 24 out of the 33 attributes, participants most frequently ranked the typeface right smack in the 

middle of the 7-point Likert scale: as somewhat. This was an interesting result as it showed that 

for most of these attributes (73%), participants felt that Gotham could not be definitively 

characterized. Instead, it seemed that the participants felt that Gotham could equally be perceived 

as very or not at all American, cheap, cold, confident, contemporary, dignified, dutiful, elegant, 

formal, friendly, inviting, masculine, relaxed, scholarly, serious, sleek, sophisticated, substantial, 

tasteful, traditional, trustworthy, vigorous and warm. The exceptions were that participants 

modally rated Gotham as very familiar, legible, plain and straightforward, and not at all 

feminine, nostalgic, playful, pretentious or sloppy. These findings are presented in Appendix E. 

Loud was the only attribute whose modal ranking was not either at the very end or in the very 

middle of the Likert scale, that is, its mode was not one of the following options: not at all, 

somewhat or very. Instead, Gotham was seen as one level above not at all loud. These findings 
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revealed that for these participants, if Gotham had a definitive persona, it could be described as 

familiar, legible, plain and straightforward, but also as somewhat of a jack of all trades since the 

participants ranked it as “somewhat” most other attributes as well. 

The findings for the sample as a whole held true when demographics were analyzed as 

independent variables. When each demographic variable was isolated, the data showed that 

Gotham was still seen for the most part as very familiar, legible and straightforward, not at all 

playful, pretentious or sloppy, and could be considered somewhat all the other attributes. In other 

words, for these participants, regardless of demographic differences, Gotham was generally 

capable of communicating each of the other attributes. These findings are explained in more 

detail below. 

Age Differences 

In the age group 18-23 (n = 73), the participants were fairly evenly represented in terms 

of gender, and like the whole sample, were mostly Black and Democrat. Their perception of the 

persona of Gotham was mostly similar to the overall sample, but they rated more attributes as 

very or not at all. According to them, Gotham was somewhat American, cheap, confident, 

contemporary, dignified, dutiful, elegant, inviting, masculine, nostalgic, pretentious, relaxed, 

sleek, sophisticated, substantial, tasteful, trustworthy, vigorous; not at all cold, feminine, loud, 

playful, sloppy; and very familiar, formal, friendly, legible, plain, serious, straightforward, and 

traditional. These findings are presented in Appendix E. For this group, the attributes 

contemporary, scholarly and warm had multiple modes. The trends for these three were, 

however, toward more contemporary, more scholarly, and more warm. The persona of Gotham 

for this group was therefore familiar, formal, friendly, legible, plain, serious, straightforward, and 



98 

 

traditional. These attributes are, however, somewhat similar to one another, and generally match 

up with the findings for the whole sample. 

Participants in the age group 24-29 (n = 61) rated Gotham less definitively for some 

attributes with modes appearing in the second, third, fifth and sixth Likert scale columns as 

opposed to definitively under not at all, somewhat or very. For this reason, the researcher 

concluded that they generally found it less cold, feminine, loud, nostalgic, sleek and 

sophisticated, and more American and relaxed. They rated Gotham as somewhat cheap, 

confident, contemporary, dignified, dutiful, elegant, formal, inviting, masculine, plain, scholarly, 

serious, sleek, sophisticated, substantial, tasteful, traditional, trustworthy, vigorous and warm. 

They definitively found it not at all playful, pretentious or sloppy, and very familiar, friendly, 

legible and straightforward. The results for this group generally coincided with the whole 

sample. These results are presented in Appendix E. 

Participants in the age group 30-35 (n = 32) also had a less definitive perception of 

Gotham. Still, like the sample as a whole, these participants also generally rated Gotham as more 

familiar, plain, legible and straightforward, as well as not at all loud, pretentious or sloppy, as 

can be seen in Appendix E. 

Participants aged 36-41 (n = 12) were particularly consistent in modally rating Gotham as 

somewhat for most of the attributes, although this central tendency may have been a factor of the 

very small number of people in this group. Like the sample as a whole, they rated Gotham as 

very familiar and legible, and not at all pretentious or sloppy, but, interestingly, unlike the sample 

as a whole, they rated it as somewhat loud, plain and straightforward. These results can be seen 

in Appendix E. 
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Older participants – those in the age group 42-53 (n = 13) – had scattered impressions of 

Gotham, but their perceptions were still in line with the sample as a whole. They generally found 

it less playful, pretentious, relaxed, sloppy and sophisticated, and more familiar, legible, plain 

and straightforward. These results are shown in Appendix E. 

The oldest participants in the sample – those in age group 54-68 (n = 10) – also had a 

more scattered perception of Gotham. None of the attributes were modally rated as very although 

the trend was toward more familiar, legible and straightforward. They rated Gotham as not at all 

elegant, feminine, sloppy or sophisticated. These results are in Appendix E. The researcher 

concluded that, generally, these participants shared the same perception of Gotham’s persona as 

the sample as a whole. 

 To summarize the findings, the age of the participant did not seem to have a noteworthy 

effect on the perception of Gotham. People of all ages in the sample tended to most frequently 

rate Gotham as very familiar, legible and straightforward; and not feminine, loud, pretentious or 

sloppy. They seemed to agree that, for the rest of the attributes, Gotham was neither definitively 

here nor there. 

Gender Differences 

 When considering the results from males only (n = 92), the same modes as before 

showed up for the same attributes. Male participants found Gotham very familiar, legible, plain, 

and straightforward; as well as not at all feminine, nostalgic, playful, pretentious or sloppy. The 

only notable differences were that they rated Gotham as somewhat loud whereas the sample as a 

whole found it less loud. The results for males are shown in Appendix E. 

For females (n = 109), there were generally the same modes in that Gotham was seen as 

very familiar, friendly, legible and straightforward; and not at all playful, pretentious or sloppy. 
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Females also tended to rate Gotham as less feminine, loud and nostalgic. However, females also 

most frequently found that Gotham was not at all cheap or cold. This was the only difference for 

this group. These results are shown in Appendix E. 

Ethnicity/Race Differences 

Participants who self-identified as Black (n = 91) rated Gotham as very familiar, legible, 

and straightforward. Their ratings also trended towards more American, friendly, plain, 

traditional and warm. Gotham was seen as not at all feminine or sloppy, and the ratings trended 

towards less cold, elegant, loud, nostalgic, playful and pretentious. These findings are presented 

in Appendix E. 

Participants who self-identified as White (n = 33) rated Gotham as very legible and the 

ratings generally leaned towards more American, familiar and straightforward. They found it not 

at all feminine, loud, nostalgic, pretentious or sloppy, and rated it towards less elegant. For this 

group, there was only one attribute – legible – with a mode in the very column, but the data 

showed that the ratings tended towards agreement with the sample as a whole. These data are 

presented in Appendix E. 

The participants who self-identified as Hispanic/Latino (n = 21) found Gotham very 

familiar and legible. They also found it more American, relaxed, straightforward and traditional. 

Gotham was viewed as not at all cheap, loud, pretentious or sloppy, and less cold or elegant. 

These results are shown in Appendix E. 

Participants who self-identified during the survey as Asian, Indian, Middle Eastern, 

Pacific Islander, Mixed or Other were placed together in a new group called Other 

ethnicities/races (n = 56). These participants also rated Gotham as very familiar, legible, plain 

and straightforward. Their ratings tended towards more American, friendly, inviting and 
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traditional. They saw Gotham as not at all nostalgic, playful, pretentious or sloppy, and less 

cheap, cold, feminine and loud. These results are shown in Appendix E. 

Overall, there was no notable difference in perception of Gotham when ethnicity/race was 

evaluated as an independent variable. For the most part, the different ethnic/race groups had 

similar ratings for the same attributes. 

Political Party Differences 

The Democrats (n = 118) in the sample rated Gotham as very familiar, friendly, legible 

and straightforward, and rated it towards more American and plain. They also rated it not at all 

cold, pretentious or sloppy, and ratings tended towards less feminine, loud, masculine, nostalgic 

and playful. The findings for this group are presented in Appendix E. 

The results from the small number of Republican participants (n = 14) made it easier to 

detect definitive perceptions of more attributes, however, this is most likely a function of the 

small number of participants in this group so the results are even less likely to be significant or 

reflected in normal populations. The Republicans in the sample rated Gotham as very familiar, 

legible, plain, straightforward, and ratings tended towards more American, confident, dignified, 

serious, tasteful, traditional and trustworthy. Gotham was perceived as not at all loud and seen as 

less cheap, cold, elegant, feminine, nostalgic, playful, pretentious, scholarly, sleek, sophisticated, 

vigorous and warm. These findings are displayed in Appendix E. 

The participants who self-identified as Independents (n = 69) found that Gotham was 

very familiar, legible and straightforward, and tended towards more plain, traditional and 

trustworthy. They rated Gotham as not at all feminine, nostalgic, playful or sloppy and tended 

towards less elegant and sophisticated. These data are shown in Appendix E. 
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Again, when considering political party affiliation as an independent variable, the results 

generally mirrored the results for the sample as a whole. Therefore, it was concluded that 

political predispositions of the sample participants did not affect their perceptions of Gotham. 

Verbal Rhetoric in Print Ads 

The following section presents the findings from the qualitative content analysis of the 

verbal rhetoric set in Gotham on the five sampled posters from the official 2008 Obama 

campaign. These findings were relative to the verbal text set in Gotham on the five posters only 

which were a convenience sample and the findings cannot be applied to any other posters, 

official or unofficial. These findings facilitated an answer to research question 2: Does the 

persona of Gotham coincide with the verbal rhetoric of Obama’s 2008 campaign print ads? 

The qualitative analysis of the verbal rhetoric in the Obama campaign posters showed 

that the common attributes among the coded instances of text set in Gotham were familiar, 

legible, plain, serious and straightforward. Most instances (18 out of 21) were also coded as 

formal. These findings are presented in Appendix F, Table 25. 

Event Details and Website Addresses 

 On the sampled posters, the most frequent text set in Gotham consisted of event details 

such as dates, times and locations, as well as website addresses. Out of the 21 total instances of 

Gotham text, 11 were event details and 5 were websites. The verbal rhetoric in these types of 

items were associated with the familiar, formal, legible, plain, serious and straightforward 

attributes since it is inherent in the rhetorical nature of this type of information to embody these 

attributes. The many ways that dates, times, ticket information and website addresses are 

verbally expressed are usually familiar, formal, legible, plain, serious and straightforward. It can 
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be argued that it is possible to express event details such as a date or time in a way that is 

considered unfamiliar, informal and non-serious. For example, writing a date as “25/2” as in the 

British system of placing the day before the month would be considered unfamiliar to American 

audiences. Using less specific terms such as “next Friday” or “dusk”, for example, could also be 

considered informal and non-serious. However, all of the instances of these event details on the 

sampled posters were considered to be the six attributes identified above. 

In addition to these six attributes, three instances of event details were also considered to 

be relaxed because of abbreviations or alternatives in the verbal expressions. These included 

using “Jan.” instead of “January”, using “&” instead of “and”, using “info” instead of 

“information” and using “Sept” instead of “September”. Notably, these instances were also 

coded as formal and serious, which could be construed as the opposite of relaxed. The 

justification for coding these event details as all three seemingly conflicting attributes is that the 

notation of a date and time, for example “on Thursday, Jan. 3rd | 6:30 pm”, is a formal and 

serious procedure, reflected by the use of formal, serious terminology to convey the information. 

The date and time were not notated by informal or non-serious terminology such as  

“next Thursday” or “after sunset”, for example. However, the use of the abbreviated “Jan.” 

instead of “January” implied that the rhetoric was simultaneously somewhat relaxed. 

Sponsor Information 

Only one instance of text in Gotham was categorized as sponsor information. The Caucus 

poster contained the text, “Paid for by Obama for America”. In addition to being coded as the six 

most frequent attributes mentioned above, this rhetoric was also coded American, confident and 

dutiful. It was considered American because it not only mentioned the word America, but also 

stated that the candidate was “for America” [emphasis added]. It was coded as confident because 
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the statement was a reasonably proud statement that the advertisement was supported by funds 

from the Obama campaign. It was also coded as dutiful because being “for America” [emphasis 

added] is patriotic and therefore, dutiful. 

Taglines or Catch Phrases and Calls to Action or Directives 

The Change Profile and Change Front posters contained the campaign tagline, “Change 

we can believe in,” set in Gotham. On both posters, “Change we can believe in,” was coded as 

confident, dignified, familiar, inviting, legible, serious, substantial and warm. The proclamation 

that Obama represented an idea that “we can believe in” was a self-assured, assertive statement 

that left no question about the ability to believe or certainty of belief, and so was coded as 

confident, serious and substantial. The rhetorical idea of Obama’s change being worthy of belief 

also made it a dignified statement. The phrase was familiar because it was popularly used as a 

campaign phrase. The phrase was not only a proclamation of Obama’s idea of change being 

worthy of belief, but it also encouraged and welcomed the audience to believe in change. In 

addition, the use of the first person pronoun, we, conveyed the idea that Obama and the audience 

were all together a collective group with the same belief in and desire for change. For these 

reasons, the phrase was coded as inviting as well as warm. The phrase itself was constructed of 

simple, easy to understand language which made it legible. Notably, although it was coded as 

legible, it was not coded as plain or straightforward since the phrase did not actually provide any 

explanation of the kind of change to which it referred. In other words, the meaning was neither 

plain nor straightforward. 

The Caucus poster contained the catch phrase “(I want you) to caucus”. “I want you” was 

not set in Gotham but was necessary in order to understand the rhetorical context of the phrase 

and so was presented in parentheses. This catch phrase was also categorized as a call to action or 
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directive. It was coded as American, confident, dutiful, familiar, legible, loud, masculine, 

nostalgic, plain, pretentious, serious, straightforward and vigorous. The phrase itself was an 

adaptation of the popular historical phrase that was used by James Montgomery Flagg in his 

1916 poster soliciting recruits for the U.S. Army (Figure 20). The Flagg poster showed an 

illustrated personification of America as Uncle Sam patriotically dressed in a blue, formal suit, 

red bowtie and white hat with stars on a blue stripe. With a severe, stern expression on his face, 

Uncle Sam pointed directly at the viewer and the text below the man demanded in large, bold 

uppercase letters, “I want you for U.S. Army.” According to the American Treasures of the 

Library of Congress exhibition website at http://www.loc.gov/exhibits/treasures/trm015.html, 

Flagg called the poster “the most famous poster in the world.” Due to its popularity, the catch 

phrase along with the stern illustration of Uncle Sam have been modified and reused for a wide 

variety of applications since Flagg’s 1916 publication, including the Caucus poster published by 

the 2008 Obama campaign. Because of the historical and rhetorical context of the phrase, it was 

coded as American, confident, dutiful, familiar, loud, masculine, nostalgic, pretentious, serious, 

straightforward and vigorous. It was also coded as legible and plain since the phrase clearly 

indicated the directive of a call for voters to caucus. 

