
CEU Political Science Journal. Vol. 5, No. 2 
 

 238 

THE ENCOUNTER OF POLITICAL MARKETING WITH 
DIFFERENT VERSIONS OF DEMOCRACY 

 
Prodromos Yannas 
Technological Educational Institution (TEI) of Western Macedonia 
             
Abstract 
 
Political marketing’s evolution owes much to the contributions of 
Anglo-American scholars from the discipline of marketing.  These 
contributions have been based on liberal understandings of 
democracy and have adopted a positivist epistemology.  
Notwithstanding the progress achieved thus far, the evolution has 
been one-sided, drawing mainly from the marketing literature 
without keeping up to date with literature in political science on 
democratic theory.  The article urges scholars to seriously engage 
with the texts of political theory scholars on democracy.  It 
argues that political marketing stands to benefit from identifying 
the major shortcomings of both the liberal interest group and the 
deliberative models of democracy.  This article proposes that I.M. 
Young’s version of communicative democracy warrants serious 
attention by political marketing scholars both for the theoretical 
insights it offers and for opening new paths for research.  
 
Keywords: Political Marketing, Liberal Models of Democracy, 
Communicative Democracy  
 
 
Developments in the field of political marketing have thus far 
been shaped mainly by the contributions of Anglo-American 
scholars who have been trained in the field of marketing and have 
taken up the task of transposing, adjusting and applying 
marketing ideas, concepts and methods to the political arena.  
Research area has been mainly focused on elections, directing 
attention to the needs of the customer (citizen-voter) and 
demonstrating the relevance of market research (surveys, focus 
groups, interviews, content analysis) in campaign strategy, 
message development, political advertising, etc.  Besides 
electoral contests where emphasis is placed on campaigns of 



CEU Political Science Journal. Vol. 5, No. 2 
 

 239 

candidates and political parties, other research foci include the 
development and implementation of campaigns by governments, 
lobbyists, interest groups, non-governmental organizations and 
civil society groups and movements.  
 
The literature of political marketing is heavily skewed towards 
elaboration of marketing concepts and methods.1 This is 
understandable given that most of the contributions in this 
nascent field come from scholars trained in marketing.  However, 
the advancement of the field depends on bridging the disciplinary 
divide among scholars working in the mother disciplines of 
marketing and political science.2 From a political science 
perspective, this call is both welcomed and long overdue, as the 
literature of political marketing has not kept pace with theoretical 
formulations and debates on democracy prevalent among political 
theorists.   
 
This paper attempts to bridge this lacuna by engaging in a 
kaleidoscopic and selective reading of formulations in political 
theory with an eye of identifying foci and concepts that may 
enrich political marketing’s understanding of democracy. Some 
may find this exercise futile and pointless either because they find 
political marketing’s instrumental operation incompatible with 
attempts at deepening democracy or because they see no 
problem whatsoever with the liberal version of democracy that 
political marketing embraces. I find both views quite problematic. 
The first view is advocated among politicians and scholars of 
center-left persuasion who view political marketing with suspicion 
if not outright hostility.3 Against the incompatibility thesis I would 
simply state that political life in contemporary societies is 
mediated by symbols such as media frames, rhetorical tropes and 
devices and the tools of the trade of political marketing (political 
images, political advertising, public opinion polls). Style is as 

                                                
1  Bruce I. Newman, ed., Handbook of Political Marketing (Thousand Oaks, London, New Delhi: 

Sage Publications, Inc., 1999). 

2  Stephan Henneberg and Nicholas O’ Shaughnessy, “Theory and Concept Development in Political 

Marketing: Issues and an Agenda,” Journal of Political Marketing , 6:2/3 (2007): 5-31. 

3  Jurgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere (Cambridge, MA: The MIT 

Press, 2001),  pp. 216-222.  
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important as form in the conduct of today’s politics and what you 
say in politics will not go very far unless you know how to say it 
to a media-saturated polity. The inroads marketing concepts have 
made in politics are irreversible and political actors can ignore 
them only at their own peril. If political marketing partakes in the 
manipulation of images, the engineering of consent and the 
depoliticization of issues, then political participation is weakened 
and democracy suffers. Alternatively, if political marketing 
highlights previously unexplored images and issues mostly of 
oppositional groups then political participation is broadened and 
democracy is deepened. The jury is still out on whether political 
marketing impoverishes democracy and further empirical 
research is needed to shed light on it.  
 