 

Figure 20. James Montgomery Flagg’s 1916 I Want You for U.S. Army poster. 
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The second instance of Gotham text which was categorized as a call to action or directive 

was on the NY poster. The poster contained the words, “Txt NYC to Obama” with the numeric 

phone keypad equivalent of Obama, “62262,” appearing directly below the word Obama. This 

was an instruction to the public to send a cell phone text message to a specified phone number – 

presumably in order to receive further information about the New York event. The directive was 

coded as contemporary, familiar, formal, friendly, inviting, legible, plain, relaxed, serious and 

straightforward. The use of “txt” instead of “text” and the idea of sending a text to receive 

automated information about an event are both fairly modern and popular trends in colloquial, 

electronic terminology and information technology, so the directive was considered 

contemporary, familiar, friendly and relaxed. It was also considered formal and serious since it 

provided specific instructions for an action. The instructions were clear and easy to understand 

and so were also coded as legible, plain and straightforward.  

Speech Excerpt 

The large excerpt from Obama’s 2007 Labor Day Rally remarks in New Hampshire 

which was in the background of the NY poster was matched with 29 out of the 33 attributes. This 

was expected since when dealing with a significant amount of rhetoric, it was easy to find 

instances of most of the considered attributes within the text. However, none of the excerpted 

text was considered loud, playful, sleek or sloppy. Table 8 presents examples of the excerpted 

text that matched each of the 29 identified attributes. In the table, larger spaces in the text 

correspond to areas in the poster design where text was covered by graphics or the text was 

otherwise poorly or not visible. It must be noted that it would have been nearly impossible to 

understand the context of the rhetoric without first becoming familiar with the full transcript of 

the speech. That process allowed the researcher to accurately interpret the context of the text that 
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was on the poster by using knowledge of the missing text. Subsequently, it was possible to assign 

attributes to the visible text. 

Table 8  

Examples of coding of verbal rhetoric in speech excerpt in NY poster. 

Attribute Example from excerpted text 

American Ars for democrats they’ve been bad years for America 

Cheap Turned divisive politics into an art form, but they didn’t invent it. It was there 

Cold Ops after a storm and we’ve seen a disastrous war in Iraq that should never hav 

Confident Tics and passed the first ethics reform in twenty-five years, and that’s what I did in Washingto 

Contemporary We’re here We know we need a new dire 

Dignified Tics and passed the first ethics reform in twenty-five years, and that’s what I did in Washingto 

Dutiful Reform come when we’re willing to put the people’s interests before the special interests and 
partisa 

Elegant Turned divisive politics into an art form, but they didn’t invent it. It was there 

Familiar Father t It’s what led t 

Feminine Es up and she take n she goes 

Formal Feel over t I’m running for presid 

Friendly Doesn’t guarantee judgme Character. So let me tell you about a diff 

Inviting D challenge after they leave and so we face a choice in this election do 

Legible Feel over t I’m running for presid 

Masculine Orge Bush has been. It’s going to take more than a change of parties in the White House 

Nostalgic Beliefs  of history in search o 

Plain Ops after a storm and we’ve seen a disastrous war in Iraq that should never hav 

Pretentious Tics and passed the first ethics reform in twenty-five years, and that’s what I did in Washingto 

Relaxed Doesn’t guarantee judgme Character. So let me tell you about a diff 

Scholarly Publicans and democrats to expand health care for 150,000 Illinoisans, or put $100 million worth 
of 

Serious Ce officers and civil rights advocate  Death penalty system that had sent thirteen innoce 

Sophisticated L Street and Main Street and marginalized organized labor at a time 

Straightforward Ops after a storm and we’ve seen a disastrous war in Iraq that should never hav 

Substantial Publicans and democrats to expand health care for 150,000 Illinoisans, or put $100 million worth 
of 

Tasteful D challenge after they leave and so we face a choice in this election do 

Traditional Father t It’s what led t 
Ounters a To keep writing lette 

Trustworthy To America  so that I could do my part 

Vigorous We’re here We know we need a new dire 

Warm We’re here We know we need a new dire 

 

The conclusion of this part of the analysis was a clear affirmation in answer to research 

question 2: Does the persona of Gotham coincide with the verbal rhetoric of Obama’s 2008 

campaign print ads? The analysis in part 1 of the survey data showed that participants perceived 

Gotham as very familiar, legible, plain and straightforward. This corresponded with the analysis 



108 

 

in part 2 which showed that the verbal rhetoric set in Gotham on the posters most frequently 

embodied the same attributes – familiar, legible, plain and straightforward.  

Visual Rhetoric 

Although this analysis considered only the verbal rhetoric set in Gotham on the posters, a 

brief examination of the visual rhetoric on the posters, though subjective, was pertinent and 

provided additional support for the finding that the verbal rhetoric exhibited the attributes 

familiar, legible, plain and straightforward. The visual rhetoric or the design of the posters could 

be considered consistent with these attributes. For example, the design concept of the Caucus 

poster was an intentional, visual reference to the historically renowned James Flagg poster. The 

accompanying grayscale photo of Obama, the textured background treatment and the distressed 

typography texture gave the poster the effect of being old and worn as if it were from the era of 

the James Flagg poster. These visual elements would conceivably have created a sense of 

familiarity for viewers. The visual design of the Change Rocks and Change Profile posters was 

very similar. Both posters featured the circular central element of the Obama logo and both 

posters were split into top and bottom sections along the horizon line in the Obama logo. These 

sections featured the same color scheme and gradients. As such, again, a sense of familiarity 

would have been created because of the design was based on known, recognizable elements and 

color schemes from the campaign. The visual design of NY poster and the Change Front poster 

both embodied the attributes of being plain and straightforward. The design of these two was 

very simple and clean. Design elements were kept to a minimum and the color scheme was 

consistent with the rest of the campaign visuals. Although the NY poster contained the most 

complex design elements in the form of an illustration of Obama, the I [Obama] NY logo, and 

the speech excerpt in the background, there is a clear visual hierarchy which guided the viewer. 
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The I [Obama] NY logo is the most dominant element and leads the eye into the event details 

allowing viewers to prioritize that information. The illustration of Obama in shades of blue fades 

into the blue background and the small red stripes at the bottom offer a mere suggestion of the 

American flag. These design choices contributed to the general aesthetic effect of being simple 

and clean – attributes which could be easily associated with plain and straightforward.  



110 

 

CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

Gotham: A Jack of All Trades 

The literature review in this study showed that creative professionals and critics ascribed 

at least 31 persona attributes to Gotham. These included American, cold, contemporary, dutiful, 

elegant, familiar, friendly, grave, legible, matter-of-fact, new, nostalgic, not fancy, plainspoken, 

sleek, sophisticated, straightforward, substantial, tasteful, traditional, trustworthy, vigorous, 

warm and youthful. Brumberger (2003a) reported that typefaces could also be perceived as 

cheap, confident, dignified, feminine, formal, inviting, loud, masculine, playful, pretentious, 

professional, relaxed, scholarly, serious and sloppy.  

Creative professionals and critics widely praised Gotham for being suitable for Obama’s 

campaign because of the above attributes which they claimed were inherent to the typeface. 

However, the survey findings indicated that, for the convenience sample, the many attributes that 

visual communication professionals and critics assigned to Gotham were not actually 

appropriate. Therefore, this dissertation research supported Brumberger’s suggestion that one 

cannot rely on practitioners’ lore and intuition to govern design decisions. Creative professionals’ 

and critics’ opinions were not shared by the surveyed sample which consisted of members of the 

general lay public. Instead, the sample generally associated no particular personality attributes 

with Gotham. Although a few attributes – familiar, legible, plain and straightforward – were 

identified as corresponding with Gotham, the sample as a whole generally found that Gotham 

was somewhat almost all of the attributes, or, in other words, a jack of all trades. 

To explain the sample’s perception, it may be the attributes that visual communication 

professionals and critics ascribed to Gotham which were publicized by the media were in fact 

derivative of the personality of Obama and his campaign and not inherent to the typeface at all. 
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Michael Bierut of Pentagram and Brian Collins of Ogilvy & Mather were probably the only 

professionals who were on point with their assessments of Gotham. Both designers were quoted 

as having credited the overall visual consistency of Obama’s campaign for its success, and not 

any particular attributes of Gotham. Bierut said that the campaign typefaces were tastefully 

chosen and matched the overall campaign messages to some extent. In his words, Gotham was “a 

sleek, purposefully not fancy, very straightforward, plainspoken font, but done with a great deal 

of elegance and taste” (Romano, 2008) – an evaluation that generally corresponded with the 

sample’s perception of Gotham. Beirut also stated that attaching personality attributes to 

typefaces was more a function of imagination rather than scientific evidence (Romano, 2008). In 

an interview with Heller (2008), Collins said that Gotham amplified Obama’s personality and 

campaign message without adding any independent attributes, and that Gotham would have 

suited any other candidate in the same way. He described Gotham as having an oxymoronic 

ability to appear matter-of-factly suitable in a multitude of situations. The survey findings also 

supported Collins’ statement. 

The survey findings also corresponded with the literature review of investigations into 

Obama's verbal rhetoric. Kyrala (2010) reported that Obama’s technique of vague 

insubstantiation, propositionally empty structures and emphasis on the interpersonal allowed him 

to manipulate meanings in his speech. Ivie’s (2011) examination of one of Obama’s speeches 

concluded that it was a “rhetorical exercise in strategic ambiguity” (p. 727). Ivie called Obama a 

“rhetorical trickster” (p. 477) who manipulated rhetoric to cunningly imply that he supported one 

idea while still allowing room to implement a contrary idea. Dilliplane (2012) suggested that 

Obama’s entire campaign was clearly governed by a consistent and deliberate rhetorical strategy. 

O’Connell et al. (2010) said that Obama’s skillful, calculated, scientifically organized speaking 
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style allowed him to adapt his rhetoric to a variety of settings, themes, intents and audiences. 

Similarly, Sweet and McCue-Enser (2010), Isaksen (2011) and McPhail and McPhail (2011) all 

pointed out Obama’s ability and tendency to shift his rhetoric in order to suit his need. In an 

attempt to explain Obama’s habit of vague, ambiguous and indecisive rhetoric, Underation 

(2012) suggested that Obama’s rhetoric be examined from the perspective of Rawlsian 

philosophy. Rawlsian philosophy is concerned more with ensuring that the motivation for 

political policies are justice, fairness, reasonableness and hopeful thinking, but not so much with 

the specifics of how those ideals are implemented. Underation explained that there is a 

fundamental flaw in Rawlsian philosophy. It mandates that all viewpoints should be equally 

considered, but in order to ensure the goal of justice, fairness, reasonableness and hopeful 

thinking, viewpoints that are in opposition are automatically rejected. Underation implied that 

Obama’s practice of Rawlsian philosophy in his rhetoric with its fundamental flaw resulted in 

ambiguity, vagueness and apparent indecisiveness in Obama’s rhetoric. 

In essence, scholars generally agreed that Obama's speech tended to be vague, adaptable 

and instead of choosing a side of an argument, he preferred to navigate a delicate balance among 

multiple perspectives. Several scholars highlighted Obama’s habit of weaving together different 

sides of arguments by focusing on the issue’s complexities and the interdependencies of each 

side. Scholars labeled Obama’s rhetoric as vertiginous and indecisive, stating that he had a 

“penchant for balanced phrases” (Terrill, 2011, p. 771). In other words, Obama's rhetoric could 

be described as flexibly suitable for all occasions – like Gotham, which the sample described as 

somewhat most attributes. This indicated that, at least for the convenience sample, the Gotham 

typeface was actually quite appropriate for the Obama campaign since the typeface was viewed 
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as having the same adaptable persona suitable for multiple occasions, much like Obama’s 

rhetorical style. 

Gotham: Plain and Simple 

In addition to the above conclusion, and despite the general perception of Gotham as a 

jack of all trades, the findings also showed that survey participants rated Gotham as very 

familiar, legible, plain and straightforward. The analysis of the verbal rhetoric set in Gotham on 

the sampled campaigns posters showed that the verbal rhetoric most frequently shared these 

same attributes as well. In other words, the rhetorical message conveyed by the visual design of 

the typeface corresponded to the rhetorical message of the verbal text in Obama’s campaign ads. 

Brumberger (2003a) demonstrated that readers were aware of the suitability of the design of 

typefaces to the verbal text. Tschorn (2008) agreed that typefaces convey overt messages. 

Brumberger (2004) further showed that the interaction between typeface and text persona 

affected the audience’s perception of the author’s credibility. Other scholars demonstrated that 

visual communication was pivotal in influencing late deciders in political campaigns (McHugo, 

Lanzetta, Sullivan, Masters & Englis, 1985; Graber, 1987). Sweet and McCue-Enser (2010) and 

Patterson (2011) showed that Obama’s verbal rhetoric corresponded with the campaign’s 

intended message, giving the campaign a cohesion that positively assisted the campaign’s 

success. Since the typeface design of Gotham and the verbal rhetoric in the campaign posters 

also corresponded, it could be presumed that the selection of Gotham as the campaign typeface 

contributed to the coherence of the campaign and positively assisted the campaign objectives, at 

least for the sample in this study. 

Based on the findings of this study, this researcher concluded that Gotham was actually 

an ideal typeface for Obama, but only because of its ability to seem well-suited in a variety of 



114 

 

situations, and not because of what critics and professionals claimed were Gotham's inherent 

attributes. In other words, Gotham would be the ideal typeface for any candidate. This point, 

however, does not negate that the use of Gotham contributed to the consistency of the visual and 

rhetorical strategy in the 2008 Obama campaign. These findings should encourage future 

political candidates to utilize tailored, visual, typographic strategies for their campaigns and 

should encourage further research into typography in political communication. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research 

The survey was distributed online only and available for completion online only and this 

prolonged the time needed to gather at least 200 participants. It was suggested that if the survey 

had been made available on paper, more people may have been able to participate. However, 

enabling hard copy responses would have added length and difficulty to the data compilation and 

analysis in terms of time and possible human errors when inputting raw data into the electronic 

spreadsheet. 

Two human errors were made in the creation of the survey. Two attributes – legible and 

straightforward – were accidentally listed twice and two attributes – professional and youthful – 

were accidentally left out. This error was discovered after more than 120 participants had started 

the survey and more than 70 participants had completed the survey. Redoing the survey meant 

finding all new participants and, with a convenience sample, there was not enough time to do so. 

Therefore it was decided that the second instance of the duplicated attributes would be 

discounted so that only participants’ first impressions were considered, and that the two left out 

attributes would be removed from the analysis, leaving the total analyzed attributes at 33 instead 

of the originally planned 35. 
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Due to the scope of this unfunded study, the survey sample was non-probability and could 

not be used with advanced statistical measures to test significance or make assumptions about the 

actual voting population. Repeating the study with a random, probability sample is suggested for 

future funded research. Because the convenience sample for the survey was sought through the 

researcher’s online social network which is centered in Washington, DC, the majority of 

respondents self-identified as Black and Democrat. Democrats may be more likely to have 

positive associations with Gotham as a result of increased deliberate exposure to Obama’s 

campaign materials and this may have affected the Democrats’ ratings. This also meant that the 

number of participants who were Republican and other ethnic/race groups was too small to be 

adequately analyzed as independent variables. A repeat of this study with higher numbers of 

participants in these demographics would better serve to discover and explain these groups’ 

perception of the persona of Gotham. 

Due to the scope of this study it was not possible to take the data set further and cross-

tabulate responses according to independent variables. For further examination, additional filters 

could be created to analyze cross-tabulated responses in data sets such as male Democrats, 

female Democrats aged 36-68, Black male Democrats, Black female Democrats aged 18-35, and 

so on. 

Griffin and Kagan’s (1996) study of visual imagery in political campaign TV spots 

reaffirmed that visual imagery represented themes in the campaigns better than verbal rhetoric. 

As such, it would be useful to compare the message conveyed by Gotham’s persona with the 

message conveyed by the other visual imagery in Obama’s campaign ads and not just the verbal 

rhetoric in the ads. Since many of the scholarly examinations of Obama’s rhetoric were focused 

on identifying racial implications, it would be interesting to examine whether Black Democrats 
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associate Gotham with any racially-geared attributes. It would also be interesting to subsequently 

research whether the original sans serif version of Gotham used in the 2008 campaign carried the 

same personality attributes as the newer serif version of Gotham that was designed for Obama’s 

2012 campaign. Such examinations were outside the scope of this research and are suggested for 

further research. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A – Data Collection Tool 

 

 

 

1.  Are you a U.S. citizen of legal voting age? 

If response to 1 is yes, then continue to 2. 

2. Has your job ever primarily involved: 

 Graphic design 

 Art direction 

 Creative direction 

 Package design 

 Web design 

 Art production 

 Advertising/marketing 

 Print production 

3. Has your primary business ever been: 

 Graphic design firm 

 Corporate advertising 

 Advertising agency 

 Publisher/other communications media 

 Design/imaging services 

 Printer 

If responses to 2 and 3 are no, then continue to 4. 
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4. How old are you? 

5. Are you male or female? 

6. What ethnicity/race do you most identify yourself as? 

7. What is your political affiliation? 

Definition of typeface: 

A typeface, often referred to as a font, is a visual style, design or appearance for text or letters. 

An example of a typeface is Times New Roman or Arial. 

8. Keeping the above definition in mind, please rate the following typeface for each attribute 

on a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is Not at all and 7 is Very. Please work quickly so as to base 

your response on your first impression. 
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 Not at all   Somewhat   Very 

American 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Cheap 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Cold 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Contemporary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Dignified 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Dutiful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Elegant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Feminine 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Formal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Friendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Inviting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Legible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Loud 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Masculine 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Nostalgic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Plain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Playful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Pretentious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Professional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Scholarly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Serious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sleek 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sloppy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sophisticated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Straightforward 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Substantial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Tasteful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Traditional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Vigorous 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Youthful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix B – Sample Posters used for Part 2 Analysis 

 

 

 
 

Figure 21. Caucus Poster 
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Figure 22. Change Rocks Poster 
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Figure 23 Change Profile Poster 

 

 



123 

 

 
 

Figure 24. NY Poster 
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Figure 25. Change Front Poster   
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Appendix C – Text in background of NY Poster 
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Appendix D – Barack Obama: Remarks at a Labor Day Rally in Manchester, New 

Hampshire, September 3, 2007 

 

Retrieved October 8, 2013 from The American Presidency Project at 

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=77010#ixzz2h86WZaBt 

 

I have been running for President now for a little more than six months. And everywhere we've 

gone we've seen these huge crowds just like this one. We saw 10,000 in Iowa City. 20,000 in 

Austin. 20,000 in Atlanta. 

 

It's not just the numbers themselves that are so inspiring. It's the people behind those numbers. 

They're young and old; Black and White, Latino, Asian, and Native American. They're 

Democrats and Independents and more than a few Republicans. Many are showing up to the very 

first political event of their lifetime. 

The conventional thinking in Washington tells us that we're a country divided into Red States 

and Blue States; that we're doomed to fight the same tired partisan battles over and over again. 

They tell us we can't come together to take on big challenges like health care, or energy, or 

education; that we can't agree on what America should be, so we might as well settle for the way 

America is right now. 

But these crowds tell me something else. They tell me that when it comes to what's wrong with 

this country, the American people are not the problem. The American people are the answer. 

We're here today - you and I - because we believe in what this country can be. In the face of war, 

we believe there can be peace. In the face of despair, we believe there can be hope. In the face of 

a politics that's shut us out, that's told us to settle, that's divided us for too long, we believe we 

can be one people, reaching for what's possible, building that more perfect union. 

That's why we're here. 

We know we need a new direction. And that change begins with an end to the Bush-Cheney 

Administration. Their years haven't just been bad years for Democrats. They've been bad years 

for America. 

We've seen the triumph of ideology over reason; of cronyism over competence. We've seen the 

Constitution of the United States treated as a nuisance instead of the founding document of our 

democracy. We've seen policies that have widened the divide between Wall Street and Main 

Street and marginalized organized labor at a time when American workers need a voice most. 

We've seen fellow citizens abandoned on rooftops after a storm. And we've seen a disastrous war 

in Iraq that should never have been authorized and never been waged. 

But we also know that, as bad as George Bush has been, it's going to take more than a change of 

parties in the White House to truly turn this country around. George Bush and Dick Cheney may 

have turned divisive, special-interest politics into an art form, but they didn't invent it. It was 
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there before they got to Washington, and if you and I don't stand up and challenge it, it will be 

there long after they leave. 

And so we face a choice in this election. 

Do we continue the cynical math that says it's a winning strategy to divide our country in two, 

and simply ignore the half that doesn't agree? Or do we find our stake in each other as 

Americans, united again by a sense of common purpose and a common destiny? 

Do we continue the conventional Washington thinking on foreign policy that led us to this tragic 

war in Iraq? Or do we recognize the challenges of a new world, and engage with friends and foes 

in a way that restores America's moral leadership and security? 

Do we continue to allow lobbyists to veto our progress? Or do we finally put our national 

interests ahead of the special interests, and address the concerns people feel over their jobs, their 

health care and their children's future? 

That's why I'm running for President of the United States. 

Because to meet America's challenges, changing parties isn't change enough. We need something 

new. We need to turn the page. There are those who tout their experience working the system in 

Washington - but the problem is that the system in Washington isn't working for us and hasn't for 

a long time. 

Think about it. We've been talking about the health care crisis in this country for decades. Yet 

through Democratic and Republican Administrations we've failed to act. And you know why - 

because the drug and insurance industry has spent over a billion dollars on lobbying in the past 

ten years alone to block reform. We've heard promises of energy independence for decades, yet 

every year, the oil and gas lobbyists use their clout and their money to keep us addicted to fossil 

fuels. 

Too many in Washington see politics as a game. And that is why I believe this election cannot be 

about who can play this game better. It has to be about who can put an end to the game-playing. 

The times are too serious; the stakes are too high. And the change that's required, this new spirit 

of responsibility and honesty; of seriousness and sacrifice, starts with you. It starts with millions 

of people across this country, coming together to demand something better. 

I have never seen politics as a game. From the day I decided to become a community organizer 

on the South Side of Chicago over two decades ago, I have always seen politics as a mission - as 

the way we hold this country up to our highest ideals. And when we've fallen short of those 

ideals, it's this sense of mission that has compelled Americans of all backgrounds and beliefs to 

put aside their differences and push their shoulder against the wheel of history in search of a 

better day. 

It's this sense of mission that led my grandfather to enlist after Pearl Harbor and sent my 

grandmother to a bomber assembly line. It's what led thousands of young people I'll never know 
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to sit at lunch counters and brave fire hoses so that we all might be free. It's what led my father to 

keep writing letters until someone answered his prayer and gave him his ticket to America. And 

it's what led me to those poor neighborhoods in Chicago, so that I could do my part to help folks 

who had lost jobs and lost hope when the local steel plant closed. 

It's politics as a mission. And if you don't spend your whole life in Washington, it becomes easier 

to remember what this means. The other day I got head to out to California because the Service 

Employees' Union had organized an event where I would walk in the shoes of one of their 

members for a day. And so I woke up at five a.m. and met up with this sixty-one-year-old 

woman named Pauline Beck who was a home care worker. Every day of her life she wakes up 

and she takes care of two foster children who do not have a family of their own. Then she goes to 

work and she takes care of an eighty-seven-year-old amputee. And so I went with her to work, 

and we scrubbed the floors and we did the laundry and cleaned the rooms. 

It was one of the best days I've had on the campaign so far. Because it reminded me of what 

we're doing here. Listening to this humble woman talk about the hardships of her life without a 

trace of self-pity, glad she could be of some service to somebody, just wanting a little bit more 

pay to take care of those kids, a little more security for her retirement, maybe a day off once in 

awhile to rest her tired back, I was reminded that for all the noise and the pettiness coming out of 

Washington, what holds this country together is this fundamental belief that we all have a stake 

in each other - that I am my brother's keeper; that I am my sister's keeper. And that must express 

itself not only in our churches and synagogues or in our personal lives, but in our government 

too. 

Now, when the folks in Washington hear me speak, this is usually when they start rolling their 

eyes. "Oh, there he goes talking about hope again. He's so naive. He's a hope peddler. He's a 

hope-monger." 

Well I stand guilty as charged. I am hopeful about America. Apparently the pundits consider this 

a chronic condition, a symptom of a lack of experience. 

I used to wonder what they meant, this whole experience argument, because I've been fighting 

for people as a public servant for over two decades - as a community organizer, a civil rights 

lawyer, a constitutional law professor, a state Senator, and a U.S. Senator. 

But then I came to realize that to this bunch, only the years you spend in Washington count. Only 

time in Washington translates into wisdom. 

I think they are wrong about that. Recent history suggests otherwise. There were a couple of 

guys named Cheney and Rumsfeld who had two of the longest resumes in Washington and they 

led us into the worst foreign policy fiasco in our history. Time served doesn't guarantee 

judgment. A resume does nothing about character. 

So let me tell you about a different kind of experience - the experience I bring to this race. 



131 

 

My experience tells me that real change and progress comes not by dividing, but by bringing 

people together to get things done - like when I worked with police officers and civil rights 

advocates to reform a death penalty system that had sent thirteen innocent people in Illinois to 

death row. Or when I worked with Republicans and Democrats to expand health care for 150,000 

Illinoisans, or put $100 million worth of tax cuts in the pockets of working families. Or when I 

worked with my Republican colleague, Dick Lugar, to pass a law securing dangerous weapons in 

the old Soviet Union. 

My experience tells me that real change and reform come when we're willing to put the people's 

interests before the special interests and partisan interests. That's what I did in Illinois when I 

took on money in politics and passed the first ethics reform in twenty-five years, and that's what 

I did in Washington when I passed a law that earned me the cold shoulder from leaders of both 

parties - for the first time in history, Washington lobbyists will have to disclose who they're 

raising money from and who in Congress they're funneling it to. 

My experience tells me that real change and security come when we're willing to make foreign 

policy decisions based not on what's popular in Washington, but what's right for America - based 

on a real understanding of the world. That's why I resisted the tide in my campaign for the U.S. 

Senate and opposed the war in Iraq from the start. As we saw then, longevity in Washington is 

no guarantee of good judgment. 

So let's be clear - there are a lot of people who have been in Washington longer than me; who 

have better connections and go to the right dinner parties and know how to talk the Washington 

talk. Well I might not have the experience Washington likes, but I believe I have the experience 

America needs right now. Hope and change are not just the rhetoric of a campaign for me. Hope 

and change have been the causes of my life. Hope and change are the story of our country. And 

we're here today to continue that story. 

We're here to infuse the old Washington politics with a new sense of mission - to unite people 

around a common purpose. To rally Americans around a common destiny. We aren't just here to 

win an election. We are here to transform a nation. 

I do not accept that in the richest nation on Earth we have to stand by while 47 million 

Americans have no health care and millions more are on the verge of bankruptcy because of their 

medical bills. My mother died of ovarian cancer in the prime of her life and do you know what 

she was most worried about in those final months? She was between jobs when she was 

diagnosed and she wasn't sure whether insurance would cover her treatment. So I know what it's 

like to see a loved one suffer because of a broken health care system. I know that it's wrong. And 

I know that's not who we are. 

When I am President, we will have universal health care in this country by the end of my first 

term in office. It's a plan that will cover every American and cut the cost of a typical family's 

premiums by $2500 a year. And I will not let the drug and insurance companies spend another 

billion dollars to block reform - because people like my mother shouldn't have to worry about 

bankruptcy every time they get sick. We're better than that. 
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I do not accept that we have to keep sending $800 million a day to hostile nations because of our 

addiction to foreign oil - a dependency that fuels both sides of the war on terror and is melting 

the polar ice caps in the bargain. We can meet our moral obligation to future generations and halt 

the march of global warming. 

I have a plan to raise our fuel standards that's won the support of some lawmakers who had never 

supported raising fuel standards before. And I didn't just give a speech about it in front of some 

environmental audience in California - I went right to Detroit and said it in front of a group of 

automakers. Now I have to admit - the room was pretty quiet. But I did it because I don't think 

we're going to get anywhere in this country by just telling everyone what they want to hear. We 

have to tell people what they need to hear. We have to tell people the truth. And you shouldn't 

expect anything less from your President. 

I don't accept that we can't give every single child in America a world-class education. We know 

countries that out-teach us today will out-compete us tomorrow. But it's bigger than that. The 

America we believe in isn't a country where millions of children are robbed of their opportunity 

by failing schools. And the answer isn't just a snappy slogan. 

To truly leave no child behind, we have to make a genuine commitment to educational 

opportunity for all, from cradle to adulthood. This country should be focusing on the most 

important part of any child's achievement - the person standing at the front of the classroom. As 

President, I will launch a campaign to recruit an army of new teachers, and we'll pay them better, 

and give them more support, and help them reach high standards by working with them, not 

working against them. I will invest in early childhood education so that every child has the best 

possible start in life. And while we're at it, let's finally make a college degree affordable and 

available to every American, and bolster our community colleges to help educate and train 

America's workers. We can do that. 

I do not accept that the American Dream is a thing of the past. On this Labor Day, let's give 

American workers more than a parade. Let's give them policies that actually value their work. 

Let's provide them with a living wage. Let's allow our unions do what they do best again - 

organize our workers and lift up our middle-class. And let's stop giving tax breaks to the 

companies who send them overseas and start giving them to companies who create jobs right 

here in America. We can do this. 

Finally, I do not accept an America that has lost its moral standing in the community of nations. 

Today there is no greater mission than keeping America safe and restoring America's image in 

the world. 

That starts with ending this war. I opposed the war in Iraq from the start. I said then that Iraq was 

the wrong battlefield; that we would find ourselves mired in a lengthy civil war, diverting our 

attention from Al Qaeda in Afghanistan. And I introduced a plan back in January that would 

have gradually and responsibly removed all combat troops from Iraq by March 30th, 2008. The 

President vetoed a plan just like this last spring, but we will be debating the war again next week. 

Now is the time to keep the pressure on all those Republican Senators and Congressmen who 
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continue to support the President's failed course. We can end this war without George Bush. And 

if we don't, then it will be the first thing I do as President of the United States. 

But the change that is needed extends beyond ending the war. To repair the damage, to meet the 

dangers and seize the opportunities of this new century, the old formulas will not do. We need to 

turn the page on the Bush-Cheney policy of not talking to leaders we don't like. That doesn't 

make us look tough. It makes us look arrogant. I'm not afraid that I'll lose a propaganda battle 

with a bunch of dictators. Strong countries and strong Presidents shouldn't be afraid to talk to our 

adversaries to tell them where America stands. That's why I will - because that's how tough, 

principled and smart diplomacy works. 