The second view finds resonance among political marketing 
practitioners and scholars who reason that the dissolution of 
communism and the subsequent triumph of neo-liberalism offered 
fertile ground for the cultivation and ascendancy of market-driven 
approaches to politics including political marketing.  Although few 
will quarrel with this assertion, political marketing scholars need 
not be complacent about the triumph of neo-liberalism and the 
new wave of spreading the U.S. version of democracy globally.  
Against the complacency thesis, one can easily point to 
discrepancies in the workings of liberal democracies reaching 
sometimes crisis proportions as reflected in the overwhelming 
power of special interests, the disrepute of political parties, the 
low public regard and approval ratings for politicians, the media 
driven sensationalist coverage of political issues and the 
increasing rate with which political scandals and charges of 
corruption have come to light.  Between the Scylla of expressing 
an outright negative view of political marketing and the Charybdis 
of being complacent about the workings of liberal democracy and 
the contribution of political marketing to its functioning, I would 
like to propose a serious engagement with political theory texts 
on democracy in an attempt to move beyond the dominant 
interest-based liberal and procedural understanding of 
democracy.  My proposal consists of three interrelated moves that 
political marketing scholars need to undertake: a) an engagement 
with deliberative and, in particular, communicative versions of 
democracy; b) a de-centring of the focus on the acts of voting 
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and campaigning in order to allow for the scrutiny of other 
political acts like demonstrations; and c) a substitution of a social 
constructivist understanding of the notion of “public” for the now 
prevalent conception of aggregating individual opinions. These 
suggestions and reformulations would, in my view, anchor 
political marketing to a more inclusive and I dare say more 
substantive conception of democracy as well as introducing a 
bottom-up approach to agency as a supplement and a corrective 
to the top-down approach prevalent in political marketing studies.             
 
Margaret Scammell is one of the few political marketing scholars 
to ponder the relationship of political marketing to democracy.  
She has suggested that the marketing concept goes hand in hand 
with the “plebiscitary model of democracy.”4 This is a populist 
conception whereby public interest is defined as the sum of 
individual interests and citizens are asked on regular intervals to 
express their preferences in plebiscites and referenda. Marketing 
scholars may rejoice at the advantage of establishing procedures 
that oblige politicians to take seriously the views of the 
electorate, but this form of democracy is not without its 
limitations.  Without going into much detail, the plebiscitary 
model a) makes unrealistic assumptions about a well-informed 
citizenry, b) subjects all decisions to the tyranny of the majority 
without concern for minority viewpoints, c) overlooks bureaucratic 
difficulties and time constraints in holding referenda on a 
nationwide scale, and d) sidesteps the role that strong 
intermediary associations of civil society, like parties, voluntary 
groups, and non-governmental organizations can play in fostering 
public discourse.5 In my view, most political marketing accounts 
bracket the concept of democracy.  
 
Reflecting upon the relationship of political marketing to 
democracy, most political marketing accounts either do not make 
explicit and/or do not engage in serious theoretical discussion 
regarding the type or form of democracy they are talking about. 
                                                
4  Margaret Scammell , Designer Politics: How Elections Are Won (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 1995), 

pp. 16-18. 

5  Craig Calhoun, “Populist Politics, Communications Media and Large Scale Societal Integration,” 

Sociological Theory 6 (1988): 219-241.    
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One cannot help but notice a close affinity between marketing 
and liberal conceptions of politics reflecting the equivalence of 
capitalism in the economic sphere with liberalism in the political 
sphere. Most political marketing scholars subscribe to the 
representative model of democracy and analyze its workings 
through the theoretical lenses of Joseph Schumpeter’s elitist 
theory of democracy and Anthony Downs’ economic theory of 
democracy.6  Such conceptions, though, promote a certain view 
of politics.  Both assume that individual interests are pre-given; 
conceive of politics as a power game among competing interests 
and voter preferences as predetermined and invariant; view 
citizens as passive consumers who  secretively express their 
political preference through the periodic act of voting, and make 
the pursuit of vote maximization and capturing the reins of power 
the end goals of political activity undertaken by political parties 
and politicians.  
 
Schematically speaking and in conformity with these 
assumptions, political marketing conceives of the political arena 
as an electorate market where political parties, analogous to 
firms, compete with political programmes, the equivalent of 
products in the market place, to get the votes of the electorate.  
Political marketing is a strategy or an orientation that parties and 
politicians adopt to attain their end goal: capturing the state 
through vote maximization. To pursue this goal, parties and 
politicians aggregate, with the aid of public opinion polls, policy 
preferences, adjust policy positions towards the center of the 
political spectrum to capture the majority of shifting or undecided 
voters and encourage voter participation through such activities 
as fund-raising, attending rallies, participating as delegates in 
conventions and voting the day of elections.  This depiction of 
political marketing falls within the core of liberalism in politics. In 
the words of an astute observer: “the electoral market works to 
support liberal democracy by disciplining the leaders and the 
electorate and by buttressing liberal democracy’s three main 