I want to go before the United Nations as President and say, "America's back." It's time for 

America to lead again. It's time to fight on the right battlefield in rooting out al Qaeda. It's time 

to lead by building schools in the Middle East that teach math and science instead of hatred. It's 

time for us to close Guantanamo and restore the right of habeas corpus. It's time to show the 

world that we are not a country that ships prisoners in the dead of night to be tortured in far off 

countries. That we are not a country that looks away while innocents are slaughtered in Darfur. 

That we are not a country that runs prisons which lock people away without ever telling them 

why they are there or what they are charged with. 

That is not who we are. 

We are the last, best hope of Earth. We are the nation that liberated a continent from a madman, 

that lifted ourselves from the depths of Depression, that won Civil Rights, and Women's Rights, 

and Voting Rights for all our people. We are the beacon that has led generations of weary 

travelers to find opportunity, and liberty, and hope on our doorstep. That's who we are. And 

that's who we can be again. 

I am reminded every single day that I am not a perfect man. I will not be a perfect President. But 

I can promise you this - I will always tell you what I think and where I stand. I will be honest 

with you about the challenges we face. I will listen to you when we disagree. And most 

importantly, I will open the doors of government and ask you to be involved in your own 

democracy again. 

I know what I'm asking is hard. I know that politics and politicians have disappointed you so 

many times before, to the point where sometimes it seems easier to just tune out and walk away. 

But what you have to remember is that when you walk away, the same old politics wins every 

time. That's what all the people who benefit from politics as a game are counting on. 

That's why we need you. That's why I can't do this alone. I am not just asking you to trust in my 

ability to change this country - I'm asking you to trust in yourself. In your own instincts. In your 

own sense of possibility. In your own sense of what's right. I'm asking you to bet on us, on our 

capacity to do what previous generations have done - to lift our sights, to join together and forge 

a better future for our children and grandchildren. Make this campaign the vehicle for your hopes 

and your dreams; for your sense of what America is and what America can be. And if you're 

willing to work for it and fight for it and bring others to this cause, if after this rally you decide to 
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go sign up twenty more people or volunteer to knock on doors or serve as a precinct captain, then 

I believe that this time will finally be different from all the rest. 

And so I'm asking you - if you believe it's time to challenge the Washington politics that have let 

us down and shut us out and made us settle; if you believe it's time to restore a sense of mission 

to our politics and a sense of possibility to America; if you want a country that no longer sees 

itself as a collection of Red States and Blue States; if you want a President who can lead a United 

States of America, then I ask you to believe in this campaign; I ask you to believe in yourself, I 

ask you to believe again in the dream that we call America. 

As prepared for delivery  
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Appendix E – Mode Responses from Survey 

 

Table 9 

Findings and modes for entire sample. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 5.5% (11) 4.5% (9) 6.5% (13) 27.4% (55) 22.9% (46) 13.9% (28) 19.4% (39) 

Cheap 21.9% (44) 14.9% (30) 18.4% (37) 30.8% (62) 6.5% (13) 2.5% (5) 5.0% (10) 

Cold 24.9% (50) 18.4% (37) 13.4% (27) 25.4% (51) 9.0% (18) 3.5% (7) 5.5% (11) 

Confident 3.0% (6) 4.5% (9) 10.9% (22) 28.9% (58) 23.4% (47) 18.9% (38) 10.4% (21) 

Contemporary 8.5% (17) 7.5% (15) 10.0% (20) 27.9% (56) 16.9% (34) 19.4% (39) 10.0% (20) 

Dignified 5.5% (11) 11.9% (24) 12.9% (26) 28.9% (58) 15.9% (32) 16.4% (33) 8.5% (17) 

Dutiful 8.0% (16) 6.5% (13) 10.0% (20) 38.8% (78) 13.9% (28) 13.9% (28) 9.0% (18) 

Elegant 17.4% (35) 17.4% (35) 20.4% (41) 23.9% (48) 8.5% (17) 7.0% (14) 5.5% (11) 

Familiar 1.5% (3) 0.5% (1) 4.0% (8) 14.9% (30) 19.9% (40) 23.9% (48) 35.3% (71) 

Feminine 24.4% (49) 14.4% (29) 19.9% (40) 18.4% (37) 8.5% (17) 8.0% (16) 6.5% (13) 

Formal 13.4% (27) 10.9% (22) 11.4% (23) 21.9% (44) 14.4% (29) 13.4% (27) 14.4% (29) 

Friendly 3.0% (6) 6.0% (12) 11.9% (24) 23.9% (48) 19.4% (39) 12.9% (26) 22.9% (46) 

Inviting 5.5% (11) 7.5% (15) 12.4% (25) 26.9% (54) 16.4% (33) 14.4% (29) 16.9% (34) 

Legible 1.0% (2) 0.5% (1) 2.5% (5) 9.0% (18) 11.9% (24) 16.4% (33) 58.7% (118) 

Loud 20.9% (42) 23.9% (48) 16.9% (34) 20.9% (42) 6.0% (12) 5.0% (10) 6.5% (13) 

Masculine 10.9% (22) 12.4% (25) 16.9% (34) 26.9% (54) 14.4% (29) 8.0% (16) 10.4% (21) 

Nostalgic 22.9% (46) 17.9% (36) 14.4% (29) 21.9% (44) 9.5% (19) 6.0% (12) 7.5% (15) 

Plain 6.0% (12) 5.0% (10) 9.5% (19) 23.9% (48) 14.4% (29) 16.4% (33) 24.9% (50) 

Playful 23.4% (47) 14.4% (29) 13.4% (27) 20.4% (41) 12.9% (26) 4.5% (9) 10.9% (22) 

Pretentious 32.3% (65) 15.4% (31) 21.4% (43) 17.9% (36) 4.5% (9) 3.5% (7) 5.0% (10) 

Relaxed 7.5% (15) 9.0% (18) 9.5% (19) 29.4% (59) 18.4% (37) 17.9% (36) 8.5% (17) 

Scholarly 6.0% (12) 15.4% (31) 15.9% (32) 26.9% (54) 10.0% (20) 11.4% (23) 14.4% (29) 

Serious 4.5% (9) 10.0% (20) 13.4% (27) 28.4% (57) 15.9% (32) 17.4% (35) 10.4% (21) 

Sleek 13.9% (28) 12.9% (26) 19.4% (39) 25.4% (51) 13.4% (27) 6.5% (13) 8.5% (17) 

Sloppy 53.2% (107) 16.4% (33) 10.9% (22) 10.4% (21) 4.5% (9) 2.0% (4) 2.5% (5) 

Sophisticated 16.4% (33) 13.4% (27) 17.9% (36) 22.4% (45) 11.4% (23) 11.9% (24) 6.5% (13) 

Straightforward 1.5% (3) 1.5% (3) 1.0% (2) 18.4% (37) 21.4% (43) 23.9% (48) 32.3% (65) 

Substantial 6.0% (12) 4.5% (9) 13.4% (27) 33.3% (67) 22.4% (45) 13.4% (27) 7.0% (14) 

Tasteful 4.0% (8) 6.5% (13) 15.4% (31) 30.3% (61) 18.4% (37) 14.4% (29) 10.9% (22) 

Traditional 5.5% (11) 7.0% (14) 11.4% (23) 24.9% (50) 17.9% (36) 11.4% (23) 21.9% (44) 

Trustworthy 2.5% (5) 3.0% (6) 8.0% (16) 30.3% (61) 21.9% (44) 15.4% (31) 18.9% (38) 

Vigorous 13.9% (28) 13.9% (28) 20.4% (41) 29.9% (60) 8.5% (17) 5.0% (10) 8.5% (17) 

Warm 9.5% (19) 10.9% (22) 17.4% (35) 23.9% (48) 14.4% (29) 10.4% (21) 13.4% (27) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 10 

Findings and modes for age group 18-23. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 6.8% (5) 5.5% (4) 5.5% (4) 23.3% (17) 21.9% (16) 15.1% (11) 21.9% (16) 

Cheap 15.1% (11) 16.4% (12) 15.1% (11) 34.2% (25) 5.5% (4) 4.1% (3) 9.6% (7) 

Cold 31.5% (23) 17.8% (13) 5.5% (4) 21.9% (16) 8.2% (6) 5.5% (4) 9.6% (7) 

Confident 1.4% (1) 5.5% (4) 6.8% (5) 26.0% (19) 23.3% (17) 23.3% (17) 13.7% (10) 

Contemporary 8.2% (6) 8.2% (6) 8.2% (6) 24.7% (18) 15.1% (11) 24.7% (18) 11.0% (8) 

Dignified 6.8% (5) 9.6% (7) 4.1% (3) 31.5% (23) 16.4% (12) 21.9% (16) 9.6% (7) 

Dutiful 8.2% (6) 6.8% (5) 12.3% (9) 38.4% (28) 6.8% (5) 16.4% (12) 11.0% (8) 

Elegant 16.4% (12) 16.4% (12) 16.4% (12) 26.0% (19) 9.6% (7) 8.2% (6) 6.8% (5) 

Familiar 4.1% (3) 1.4% (1) 5.5% (4) 8.2% (6) 17.8% (13) 23.3% (17) 39.7% (29) 

Feminine 27.4% (20) 12.3% (9) 8.2% (6) 26.0% (19) 6.8% (5) 9.6% (7) 9.6% (7) 

Formal 9.6% (7) 13.7% (10) 8.2% (6) 19.2% (14) 15.1% (11) 13.7% (10) 20.5% (15) 

Friendly 4.1% (3) 8.2% (6) 8.2% (6) 19.2% (14) 21.9% (16) 12.3% (9) 26.0% (19) 

Inviting 5.5% (4) 5.5% (4) 9.6% (7) 20.5% (15) 26.0% (19) 12.3% (9) 20.5% (15) 

Legible 2.7% (2) 1.4% (1) 4.1% (3) 13.7% (10) 8.2% (6) 11.0% (8) 58.9% (43) 

Loud 15.1% (11) 27.4% (20) 13.7% (10) 20.5% (15) 6.8% (5) 5.5% (4) 11.0% (8) 

Masculine 13.7% (10) 12.3% (9) 16.4% (12) 20.5% (15) 15.1% (11) 9.6% (7) 12.3% (9) 

Nostalgic 23.3% (17) 9.6% (7) 9.6% (7) 27.4% (20) 9.6% (7) 8.2% (6) 12.3% (9) 

Plain 11.0% (8) 2.7% (2) 9.6% (7) 20.5% (15) 11.0% (8) 15.1% (11) 30.1% (22) 

Playful 24.7% (18) 5.5% (4) 13.7% (10) 21.9% (16) 12.3% (9) 5.5% (4) 16.4% (12) 

Pretentious 21.9% (16) 13.7% (10) 17.8% (13) 23.3% (17) 8.2% (6) 5.5% (4) 9.6% (7) 

Relaxed 6.8% (5) 8.2% (6) 12.3% (9) 26.0% (19) 19.2% (14) 15.1% (11) 12.3% (9) 

Scholarly 8.2% (6) 11.0% (8) 11.0% (8) 20.5% (15) 15.1% (11) 13.7% (10) 20.5% (15) 

Serious 6.8% (5) 5.5% (4) 20.5% (15) 20.5% (15) 9.6% (7) 21.9% (16) 15.1% (11) 

Sleek 13.7% (10) 8.2% (6) 19.2% (14) 27.4% (20) 13.7% (10) 8.2% (6) 9.6% (7) 

Sloppy 56.2% (41) 12.3% (9) 4.1% (3) 11.0% (8) 9.6% (7) 4.1% (3) 2.7% (2) 

Sophisticated 12.3% (9) 8.2% (6) 11.0% (8) 21.9% (16) 16.4% (12) 17.8% (13) 12.3% (9) 

Straightforward 4.1% (3) 1.4% (1) 2.7% (2) 15.1% (11) 20.5% (15) 23.3% (17) 32.9% (24) 

Substantial 9.6% (7) 4.1% (3) 12.3% (9) 28.8% (21) 16.4% (12) 19.2% (14) 9.6% (7) 

Tasteful 8.2% (6) 8.2% (6) 13.7% (10) 24.7% (18) 19.2% (14) 15.1% (11) 11.0% (8) 

Traditional 6.8% (5) 8.2% (6) 6.8% (5) 23.3% (17) 15.1% (11) 13.7% (10) 26.0% (19) 

Trustworthy 5.5% (4) 5.5% (4) 5.5% (4) 24.7% (18) 20.5% (15) 16.4% (12) 21.9% (16) 

Vigorous 8.2% (6) 13.7% (10) 12.3% (9) 37.0% (27) 9.6% (7) 6.8% (5) 12.3% (9) 

Warm 9.6% (7) 11.0% (8) 16.4% (12) 16.4% (12) 16.4% (12) 13.7% (10) 16.4% (12) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 11 

Findings and modes for age group 24-29. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 3.3% (2) 4.9% (3) 11.5% (7) 26.2% (16) 26.2% (16) 14.8% (9) 13.1% (8) 

Cheap 31.1% (19) 11.5% (7) 18.0% (11) 32.8% (20) 3.3% (2) 1.6% (1) 1.6% (1) 

Cold 23.0% (14) 18.0% (11) 24.6% (15) 24.6% (15) 4.9% (3) 1.6% (1) 3.3% (2) 

Confident 3.3% (2) 4.9% (3) 14.8% (9) 27.9% (17) 23.0% (14) 18.0% (11) 8.2% (5) 

Contemporary 8.2% (5) 3.3% (2) 14.8% (9) 32.8% (20) 13.1% (8) 13.1% (8) 14.8% (9) 

Dignified 1.6% (1) 11.5% (7) 16.4% (10) 31.1% (19) 18.0% (11) 13.1% (8) 8.2% (5) 

Dutiful 6.6% (4) 6.6% (4) 9.8% (6) 37.7% (23) 18.0% (11) 14.8% (9) 6.6% (4) 

Elegant 23.0% (14) 18.0% (11) 16.4% (10) 27.9% (17) 6.6% (4) 3.3% (2) 4.9% (3) 

Familiar 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 1.6% (1) 18.0% (11) 29.5% (18) 9.8% (6) 41.0% (25) 

Feminine 21.3% (13) 19.7% (12) 29.5% (18) 9.8% (6) 9.8% (6) 6.6% (4) 3.3% (2) 

Formal 16.4% (10) 9.8% (6) 11.5% (7) 24.6% (15) 13.1% (8) 8.2% (5) 16.4% (10) 

Friendly 1.6% (1) 1.6% (1) 13.1% (8) 21.3% (13) 21.3% (13) 14.8% (9) 26.2% (16) 

Inviting 4.9% (3) 8.2% (5) 11.5% (7) 32.8% (20) 9.8% (6) 16.4% (10) 16.4% (10) 

Legible 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 3.3% (2) 6.6% (4) 14.8% (9) 14.8% (9) 60.7% (37) 

Loud 27.9% (17) 31.1% (19) 16.4% (10) 13.1% (8) 4.9% (3) 4.9% (3) 1.6% (1) 

Masculine 6.6% (4) 14.8% (9) 18.0% (11) 27.9% (17) 16.4% (10) 4.9% (3) 11.5% (7) 

Nostalgic 24.6% (15) 27.9% (17) 13.1% (8) 11.5% (7) 13.1% (8) 4.9% (3) 4.9% (3) 

Plain 1.6% (1) 6.6% (4) 8.2% (5) 27.9% (17) 13.1% (8) 23.0% (14) 19.7% (12) 

Playful 23.0% (14) 14.8% (9) 13.1% (8) 19.7% (12) 21.3% (13) 1.6% (1) 6.6% (4) 

Pretentious 37.7% (23) 21.3% (13) 24.6% (15) 11.5% (7) 1.6% (1) 0.0% (0) 3.3% (2) 

Relaxed 3.3% (2) 6.6% (4) 8.2% (5) 26.2% (16) 26.2% (16) 24.6% (15) 4.9% (3) 

Scholarly 6.6% (4) 16.4% (10) 18.0% (11) 29.5% (18) 4.9% (3) 8.2% (5) 16.4% (10) 

Serious 3.3% (2) 14.8% (9) 11.5% (7) 32.8% (20) 13.1% (8) 11.5% (7) 13.1% (8) 

Sleek 14.8% (9) 11.5% (7) 24.6% (15) 19.7% (12) 16.4% (10) 4.9% (3) 8.2% (5) 

Sloppy 55.7% (34) 16.4% (10) 19.7% (12) 4.9% (3) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 3.3% (2) 

Sophisticated 16.4% (10) 18.0% (11) 24.6% (15) 21.3% (13) 4.9% (3) 11.5% (7) 3.3% (2) 

Straightforward 0.0% (0) 1.6% (1) 0.0% (0) 19.7% (12) 19.7% (12) 14.8% (9) 44.3% (27) 

Substantial 4.9% (3) 4.9% (3) 16.4% (10) 39.3% (24) 19.7% (12) 9.8% (6) 4.9% (3) 

Tasteful 3.3% (2) 6.6% (4) 6.6% (4) 36.1% (22) 19.7% (12) 18.0% (11) 9.8% (6) 

Traditional 6.6% (4) 4.9% (3) 14.8% (9) 27.9% (17) 18.0% (11) 9.8% (6) 18.0% (11) 

Trustworthy 0.0% (0) 1.6% (1) 13.1% (8) 32.8% (20) 18.0% (11) 19.7% (12) 14.8% (9) 

Vigorous 18.0% (11) 23.0% (14) 18.0% (11) 26.2% (16) 4.9% (3) 4.9% (3) 4.9% (3) 

Warm 8.2% (5) 11.5% (7) 11.5% (7) 29.5% (18) 13.1% (8) 9.8% (6) 16.4% (10) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 12 

Findings and modes for age group 30-35. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 6.3% (2) 6.3% (2) 3.1% (1) 28.1% (9) 18.8% (6) 9.4% (3) 28.1% (9) 

Cheap 25.0% (8) 9.4% (3) 34.4% (11) 12.5% (4) 15.6% (5) 3.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Cold 21.9% (7) 21.9% (7) 12.5% (4) 25.0% (8) 12.5% (4) 6.3% (2) 0.0% (0) 

Confident 6.3% (2) 3.1% (1) 12.5% (4) 25.0% (8) 34.4% (11) 9.4% (3) 9.4% (3) 

Contemporary 6.3% (2) 12.5% (4) 9.4% (3) 21.9% (7) 25.0% (8) 18.8% (6) 6.3% (2) 

Dignified 12.5% (4) 12.5% (4) 21.9% (7) 15.6% (5) 21.9% (7) 12.5% (4) 3.1% (1) 

Dutiful 9.4% (3) 9.4% (3) 0.0% (0) 53.1% (17) 18.8% (6) 6.3% (2) 3.1% (1) 

Elegant 12.5% (4) 21.9% (7) 34.4% (11) 9.4% (3) 12.5% (4) 6.3% (2) 3.1% (1) 

Familiar 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 18.8% (6) 9.4% (3) 40.6% (13) 31.3% (10) 

Feminine 18.8% (6) 12.5% (4) 28.1% (9) 9.4% (3) 15.6% (5) 12.5% (4) 3.1% (1) 

Formal 15.6% (5) 9.4% (3) 15.6% (5) 12.5% (4) 21.9% (7) 18.8% (6) 6.3% (2) 

Friendly 3.1% (1) 6.3% (2) 9.4% (3) 34.4% (11) 15.6% (5) 12.5% (4) 18.8% (6) 

Inviting 3.1% (1) 9.4% (3) 12.5% (4) 31.3% (10) 15.6% (5) 12.5% (4) 15.6% (5) 

Legible 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 3.1% (1) 12.5% (4) 15.6% (5) 68.8% (22) 

Loud 28.1% (9) 15.6% (5) 12.5% (4) 21.9% (7) 6.3% (2) 9.4% (3) 6.3% (2) 

Masculine 15.6% (5) 12.5% (4) 21.9% (7) 25.0% (8) 9.4% (3) 9.4% (3) 6.3% (2) 

Nostalgic 21.9% (7) 25.0% (8) 9.4% (3) 28.1% (9) 6.3% (2) 6.3% (2) 3.1% (1) 

Plain 6.3% (2) 12.5% (4) 12.5% (4) 6.3% (2) 25.0% (8) 12.5% (4) 25.0% (8) 

Playful 18.8% (6) 34.4% (11) 12.5% (4) 9.4% (3) 6.3% (2) 12.5% (4) 6.3% (2) 

Pretentious 43.8% (14) 12.5% (4) 18.8% (6) 15.6% (5) 0.0% (0) 9.4% (3) 0.0% (0) 

Relaxed 9.4% (3) 12.5% (4) 9.4% (3) 28.1% (9) 12.5% (4) 21.9% (7) 6.3% (2) 

Scholarly 0.0% (0) 28.1% (9) 18.8% (6) 21.9% (7) 18.8% (6) 6.3% (2) 6.3% (2) 

Serious 6.3% (2) 15.6% (5) 6.3% (2) 31.3% (10) 18.8% (6) 18.8% (6) 3.1% (1) 

Sleek 12.5% (4) 25.0% (8) 18.8% (6) 21.9% (7) 9.4% (3) 6.3% (2) 6.3% (2) 

Sloppy 53.1% (17) 25.0% (8) 12.5% (4) 6.3% (2) 3.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Sophisticated 15.6% (5) 15.6% (5) 25.0% (8) 21.9% (7) 12.5% (4) 6.3% (2) 3.1% (1) 

Straightforward 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 12.5% (4) 31.3% (10) 31.3% (10) 25.0% (8) 

Substantial 3.1% (1) 6.3% (2) 12.5% (4) 28.1% (9) 37.5% (12) 6.3% (2) 6.3% (2) 

Tasteful 0.0% (0) 3.1% (1) 31.3% (10) 21.9% (7) 18.8% (6) 9.4% (3) 15.6% (5) 

Traditional 6.3% (2) 9.4% (3) 18.8% (6) 12.5% (4) 25.0% (8) 0.0% (0) 28.1% (9) 

Trustworthy 3.1% (1) 3.1% (1) 9.4% (3) 31.3% (10) 25.0% (8) 6.3% (2) 21.9% (7) 

Vigorous 21.9% (7) 9.4% (3) 28.1% (9) 21.9% (7) 9.4% (3) 3.1% (1) 6.3% (2) 

Warm 12.5% (4) 6.3% (2) 15.6% (5) 31.3% (10) 18.8% (6) 6.3% (2) 9.4% (3) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 13 

Findings and modes for age group 36-41. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 41.7% (5) 16.7% (2) 33.3% (4) 8.3% (1) 

Cheap 16.7% (2) 25.0% (3) 16.7% (2) 33.3% (4) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

Cold 16.7% (2) 25.0% (3) 8.3% (1) 41.7% (5) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

Confident 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 33.3% (4) 16.7% (2) 25.0% (3) 16.7% (2) 

Contemporary 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 41.7% (5) 16.7% (2) 33.3% (4) 8.3% (1) 

Dignified 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 8.3% (1) 33.3% (4) 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 25.0% (3) 

Dutiful 8.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 50.0% (6) 0.0% (0) 25.0% (3) 16.7% (2) 

Elegant 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 16.7% (2) 33.3% (4) 8.3% (1) 16.7% (2) 8.3% (1) 

Familiar 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 25.0% (3) 8.3% (1) 25.0% (3) 33.3% (4) 

Feminine 8.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 25.0% (3) 50.0% (6) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 

Formal 8.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 41.7% (5) 16.7% (2) 8.3% (1) 8.3% (1) 

Friendly 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 33.3% (4) 16.7% (2) 16.7% (2) 25.0% (3) 

Inviting 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 8.3% (1) 41.7% (5) 8.3% (1) 25.0% (3) 8.3% (1) 

Legible 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 16.7% (2) 0.0% (0) 66.7% (8) 

Loud 16.7% (2) 8.3% (1) 16.7% (2) 50.0% (6) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

Masculine 8.3% (1) 8.3% (1) 8.3% (1) 58.3% (7) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 8.3% (1) 

Nostalgic 25.0% (3) 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 33.3% (4) 16.7% (2) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

Plain 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 58.3% (7) 8.3% (1) 16.7% (2) 16.7% (2) 

Playful 25.0% (3) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 50.0% (6) 16.7% (2) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

Pretentious 25.0% (3) 16.7% (2) 16.7% (2) 25.0% (3) 8.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

Relaxed 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 0.0% (0) 58.3% (7) 16.7% (2) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

Scholarly 8.3% (1) 8.3% (1) 8.3% (1) 50.0% (6) 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 8.3% (1) 

Serious 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 33.3% (4) 25.0% (3) 25.0% (3) 8.3% (1) 

Sleek 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 8.3% (1) 50.0% (6) 8.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 25.0% (3) 

Sloppy 50.0% (6) 8.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 33.3% (4) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

Sophisticated 8.3% (1) 8.3% (1) 16.7% (2) 41.7% (5) 16.7% (2) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

Straightforward 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 41.7% (5) 8.3% (1) 25.0% (3) 25.0% (3) 

Substantial 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 41.7% (5) 33.3% (4) 16.7% (2) 8.3% (1) 

Tasteful 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 50.0% (6) 16.7% (2) 8.3% (1) 16.7% (2) 

Traditional 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 8.3% (1) 25.0% (3) 8.3% (1) 25.0% (3) 16.7% (2) 

Trustworthy 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 33.3% (4) 16.7% (2) 25.0% (3) 25.0% (3) 

Vigorous 16.7% (2) 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 50.0% (6) 8.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 8.3% (1) 

Warm 0.0% (0) 16.7% (2) 8.3% (1) 41.7% (5) 16.7% (2) 8.3% (1) 8.3% (1) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 14 

Findings and modes for age group 42-53. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 23.1% (3) 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 30.8% (4) 

Cheap 30.8% (4) 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 38.5% (5) 7.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 

Cold 30.8% (4) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 30.8% (4) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 

Confident 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 46.2% (6) 15.4% (2) 23.1% (3) 0.0% (0) 

Contemporary 30.8% (4) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 30.8% (4) 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 

Dignified 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 23.1% (3) 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 

Dutiful 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 15.4% (2) 23.1% (3) 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 

Elegant 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 30.8% (4) 30.8% (4) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 

Familiar 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 23.1% (3) 30.8% (4) 23.1% (3) 

Feminine 38.5% (5) 15.4% (2) 23.1% (3) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 

Formal 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 30.8% (4) 7.7% (1) 23.1% (3) 7.7% (1) 

Friendly 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 30.8% (4) 23.1% (3) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 

Inviting 23.1% (3) 0.0% (0) 23.1% (3) 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 15.4% (2) 23.1% (3) 

Legible 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 38.5% (5) 53.8% (7) 

Loud 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 38.5% (5) 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Masculine 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 23.1% (3) 23.1% (3) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 

Nostalgic 23.1% (3) 15.4% (2) 38.5% (5) 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 

Plain 7.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 15.4% (2) 23.1% (3) 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 30.8% (4) 

Playful 30.8% (4) 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 23.1% (3) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 15.4% (2) 

Pretentious 53.8% (7) 7.7% (1) 23.1% (3) 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Relaxed 30.8% (4) 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 

Scholarly 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 53.8% (7) 0.0% (0) 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 

Serious 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 30.8% (4) 53.8% (7) 7.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Sleek 23.1% (3) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 30.8% (4) 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Sloppy 46.2% (6) 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Sophisticated 38.5% (5) 15.4% (2) 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Straightforward 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 23.1% (3) 23.1% (3) 38.5% (5) 15.4% (2) 

Substantial 7.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 38.5% (5) 23.1% (3) 23.1% (3) 0.0% (0) 

Tasteful 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 46.2% (6) 7.7% (1) 23.1% (3) 0.0% (0) 

Traditional 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.7% (1) 46.2% (6) 23.1% (3) 15.4% (2) 7.7% (1) 

Trustworthy 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 38.5% (5) 38.5% (5) 7.7% (1) 15.4% (2) 

Vigorous 15.4% (2) 0.0% (0) 38.5% (5) 23.1% (3) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 

Warm 23.1% (3) 7.7% (1) 38.5% (5) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 7.7% (1) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 15 

Findings and modes for age group 54-68. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 50.0% (5) 40.0% (4) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 

Cheap 0.0% (0) 30.0% (3) 20.0% (2) 40.0% (4) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Cold 0.0% (0) 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 50.0% (5) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Confident 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 30.0% (3) 40.0% (4) 10.0% (1) 10.0% (1) 10.0% (1) 

Contemporary 0.0% (0) 30.0% (3) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 30.0% (3) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Dignified 0.0% (0) 20.0% (2) 30.0% (3) 40.0% (4) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Dutiful 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 30.0% (3) 10.0% (1) 40.0% (4) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 

Elegant 30.0% (3) 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 10.0% (1) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Familiar 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 50.0% (5) 0.0% (0) 

Feminine 40.0% (4) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Formal 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 20.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 

Friendly 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 30.0% (3) 30.0% (3) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Inviting 0.0% (0) 20.0% (2) 30.0% (3) 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Legible 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 60.0% (6) 10.0% (1) 

Loud 10.0% (1) 10.0% (1) 30.0% (3) 40.0% (4) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 

Masculine 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 40.0% (4) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Nostalgic 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 40.0% (4) 20.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Plain 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 40.0% (4) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 

Playful 20.0% (2) 30.0% (3) 30.0% (3) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 

Pretentious 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 40.0% (4) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Relaxed 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 60.0% (6) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 10.0% (1) 

Scholarly 0.0% (0) 20.0% (2) 40.0% (4) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 

Serious 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 40.0% (4) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 

Sleek 20.0% (2) 30.0% (3) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Sloppy 30.0% (3) 30.0% (3) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Sophisticated 30.0% (3) 20.0% (2) 10.0% (1) 30.0% (3) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Straightforward 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 40.0% (4) 10.0% (1) 

Substantial 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 30.0% (3) 30.0% (3) 20.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 

Tasteful 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 40.0% (4) 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 

Traditional 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 30.0% (3) 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 20.0% (2) 

Trustworthy 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 40.0% (4) 30.0% (3) 10.0% (1) 10.0% (1) 

Vigorous 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 50.0% (5) 10.0% (1) 20.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 

Warm 0.0% (0) 20.0% (2) 50.0% (5) 20.0% (2) 0.0% (0) 10.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 16 

Findings and modes for males. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 7.6% (7) 3.3% (3) 6.5% (6) 28.3% (26) 22.8% (21) 13.0% (12) 18.5% (17) 

Cheap 15.2% (14) 14.1% (13) 13.0% (12) 40.2% (37) 6.5% (6) 3.3% (3) 7.6% (7) 

Cold 20.7% (19) 22.8% (21) 9.8% (9) 30.4% (28) 6.5% (6) 5.4% (5) 4.3% (4) 

Confident 2.2% (2) 2.2% (2) 9.8% (9) 25.0% (23) 26.1% (24) 22.8% (21) 12.0% (11) 

Contemporary 8.7% (8) 5.4% (5) 8.7% (8) 31.5% (29) 18.5% (17) 18.5% (17) 8.7% (8) 

Dignified 6.5% (6) 12.0% (11) 8.7% (8) 28.3% (26) 14.1% (13) 19.6% (18) 10.9% (10) 

Dutiful 8.7% (8) 2.2% (2) 7.6% (7) 40.2% (37) 19.6% (18) 13.0% (12) 8.7% (8) 

Elegant 16.3% (15) 22.8% (21) 12.0% (11) 26.1% (24) 8.7% (8) 7.6% (7) 6.5% (6) 

Familiar 2.2% (2) 0.0% (0) 7.6% (7) 17.4% (16) 13.0% (12) 26.1% (24) 33.7% (31) 

Feminine 35.9% (33) 14.1% (13) 18.5% (17) 19.6% (18) 5.4% (5) 3.3% (3) 3.3% (3) 

Formal 10.9% (10) 10.9% (10) 7.6% (7) 26.1% (24) 13.0% (12) 13.0% (12) 18.5% (17) 

Friendly 4.3% (4) 9.8% (9) 9.8% (9) 26.1% (24) 18.5% (17) 12.0% (11) 19.6% (18) 

Inviting 7.6% (7) 8.7% (8) 10.9% (10) 28.3% (26) 16.3% (15) 13.0% (12) 15.2% (14) 

Legible 1.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 3.3% (3) 16.3% (15) 7.6% (7) 19.6% (18) 52.2% (48) 

Loud 22.8% (21) 14.1% (13) 13.0% (12) 25.0% (23) 8.7% (8) 8.7% (8) 7.6% (7) 

Masculine 7.6% (7) 8.7% (8) 12.0% (11) 30.4% (28) 20.7% (19) 6.5% (6) 14.1% (13) 

Nostalgic 28.3% (26) 14.1% (13) 12.0% (11) 23.9% (22) 9.8% (9) 5.4% (5) 6.5% (6) 

Plain 5.4% (5) 6.5% (6) 6.5% (6) 22.8% (21) 13.0% (12) 15.2% (14) 30.4% (28) 

Playful 25.0% (23) 9.8% (9) 12.0% (11) 25.0% (23) 13.0% (12) 4.3% (4) 10.9% (10) 

Pretentious 32.6% (30) 13.0% (12) 19.6% (18) 19.6% (18) 4.3% (4) 4.3% (4) 6.5% (6) 

Relaxed 7.6% (7) 10.9% (10) 8.7% (8) 32.6% (30) 18.5% (17) 15.2% (14) 6.5% (6) 

Scholarly 6.5% (6) 13.0% (12) 13.0% (12) 30.4% (28) 9.8% (9) 10.9% (10) 16.3% (15) 

Serious 4.3% (4) 6.5% (6) 12.0% (11) 28.3% (26) 17.4% (16) 19.6% (18) 12.0% (11) 

Sleek 19.6% (18) 10.9% (10) 16.3% (15) 23.9% (22) 13.0% (12) 6.5% (6) 9.8% (9) 

Sloppy 45.7% (42) 17.4% (16) 9.8% (9) 15.2% (14) 6.5% (6) 3.3% (3) 2.2% (2) 

Sophisticated 19.6% (18) 14.1% (13) 12.0% (11) 25.0% (23) 12.0% (11) 9.8% (9) 7.6% (7) 

Straightforward 3.3% (3) 1.1% (1) 1.1% (1) 18.5% (17) 21.7% (20) 21.7% (20) 32.6% (30) 

Substantial 7.6% (7) 4.3% (4) 10.9% (10) 34.8% (32) 19.6% (18) 15.2% (14) 7.6% (7) 

Tasteful 6.5% (6) 9.8% (9) 13.0% (12) 28.3% (26) 15.2% (14) 16.3% (15) 10.9% (10) 

Traditional 7.6% (7) 5.4% (5) 10.9% (10) 23.9% (22) 18.5% (17) 12.0% (11) 21.7% (20) 

Trustworthy 4.3% (4) 3.3% (3) 2.2% (2) 28.3% (26) 20.7% (19) 20.7% (19) 20.7% (19) 

Vigorous 13.0% (12) 10.9% (10) 15.2% (14) 30.4% (28) 9.8% (9) 8.7% (8) 12.0% (11) 

Warm 10.9% (10) 9.8% (9) 17.4% (16) 23.9% (22) 12.0% (11) 15.2% (14) 10.9% (10) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 17 

Findings and modes for females. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 3.7% (4) 5.5% (6) 6.4% (7) 26.6% (29) 22.9% (25) 14.7% (16) 20.2% (22) 

Cheap 27.5% (30) 15.6% (17) 22.9% (25) 22.9% (25) 6.4% (7) 1.8% (2) 2.8% (3) 

Cold 28.4% (31) 14.7% (16) 16.5% (18) 21.1% (23) 11.0% (12) 1.8% (2) 6.4% (7) 

Confident 3.7% (4) 6.4% (7) 11.9% (13) 32.1% (35) 21.1% (23) 15.6% (17) 9.2% (10) 

Contemporary 8.3% (9) 9.2% (10) 11.0% (12) 24.8% (27) 15.6% (17) 20.2% (22) 11.0% (12) 

Dignified 4.6% (5) 11.9% (13) 16.5% (18) 29.4% (32) 17.4% (19) 13.8% (15) 6.4% (7) 

Dutiful 7.3% (8) 10.1% (11) 11.9% (13) 37.6% (41) 9.2% (10) 14.7% (16) 9.2% (10) 

Elegant 18.3% (20) 12.8% (14) 27.5% (30) 22.0% (24) 8.3% (9) 6.4% (7) 4.6% (5) 

Familiar 0.9% (1) 0.9% (1) 0.9% (1) 12.8% (14) 25.7% (28) 22.0% (24) 36.7% (40) 

Feminine 14.7% (16) 14.7% (16) 21.1% (23) 17.4% (19) 11.0% (12) 11.9% (13) 9.2% (10) 

Formal 15.6% (17) 11.0% (12) 14.7% (16) 18.3% (20) 15.6% (17) 13.8% (15) 11.0% (12) 

Friendly 1.8% (2) 2.8% (3) 13.8% (15) 22.0% (24) 20.2% (22) 13.8% (15) 25.7% (28) 

Inviting 3.7% (4) 6.4% (7) 13.8% (15) 25.7% (28) 16.5% (18) 15.6% (17) 18.3% (20) 

Legible 0.9% (1) 0.9% (1) 1.8% (2) 2.8% (3) 15.6% (17) 13.8% (15) 64.2% (70) 

Loud 19.3% (21) 32.1% (35) 20.2% (22) 17.4% (19) 3.7% (4) 1.8% (2) 5.5% (6) 

Masculine 13.8% (15) 15.6% (17) 21.1% (23) 23.9% (26) 9.2% (10) 9.2% (10) 7.3% (8) 

Nostalgic 18.3% (20) 21.1% (23) 16.5% (18) 20.2% (22) 9.2% (10) 6.4% (7) 8.3% (9) 

Plain 6.4% (7) 3.7% (4) 11.9% (13) 24.8% (27) 15.6% (17) 17.4% (19) 20.2% (22) 

Playful 22.0% (24) 18.3% (20) 14.7% (16) 16.5% (18) 12.8% (14) 4.6% (5) 11.0% (12) 

Pretentious 32.1% (35) 17.4% (19) 22.9% (25) 16.5% (18) 4.6% (5) 2.8% (3) 3.7% (4) 

Relaxed 7.3% (8) 7.3% (8) 10.1% (11) 26.6% (29) 18.3% (20) 20.2% (22) 10.1% (11) 

Scholarly 5.5% (6) 17.4% (19) 18.3% (20) 23.9% (26) 10.1% (11) 11.9% (13) 12.8% (14) 

Serious 4.6% (5) 12.8% (14) 14.7% (16) 28.4% (31) 14.7% (16) 15.6% (17) 9.2% (10) 

Sleek 9.2% (10) 14.7% (16) 22.0% (24) 26.6% (29) 13.8% (15) 6.4% (7) 7.3% (8) 

Sloppy 59.6% (65) 15.6% (17) 11.9% (13) 6.4% (7) 2.8% (3) 0.9% (1) 2.8% (3) 

Sophisticated 13.8% (15) 12.8% (14) 22.9% (25) 20.2% (22) 11.0% (12) 13.8% (15) 5.5% (6) 

Straightforward 0.0% (0) 1.8% (2) 0.9% (1) 18.3% (20) 21.1% (23) 25.7% (28) 32.1% (35) 

Substantial 4.6% (5) 4.6% (5) 15.6% (17) 32.1% (35) 24.8% (27) 11.9% (13) 6.4% (7) 

Tasteful 1.8% (2) 3.7% (4) 17.4% (19) 32.1% (35) 21.1% (23) 12.8% (14) 11.0% (12) 

Traditional 3.7% (4) 8.3% (9) 11.9% (13) 25.7% (28) 17.4% (19) 11.0% (12) 22.0% (24) 

Trustworthy 0.9% (1) 2.8% (3) 12.8% (14) 32.1% (35) 22.9% (25) 11.0% (12) 17.4% (19) 

Vigorous 14.7% (16) 16.5% (18) 24.8% (27) 29.4% (32) 7.3% (8) 1.8% (2) 5.5% (6) 

Warm 8.3% (9) 11.9% (13) 17.4% (19) 23.9% (26) 16.5% (18) 6.4% (7) 15.6% (17) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 18 

Findings and modes for Blacks. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 4.4% (4) 3.3% (3) 6.6% (6) 29.7% (27) 19.8% (18) 13.2% (12) 23.1% (21) 

Cheap 12.1% (11) 16.5% (15) 15.4% (14) 36.3% (33) 9.9% (9) 2.2% (2) 7.7% (7) 

Cold 25.3% (23) 18.7% (17) 4.4% (4) 29.7% (27) 11.0% (10) 3.3% (3) 7.7% (7) 

Confident 2.2% (2) 5.5% (5) 8.8% (8) 28.6% (26) 22.0% (20) 19.8% (18) 13.2% (12) 

Contemporary 8.8% (8) 11.0% (10) 9.9% (9) 25.3% (23) 13.2% (12) 20.9% (19) 11.0% (10) 

Dignified 6.6% (6) 13.2% (12) 13.2% (12) 26.4% (24) 13.2% (12) 16.5% (15) 11.0% (10) 

Dutiful 9.9% (9) 6.6% (6) 11.0% (10) 34.1% (31) 11.0% (10) 14.3% (13) 13.2% (12) 

Elegant 17.6% (16) 17.6% (16) 15.4% (14) 23.1% (21) 9.9% (9) 8.8% (8) 7.7% (7) 

Familiar 3.3% (3) 1.1% (1) 4.4% (4) 16.5% (15) 22.0% (20) 22.0% (20) 30.8% (28) 

Feminine 30.8% (28) 11.0% (10) 11.0% (10) 20.9% (19) 12.1% (11) 4.4% (4) 9.9% (9) 

Formal 12.1% (11) 15.4% (14) 6.6% (6) 22.0% (20) 15.4% (14) 13.2% (12) 15.4% (14) 

Friendly 4.4% (4) 6.6% (6) 8.8% (8) 23.1% (21) 19.8% (18) 12.1% (11) 25.3% (23) 

Inviting 7.7% (7) 5.5% (5) 11.0% (10) 24.2% (22) 20.9% (19) 12.1% (11) 18.7% (17) 

Legible 2.2% (2) 1.1% (1) 2.2% (2) 13.2% (12) 14.3% (13) 16.5% (15) 50.5% (46) 

Loud 20.9% (19) 25.3% (23) 12.1% (11) 19.8% (18) 7.7% (7) 7.7% (7) 6.6% (6) 

Masculine 13.2% (12) 7.7% (7) 14.3% (13) 28.6% (26) 12.1% (11) 8.8% (8) 15.4% (14) 

Nostalgic 23.1% (21) 13.2% (12) 13.2% (12) 23.1% (21) 7.7% (7) 8.8% (8) 11.0% (10) 

Plain 11.0% (10) 6.6% (6) 7.7% (7) 22.0% (20) 13.2% (12) 14.3% (13) 25.3% (23) 

Playful 24.2% (22) 13.2% (12) 9.9% (9) 22.0% (20) 11.0% (10) 5.5% (5) 14.3% (13) 

Pretentious 28.6% (26) 11.0% (10) 17.6% (16) 25.3% (23) 5.5% (5) 5.5% (5) 6.6% (6) 

Relaxed 4.4% (4) 8.8% (8) 8.8% (8) 31.9% (29) 22.0% (20) 11.0% (10) 13.2% (12) 

Scholarly 4.4% (4) 12.1% (11) 13.2% (12) 27.5% (25) 12.1% (11) 13.2% (12) 17.6% (16) 

Serious 6.6% (6) 11.0% (10) 14.3% (13) 26.4% (24) 12.1% (11) 18.7% (17) 11.0% (10) 

Sleek 13.2% (12) 18.7% (17) 16.5% (15) 24.2% (22) 12.1% (11) 4.4% (4) 11.0% (10) 

Sloppy 47.3% (43) 18.7% (17) 8.8% (8) 12.1% (11) 5.5% (5) 3.3% (3) 4.4% (4) 

Sophisticated 13.2% (12) 14.3% (13) 12.1% (11) 23.1% (21) 14.3% (13) 12.1% (11) 11.0% (10) 

Straightforward 2.2% (2) 2.2% (2) 2.2% (2) 16.5% (15) 20.9% (19) 25.3% (23) 30.8% (28) 

Substantial 7.7% (7) 4.4% (4) 13.2% (12) 34.1% (31) 17.6% (16) 13.2% (12) 9.9% (9) 

Tasteful 5.5% (5) 5.5% (5) 15.4% (14) 31.9% (29) 15.4% (14) 15.4% (14) 11.0% (10) 

Traditional 7.7% (7) 5.5% (5) 12.1% (11) 19.8% (18) 16.5% (15) 14.3% (13) 24.2% (22) 

Trustworthy 3.3% (3) 3.3% (3) 5.5% (5) 29.7% (27) 22.0% (20) 12.1% (11) 24.2% (22) 

Vigorous 12.1% (11) 11.0% (10) 14.3% (13) 31.9% (29) 7.7% (7) 8.8% (8) 14.3% (13) 

Warm 12.1% (11) 9.9% (9) 16.5% (15) 16.5% (15) 13.2% (12) 13.2% (12) 18.7% (17) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 

 

  



145 

 

Table 19 

Findings and modes for Whites. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 6.1% (2) 6.1% (2) 6.1% (2) 24.2% (8) 24.2% (8) 15.2% (5) 18.2% (6) 

Cheap 21.2% (7) 18.2% (6) 24.2% (8) 21.2% (7) 3.0% (1) 6.1% (2) 6.1% (2) 

Cold 24.2% (8) 21.2% (7) 12.1% (4) 27.3% (9) 6.1% (2) 3.0% (1) 6.1% (2) 

Confident 6.1% (2) 3.0% (1) 12.1% (4) 30.3% (10) 30.3% (10) 12.1% (4) 6.1% (2) 

Contemporary 9.1% (3) 6.1% (2) 12.1% (4) 27.3% (9) 15.2% (5) 24.2% (8) 6.1% (2) 

Dignified 9.1% (3) 18.2% (6) 9.1% (3) 24.2% (8) 21.2% (7) 9.1% (3) 9.1% (3) 

Dutiful 6.1% (2) 9.1% (3) 9.1% (3) 51.5% (17) 21.2% (7) 0.0% (0) 3.0% (1) 

Elegant 24.2% (8) 15.2% (5) 18.2% (6) 24.2% (8) 12.1% (4) 3.0% (1) 3.0% (1) 

Familiar 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 3.0% (1) 21.2% (7) 18.2% (6) 33.3% (11) 24.2% (8) 

Feminine 24.2% (8) 12.1% (4) 21.2% (7) 21.2% (7) 9.1% (3) 9.1% (3) 3.0% (1) 

Formal 18.2% (6) 6.1% (2) 18.2% (6) 33.3% (11) 9.1% (3) 6.1% (2) 9.1% (3) 

Friendly 0.0% (0) 12.1% (4) 18.2% (6) 21.2% (7) 27.3% (9) 9.1% (3) 12.1% (4) 

Inviting 3.0% (1) 12.1% (4) 18.2% (6) 42.4% (14) 3.0% (1) 12.1% (4) 9.1% (3) 

Legible 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 6.1% (2) 6.1% (2) 9.1% (3) 21.2% (7) 57.6% (19) 

Loud 33.3% (11) 6.1% (2) 21.2% (7) 27.3% (9) 9.1% (3) 0.0% (0) 3.0% (1) 

Masculine 9.1% (3) 9.1% (3) 9.1% (3) 33.3% (11) 24.2% (8) 9.1% (3) 6.1% (2) 

Nostalgic 27.3% (9) 21.2% (7) 18.2% (6) 21.2% (7) 9.1% (3) 0.0% (0) 3.0% (1) 

Plain 3.0% (1) 3.0% (1) 3.0% (1) 33.3% (11) 12.1% (4) 21.2% (7) 24.2% (8) 

Playful 27.3% (9) 9.1% (3) 12.1% (4) 30.3% (10) 15.2% (5) 3.0% (1) 3.0% (1) 

Pretentious 39.4% (13) 9.1% (3) 30.3% (10) 12.1% (4) 3.0% (1) 3.0% (1) 3.0% (1) 

Relaxed 9.1% (3) 12.1% (4) 6.1% (2) 33.3% (11) 21.2% (7) 15.2% (5) 3.0% (1) 

Scholarly 3.0% (1) 21.2% (7) 21.2% (7) 36.4% (12) 9.1% (3) 3.0% (1) 6.1% (2) 

Serious 3.0% (1) 6.1% (2) 18.2% (6) 30.3% (10) 18.2% (6) 18.2% (6) 6.1% (2) 

Sleek 12.1% (4) 15.2% (5) 21.2% (7) 27.3% (9) 15.2% (5) 0.0% (0) 9.1% (3) 

Sloppy 51.5% (17) 18.2% (6) 15.2% (5) 12.1% (4) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 3.0% (1) 

Sophisticated 21.2% (7) 15.2% (5) 18.2% (6) 27.3% (9) 12.1% (4) 3.0% (1) 3.0% (1) 

Straightforward 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 30.3% (10) 27.3% (9) 15.2% (5) 27.3% (9) 

Substantial 6.1% (2) 9.1% (3) 15.2% (5) 24.2% (8) 33.3% (11) 9.1% (3) 3.0% (1) 

Tasteful 0.0% (0) 6.1% (2) 6.1% (2) 36.4% (12) 27.3% (9) 12.1% (4) 12.1% (4) 

Traditional 0.0% (0) 12.1% (4) 9.1% (3) 45.5% (15) 18.2% (6) 3.0% (1) 12.1% (4) 

Trustworthy 0.0% (0) 3.0% (1) 12.1% (4) 36.4% (12) 24.2% (8) 12.1% (4) 12.1% (4) 

Vigorous 12.1% (4) 12.1% (4) 24.2% (8) 36.4% (12) 12.1% (4) 0.0% (0) 3.0% (1) 

Warm 6.1% (2) 15.2% (5) 12.1% (4) 36.4% (12) 18.2% (6) 9.1% (3) 3.0% (1) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 20 

Findings and modes for Hispanic/Latino ethnicities/races. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 0.0% (0) 4.8% (1) 23.8% (5) 19.0% (4) 14.3% (3) 9.5% (2) 28.6% (6) 

Cheap 33.3% (7) 9.5% (2) 28.6% (6) 19.0% (4) 9.5% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Cold 23.8% (5) 28.6% (6) 19.0% (4) 19.0% (4) 9.5% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Confident 4.8% (1) 4.8% (1) 14.3% (3) 28.6% (6) 14.3% (3) 23.8% (5) 9.5% (2) 

Contemporary 0.0% (0) 9.5% (2) 9.5% (2) 47.6% (10) 9.5% (2) 9.5% (2) 14.3% (3) 

Dignified 0.0% (0) 4.8% (1) 28.6% (6) 33.3% (7) 9.5% (2) 19.0% (4) 4.8% (1) 

Dutiful 9.5% (2) 9.5% (2) 4.8% (1) 42.9% (9) 9.5% (2) 19.0% (4) 4.8% (1) 

Elegant 19.0% (4) 23.8% (5) 14.3% (3) 38.1% (8) 4.8% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Familiar 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 14.3% (3) 19.0% (4) 14.3% (3) 52.4% (11) 

Feminine 9.5% (2) 14.3% (3) 47.6% (10) 4.8% (1) 9.5% (2) 9.5% (2) 4.8% (1) 

Formal 14.3% (3) 14.3% (3) 14.3% (3) 19.0% (4) 4.8% (1) 14.3% (3) 19.0% (4) 

Friendly 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 4.8% (1) 38.1% (8) 14.3% (3) 9.5% (2) 33.3% (7) 

Inviting 4.8% (1) 4.8% (1) 0.0% (0) 38.1% (8) 19.0% (4) 14.3% (3) 19.0% (4) 

Legible 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 4.8% (1) 4.8% (1) 14.3% (3) 4.8% (1) 71.4% (15) 

Loud 38.1% (8) 28.6% (6) 19.0% (4) 14.3% (3) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Masculine 4.8% (1) 19.0% (4) 23.8% (5) 28.6% (6) 9.5% (2) 9.5% (2) 4.8% (1) 

Nostalgic 14.3% (3) 33.3% (7) 19.0% (4) 19.0% (4) 9.5% (2) 0.0% (0) 4.8% (1) 

Plain 0.0% (0) 9.5% (2) 14.3% (3) 23.8% (5) 23.8% (5) 14.3% (3) 14.3% (3) 

Playful 14.3% (3) 23.8% (5) 14.3% (3) 4.8% (1) 33.3% (7) 0.0% (0) 9.5% (2) 

Pretentious 47.6% (10) 19.0% (4) 19.0% (4) 4.8% (1) 0.0% (0) 4.8% (1) 4.8% (1) 

Relaxed 4.8% (1) 14.3% (3) 4.8% (1) 28.6% (6) 14.3% (3) 28.6% (6) 4.8% (1) 

Scholarly 14.3% (3) 9.5% (2) 9.5% (2) 23.8% (5) 14.3% (3) 14.3% (3) 14.3% (3) 

Serious 4.8% (1) 14.3% (3) 9.5% (2) 28.6% (6) 9.5% (2) 19.0% (4) 14.3% (3) 

Sleek 14.3% (3) 0.0% (0) 23.8% (5) 38.1% (8) 4.8% (1) 4.8% (1) 14.3% (3) 

Sloppy 57.1% (12) 19.0% (4) 19.0% (4) 0.0% (0) 4.8% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Sophisticated 23.8% (5) 4.8% (1) 33.3% (7) 19.0% (4) 4.8% (1) 9.5% (2) 4.8% (1) 

Straightforward 0.0% (0) 4.8% (1) 0.0% (0) 19.0% (4) 28.6% (6) 14.3% (3) 33.3% (7) 

Substantial 0.0% (0) 4.8% (1) 4.8% (1) 52.4% (11) 14.3% (3) 14.3% (3) 9.5% (2) 

Tasteful 4.8% (1) 9.5% (2) 14.3% (3) 23.8% (5) 19.0% (4) 19.0% (4) 9.5% (2) 

Traditional 9.5% (2) 4.8% (1) 14.3% (3) 19.0% (4) 23.8% (5) 4.8% (1) 23.8% (5) 

Trustworthy 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 9.5% (2) 38.1% (8) 19.0% (4) 14.3% (3) 19.0% (4) 

Vigorous 23.8% (5) 28.6% (6) 19.0% (4) 23.8% (5) 4.8% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Warm 4.8% (1) 9.5% (2) 9.5% (2) 33.3% (7) 19.0% (4) 9.5% (2) 14.3% (3) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 21 

Findings and modes for all other ethnicities/races. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 8.9% (5) 5.4% (3) 0.0% (0) 28.6% (16) 30.4% (17) 16.1% (9) 10.7% (6) 

Cheap 33.9% (19) 12.5% (7) 16.1% (9) 32.1% (18) 1.8% (1) 1.8% (1) 1.8% (1) 

Cold 25.0% (14) 12.5% (7) 26.8% (15) 19.6% (11) 7.1% (4) 5.4% (3) 3.6% (2) 

Confident 1.8% (1) 3.6% (2) 12.5% (7) 28.6% (16) 25.0% (14) 19.6% (11) 8.9% (5) 

Contemporary 10.7% (6) 1.8% (1) 8.9% (5) 25.0% (14) 26.8% (15) 17.9% (10) 8.9% (5) 

Dignified 3.6% (2) 8.9% (5) 8.9% (5) 33.9% (19) 19.6% (11) 19.6% (11) 5.4% (3) 

Dutiful 5.4% (3) 3.6% (2) 10.7% (6) 37.5% (21) 16.1% (9) 19.6% (11) 7.1% (4) 

Elegant 12.5% (7) 16.1% (9) 32.1% (18) 19.6% (11) 5.4% (3) 8.9% (5) 5.4% (3) 

Familiar 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 5.4% (3) 8.9% (5) 17.9% (10) 25.0% (14) 42.9% (24) 

Feminine 19.6% (11) 21.4% (12) 23.2% (13) 17.9% (10) 1.8% (1) 12.5% (7) 3.6% (2) 

Formal 12.5% (7) 5.4% (3) 14.3% (8) 16.1% (9) 19.6% (11) 17.9% (10) 14.3% (8) 

Friendly 3.6% (2) 3.6% (2) 16.1% (9) 21.4% (12) 16.1% (9) 17.9% (10) 21.4% (12) 

Inviting 3.6% (2) 8.9% (5) 16.1% (9) 17.9% (10) 16.1% (9) 19.6% (11) 17.9% (10) 

Legible 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 5.4% (3) 8.9% (5) 17.9% (10) 67.9% (38) 

Loud 7.1% (4) 30.4% (17) 21.4% (12) 21.4% (12) 3.6% (2) 5.4% (3) 10.7% (6) 

Masculine 10.7% (6) 19.6% (11) 23.2% (13) 19.6% (11) 14.3% (8) 5.4% (3) 7.1% (4) 

Nostalgic 23.2% (13) 17.9% (10) 12.5% (7) 21.4% (12) 12.5% (7) 7.1% (4) 5.4% (3) 

Plain 1.8% (1) 1.8% (1) 14.3% (8) 21.4% (12) 14.3% (8) 17.9% (10) 28.6% (16) 

Playful 23.2% (13) 16.1% (9) 19.6% (11) 17.9% (10) 7.1% (4) 5.4% (3) 10.7% (6) 

Pretentious 28.6% (16) 25.0% (14) 23.2% (13) 14.3% (8) 5.4% (3) 0.0% (0) 3.6% (2) 

Relaxed 12.5% (7) 5.4% (3) 14.3% (8) 23.2% (13) 12.5% (7) 26.8% (15) 5.4% (3) 

Scholarly 7.1% (4) 19.6% (11) 19.6% (11) 21.4% (12) 5.4% (3) 12.5% (7) 14.3% (8) 

Serious 1.8% (1) 8.9% (5) 10.7% (6) 30.4% (17) 23.2% (13) 14.3% (8) 10.7% (6) 

Sleek 16.1% (9) 7.1% (4) 21.4% (12) 21.4% (12) 17.9% (10) 14.3% (8) 1.8% (1) 

Sloppy 62.5% (35) 10.7% (6) 8.9% (5) 10.7% (6) 5.4% (3) 1.8% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Sophisticated 16.1% (9) 14.3% (8) 21.4% (12) 19.6% (11) 8.9% (5) 17.9% (10) 1.8% (1) 

Straightforward 1.8% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 14.3% (8) 16.1% (9) 30.4% (17) 37.5% (21) 

Substantial 5.4% (3) 1.8% (1) 16.1% (9) 30.4% (17) 26.8% (15) 16.1% (9) 3.6% (2) 

Tasteful 3.6% (2) 7.1% (4) 21.4% (12) 26.8% (15) 17.9% (10) 12.5% (7) 10.7% (6) 

Traditional 3.6% (2) 7.1% (4) 10.7% (6) 23.2% (13) 17.9% (10) 14.3% (8) 23.2% (13) 

Trustworthy 3.6% (2) 3.6% (2) 8.9% (5) 25.0% (14) 21.4% (12) 23.2% (13) 14.3% (8) 

Vigorous 14.3% (8) 14.3% (8) 28.6% (16) 25.0% (14) 8.9% (5) 3.6% (2) 5.4% (3) 

Warm 8.9% (5) 10.7% (6) 25.0% (14) 25.0% (14) 12.5% (7) 7.1% (4) 10.7% (6) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 22 

Findings and modes for Democrats. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 5.1% (6) 5.1% (6) 7.6% (9) 21.2% (25) 26.3% (31) 14.4% (17) 20.3% (24) 

Cheap 21.2% (25) 16.9% (20) 17.8% (21) 28.8% (34) 7.6% (9) 3.4% (4) 4.2% (5) 

Cold 28.8% (34) 18.6% (22) 11.0% (13) 22.0% (26) 12.7% (15) 2.5% (3) 4.2% (5) 

Confident 2.5% (3) 5.9% (7) 7.6% (9) 28.8% (34) 24.6% (29) 20.3% (24) 10.2% (12) 

Contemporary 5.9% (7) 10.2% (12) 11.0% (13) 22.9% (27) 19.5% (23) 18.6% (22) 11.9% (14) 

Dignified 4.2% (5) 12.7% (15) 16.1% (19) 27.1% (32) 16.1% (19) 15.3% (18) 8.5% (10) 

Dutiful 9.3% (11) 9.3% (11) 10.2% (12) 33.1% (39) 14.4% (17) 14.4% (17) 9.3% (11) 

Elegant 13.6% (16) 17.8% (21) 22.0% (26) 23.7% (28) 8.5% (10) 6.8% (8) 7.6% (9) 

Familiar 2.5% (3) 0.8% (1) 2.5% (3) 16.1% (19) 22.0% (26) 23.7% (28) 32.2% (38) 

Feminine 18.6% (22) 14.4% (17) 22.0% (26) 16.9% (20) 11.9% (14) 7.6% (9) 8.5% (10) 

Formal 13.6% (16) 12.7% (15) 10.2% (12) 21.2% (25) 16.9% (20) 11.9% (14) 13.6% (16) 

Friendly 2.5% (3) 4.2% (5) 8.5% (10) 23.7% (28) 19.5% (23) 12.7% (15) 28.8% (34) 

Inviting 4.2% (5) 5.1% (6) 11.9% (14) 26.3% (31) 21.2% (25) 12.7% (15) 18.6% (22) 

Legible 1.7% (2) 0.8% (1) 2.5% (3) 8.5% (10) 14.4% (17) 16.9% (20) 55.1% (65) 

Loud 18.6% (22) 24.6% (29) 17.8% (21) 20.3% (24) 6.8% (8) 5.1% (6) 6.8% (8) 

Masculine 14.4% (17) 12.7% (15) 22.0% (26) 20.3% (24) 11.0% (13) 8.5% (10) 11.0% (13) 

Nostalgic 19.5% (23) 22.0% (26) 14.4% (17) 22.9% (27) 6.8% (8) 6.8% (8) 7.6% (9) 

Plain 6.8% (8) 7.6% (9) 10.2% (12) 24.6% (29) 11.9% (14) 14.4% (17) 24.6% (29) 

Playful 21.2% (25) 15.3% (18) 11.9% (14) 21.2% (25) 13.6% (16) 5.9% (7) 11.0% (13) 

Pretentious 28.8% (34) 17.8% (21) 22.0% (26) 18.6% (22) 4.2% (5) 3.4% (4) 5.1% (6) 

Relaxed 5.1% (6) 6.8% (8) 7.6% (9) 29.7% (35) 21.2% (25) 19.5% (23) 10.2% (12) 

Scholarly 5.1% (6) 21.2% (25) 14.4% (17) 21.2% (25) 11.9% (14) 11.9% (14) 14.4% (17) 

Serious 5.1% (6) 12.7% (15) 15.3% (18) 23.7% (28) 16.9% (20) 16.1% (19) 10.2% (12) 

Sleek 11.0% (13) 13.6% (16) 21.2% (25) 25.4% (30) 12.7% (15) 7.6% (9) 8.5% (10) 

Sloppy 53.4% (63) 17.8% (21) 10.2% (12) 7.6% (9) 5.9% (7) 3.4% (4) 1.7% (2) 

Sophisticated 11.9% (14) 16.1% (19) 16.9% (20) 26.3% (31) 12.7% (15) 7.6% (9) 8.5% (10) 

Straightforward 0.8% (1) 2.5% (3) 0.8% (1) 19.5% (23) 22.0% (26) 23.7% (28) 30.5% (36) 

Substantial 2.5% (3) 6.8% (8) 15.3% (18) 30.5% (36) 22.0% (26) 15.3% (18) 7.6% (9) 

Tasteful 3.4% (4) 5.9% (7) 16.9% (20) 32.2% (38) 16.9% (20) 13.6% (16) 11.0% (13) 

Traditional 7.6% (9) 7.6% (9) 13.6% (16) 23.7% (28) 15.3% (18) 11.0% (13) 21.2% (25) 

Trustworthy 2.5% (3) 5.1% (6) 10.2% (12) 28.8% (34) 19.5% (23) 15.3% (18) 18.6% (22) 

Vigorous 12.7% (15) 18.6% (22) 22.9% (27) 25.4% (30) 8.5% (10) 4.2% (5) 7.6% (9) 

Warm 6.8% (8) 10.2% (12) 16.1% (19) 21.2% (25) 17.8% (21) 11.9% (14) 16.1% (19) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 23 

Findings and modes for Republicans. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 14.3% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 28.6% (4) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 28.6% (4) 

Cheap 21.4% (3) 21.4% (3) 14.3% (2) 35.7% (5) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 

Cold 21.4% (3) 28.6% (4) 7.1% (1) 35.7% (5) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Confident 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 28.6% (4) 28.6% (4) 28.6% (4) 7.1% (1) 

Contemporary 14.3% (2) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 35.7% (5) 14.3% (2) 28.6% (4) 0.0% (0) 

Dignified 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 21.4% (3) 21.4% (3) 28.6% (4) 14.3% (2) 

Dutiful 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 64.3% (9) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 14.3% (2) 

Elegant 28.6% (4) 28.6% (4) 0.0% (0) 28.6% (4) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Familiar 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 14.3% (2) 7.1% (1) 14.3% (2) 57.1% (8) 

Feminine 42.9% (6) 0.0% (0) 21.4% (3) 14.3% (2) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 

Formal 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 28.6% (4) 21.4% (3) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 21.4% (3) 

Friendly 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 14.3% (2) 28.6% (4) 14.3% (2) 7.1% (1) 21.4% (3) 

Inviting 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 42.9% (6) 7.1% (1) 14.3% (2) 21.4% (3) 

Legible 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 92.9% (13) 

Loud 35.7% (5) 14.3% (2) 21.4% (3) 21.4% (3) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 

Masculine 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 0.0% (0) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 21.4% (3) 21.4% (3) 

Nostalgic 42.9% (6) 14.3% (2) 7.1% (1) 21.4% (3) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Plain 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 14.3% (2) 7.1% (1) 28.6% (4) 42.9% (6) 

Playful 35.7% (5) 14.3% (2) 7.1% (1) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 0.0% (0) 14.3% (2) 

Pretentious 42.9% (6) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 14.3% (2) 

Relaxed 28.6% (4) 21.4% (3) 0.0% (0) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 21.4% (3) 0.0% (0) 

Scholarly 21.4% (3) 14.3% (2) 21.4% (3) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 21.4% (3) 7.1% (1) 

Serious 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 35.7% (5) 21.4% (3) 

Sleek 42.9% (6) 14.3% (2) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 21.4% (3) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 

Sloppy 78.6% (11) 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 14.3% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Sophisticated 28.6% (4) 21.4% (3) 21.4% (3) 0.0% (0) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 0.0% (0) 

Straightforward 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 21.4% (3) 57.1% (8) 

Substantial 21.4% (3) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 21.4% (3) 14.3% (2) 28.6% (4) 0.0% (0) 

Tasteful 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 7.1% (1) 21.4% (3) 21.4% (3) 28.6% (4) 14.3% (2) 

Traditional 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 21.4% (3) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 28.6% (4) 

Trustworthy 7.1% (1) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 28.6% (4) 14.3% (2) 28.6% (4) 21.4% (3) 

Vigorous 35.7% (5) 14.3% (2) 14.3% (2) 7.1% (1) 14.3% (2) 7.1% (1) 7.1% (1) 

Warm 14.3% (2) 28.6% (4) 7.1% (1) 28.6% (4) 7.1% (1) 14.3% (2) 0.0% (0) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Table 24 

Findings and modes for Independents. 

Attribute 
1 
Not at All 

2 3 
4 
Somewhat 

5 6 
7 
Very 

American 4.3% (3) 4.3% (3) 5.8% (4) 37.7% (26) 18.8% (13) 13.0% (9) 15.9% (11) 

Cheap 23.2% (16) 10.1% (7) 20.3% (14) 33.3% (23) 5.8% (4) 1.4% (1) 5.8% (4) 

Cold 18.8% (13) 15.9% (11) 18.8% (13) 29.0% (20) 4.3% (3) 4.3% (3) 8.7% (6) 

Confident 4.3% (3) 1.4% (1) 18.8% (13) 29.0% (20) 20.3% (14) 14.5% (10) 11.6% (8) 

Contemporary 11.6% (8) 4.3% (3) 8.7% (6) 34.8% (24) 13.0% (9) 18.8% (13) 8.7% (6) 

Dignified 8.7% (6) 11.6% (8) 8.7% (6) 33.3% (23) 14.5% (10) 15.9% (11) 7.2% (5) 

Dutiful 5.8% (4) 1.4% (1) 11.6% (8) 43.5% (30) 15.9% (11) 14.5% (10) 7.2% (5) 

Elegant 21.7% (15) 14.5% (10) 21.7% (15) 23.2% (16) 8.7% (6) 7.2% (5) 2.9% (2) 

Familiar 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 5.8% (4) 13.0% (9) 18.8% (13) 26.1% (18) 36.2% (25) 

Feminine 30.4% (21) 17.4% (12) 15.9% (11) 21.7% (15) 2.9% (2) 8.7% (6) 2.9% (2) 

Formal 14.5% (10) 8.7% (6) 10.1% (7) 23.2% (16) 11.6% (8) 17.4% (12) 14.5% (10) 

Friendly 2.9% (2) 8.7% (6) 17.4% (12) 23.2% (16) 20.3% (14) 14.5% (10) 13.0% (9) 

Inviting 7.2% (5) 11.6% (8) 15.9% (11) 24.6% (17) 10.1% (7) 17.4% (12) 13.0% (9) 

Legible 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 2.9% (2) 10.1% (7) 10.1% (7) 18.8% (13) 58.0% (40) 

Loud 21.7% (15) 24.6% (17) 14.5% (10) 21.7% (15) 5.8% (4) 5.8% (4) 5.8% (4) 

Masculine 4.3% (3) 11.6% (8) 11.6% (8) 40.6% (28) 20.3% (14) 4.3% (3) 7.2% (5) 

Nostalgic 24.6% (17) 11.6% (8) 15.9% (11) 20.3% (14) 14.5% (10) 4.3% (3) 8.7% (6) 

Plain 5.8% (4) 1.4% (1) 8.7% (6) 24.6% (17) 20.3% (14) 17.4% (12) 21.7% (15) 

Playful 24.6% (17) 13.0% (9) 17.4% (12) 20.3% (14) 11.6% (8) 2.9% (2) 10.1% (7) 

Pretentious 36.2% (25) 11.6% (8) 21.7% (15) 18.8% (13) 5.8% (4) 2.9% (2) 2.9% (2) 

Relaxed 7.2% (5) 10.1% (7) 14.5% (10) 31.9% (22) 14.5% (10) 14.5% (10) 7.2% (5) 

Scholarly 4.3% (3) 5.8% (4) 17.4% (12) 40.6% (28) 7.2% (5) 8.7% (6) 15.9% (11) 

Serious 4.3% (3) 7.2% (5) 10.1% (7) 39.1% (27) 14.5% (10) 15.9% (11) 8.7% (6) 

Sleek 13.0% (9) 11.6% (8) 18.8% (13) 29.0% (20) 13.0% (9) 5.8% (4) 8.7% (6) 

Sloppy 47.8% (33) 15.9% (11) 14.5% (10) 14.5% (10) 2.9% (2) 0.0% (0) 4.3% (3) 

Sophisticated 21.7% (15) 7.2% (5) 18.8% (13) 20.3% (14) 8.7% (6) 18.8% (13) 4.3% (3) 

Straightforward 1.4% (1) 0.0% (0) 1.4% (1) 18.8% (13) 23.2% (16) 24.6% (17) 30.4% (21) 

Substantial 8.7% (6) 0.0% (0) 11.6% (8) 40.6% (28) 24.6% (17) 7.2% (5) 7.2% (5) 

Tasteful 4.3% (3) 8.7% (6) 14.5% (10) 29.0% (20) 20.3% (14) 13.0% (9) 10.1% (7) 

Traditional 1.4% (1) 5.8% (4) 8.7% (6) 27.5% (19) 23.2% (16) 11.6% (8) 21.7% (15) 

Trustworthy 1.4% (1) 0.0% (0) 5.8% (4) 33.3% (23) 27.5% (19) 13.0% (9) 18.8% (13) 

Vigorous 11.6% (8) 5.8% (4) 17.4% (12) 42.0% (29) 7.2% (5) 5.8% (4) 10.1% (7) 

Warm 13.0% (9) 8.7% (6) 21.7% (15) 27.5% (19) 10.1% (7) 7.2% (5) 11.6% (8) 

Number of responses is shown as a percent% and a (number). Modes are bolded. 
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Appendix F – Coding of Text Set in Gotham in Sampled Campaign Posters 

 

Table 25 

Coding of verbal rhetoric set in Gotham in sampled official Obama campaign posters; 

necessary text not set in Gotham is (in parentheses). 

Poster Text set in Gotham Kind of 
information 

Matching Persona Attributes 

Caucus (I want you) to caucus Tagline or catch 
phrase 
Call to action or 
directive 

American 
Confident 
Dutiful 
Familiar 
Legible 
Loud 
Masculine 

Nostalgic 
Plain 
Pretentious 
Serious 
Straightforward 
Vigorous 

On Thursday, Jan. 3
rd

 | 6:30 pm Event details Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Relaxed 
Serious 
Straightforward 

Iowa.BarackObama.com Website 
address 

Formal 
Legible 

Plain 
Straightforward 

Paid for by Obama for America Sponsor 
information 

American 
Confident 
Dutiful 
Familiar 

Plain 
Serious 
Straightforward 

Change 
Rocks 

Bryce Jordan Center . Pennsylvania 
State University 

Event details Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 

127 Bryce Jordan Center . University 
Park, PA 16802 

Event details Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 

5:30 PM 
Doors open 

Event details Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 

$50 – General admission 
$30 – with Penn State student ID 

Event details Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 

For tickets & more info, visit 
www.barackobama.com/concert 

Event details or 
website 
address 

Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 

Change 
Profile 

Change we can believe in Tagline or catch 
phrase 

Confident 
Dignified 
Inviting 

Serious 
Substantial 
Warm 

www.barackobama.com Website 
address 

Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 

NY Barack Obama 
In NYC 

Event details American 
Cold 
Confident 
Contemporary 
Dignified 
Dutiful 

Formal 
Masculine 
Plain 
Relaxed 
Serious 
Straightforward 

Sept 27 Event details Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 

Washington Square Park Event details Formal Serious 
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Poster Text set in Gotham Kind of 
information 

Matching Persona Attributes 

Legible 
Plain 

Straightforward 

Gates open at 5pm Event details Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 

Txt NYC to Obama 62262 Call to action or 
directive 

Contemporary 
Formal 
Friendly 
Inviting 
Legible 

Plain 
Relaxed 
Serious 
Straightforward 

BarackObama.com/NYC Website 
address 

Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 

Free . Open to the public Events details Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 

Excerpt from Obama’s Labor Day Rally 
remarks in Manchester, NH on 
September 3, 2007 (full text that 
appeared on the poster is in Appendix 
D) 

Excerpt from a 
speech 

American 
Cheap 
Cold 
Confident 
Dignified 
Dutiful 
Elegant 
Familiar 
Feminine 
Formal 
Friendly 
Inviting 
Legible 
Loud 

Masculine 
Nostalgic 
Plain 
Pretentious 
Relaxed 
Scholarly 
Serious 
Sophisticated 
Substantial 
Tasteful 
Traditional 
Trustworthy 
Vigorous 
Warm 

Change 
Front 

Change we can believe in Tagline or catch 
phrase 

Confident 
Dignified 
Inviting 

Serious 
Substantial 
Warm 

www.barackobama.com Website 
address 

Formal 
Legible 
Plain 

Serious 
Straightforward 
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