                                                
6  Joseph Schumpeter,  Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy (New York: Harper, 1942); Antony  

Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy (New York: Harper & Row, 1957). 
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elements: interest optimalization, control over the regime and 
civic orientation.”7     
 
In discussing the model of liberal democracy that subsumes 
political marketing within its wings, I would like to single out for 
comment two features of the model that have far reaching 
implications for future political marketing research.  The first is 
the goal of vote maximization and the second concerns the notion 
of the “public” as aggregating opinions and preferences of 
individuals.  Political marketing’s espousal of these aspects of 
liberal politics has important implications for the conduct of 
democratic politics.  Political marketing activity centers on vote 
maximization.   Political marketing as a strategy to aid parties 
and politicians in maximizing their vote is a rational activity that 
cannot escape the unintended irrational consequences of the 
market-led liberal version of democracy. The first irrational 
consequence is that vote maximization pushes parties and 
politicians to move to the center in search of votes, blurs political 
distinctions and, in the process, allows appeals to passion to reign 
over appeals to reason and self-interest.  The second irrational 
consequence is that, with the help of political marketers, only a 
small fraction of political issues are exposed in campaigns; 
instead, emphasis is placed on image.8 The practices of 
segmentation and targeting, so popular among political 
marketers, are exclusionary in the sense that they address 
narrow segments of the public.9  As a result, voters may turn 
their back on electoral politics sensing that neither their narrow 
interests nor their more general interest in the common good are 
served from their participation in politics. Two issues of particular 
relevance to political marketing that emerge from the discussion 
on vote maximization are the effects of political marketing on 
political participation and the centrality of images and, more 
generally, of symbols in politics. Although I have alluded to these 

                                                
7 Spencer Wellhofer, “Contradictions in Market Models of Politics: The Case of Party Strategies and 

Voter Linkages, “ European Journal of Political Research 19 (1990), 15. 

8  Spencer Wellhofer, “Contradictions in Market Models of Politics”, 20. 

9  Oscar Gandy, “Dividing Practices: Segmentation and Targeting in the Emerging Public Sphere,” in 

Mediated Politics: Communication in the Future of Democracy, eds. W. Lance Bennett and Robert M. Entman 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004). 142-145. 
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issues before, I will urge political marketing scholars to pay more 
attention to Iris Young’s communicative democracy model 
precisely because it integrates the symbolic and rhetorical 
dimensions in the conduct of democratic politics.10   
The emphasis on vote maximization absorbs most of the labours 
of political marketing practitioners and scholars.  The campaign 
period is for practitioners the stuff of politics and for scholars the 
field that generates theoretical and empirical studies. However, 
this sole preoccupation with the process leading to the act of 
voting produces political marketing’s voting bias and eschews 
consideration of other political democratic activities.  Aside from 
campaigning and voting, other activities take place in 
democracies like deliberation (arguing, debating, bargaining), 
lobbying, mobilization, organization and political protests and 
demonstrations.  
 
To limit political activity to campaigning and voting amounts to 
foreclosing the possibility that the people, where sovereignty 
resides, will have a say in the shaping of policy options and 
government decisions.  In liberal democracies, the citizen remains 
passive and all political activities revolve around the initiatives 
that political elites take in institutional settings.  The key question 
is whether political marketing can be compatible with active forms 
of citizenship and give voice to the activities of social movements 
that either aim to change the distributional outcomes of political 
institutions or seek to challenge the constitutive rules that define 
some acts as political while confining others in the private 
sphere.11 The activities can range from bargaining and 
deliberating within the confines of institutionalized politics to 
political protests and demonstrations that aim to transform the 
rules and principles governing what is termed “political” and make 
the public sphere all encompassing.  
 

                                                
10  Iris Marion Young, “Justice and Communicative Democracy,” in Radical Philosophy: Tradition, 

Counter-Tradition, Politics, ed. Roger S. Gottlieb (Philadelphia, Temple University Press, 1993), 123-143; Iris 

Marion Young, “Communication and the Other: Beyond Deliberative Democracy,” in Democracy and 

Difference, ed. Seyla Benhabib (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996). 120-135.  

11  Ronnie Lipschutz with James Rowe, Globalizatiion, Governmentality and Global Politics (London 

and New York: Routledge, 2005). 196-219. 
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Public opinion is a concept that carries considerable resonance in 
the formulations of political scientists and specialists in political 
marketing. Democracy is a system of governance by and for the 
people.  Liberal electoral politics is inconceivable without public 
opinion polls and a political marketing strategy cannot be 
developed without the input of political market research in 
uncovering the preferences of the electorate. In addition, the 
political marketing approach to politics derives its legitimacy from 
its stress on devising campaign strategy and public policies based 
on what the public deems important.  Public opinion is the focal 
point where political marketing meets theorizing about 
democracy. For this reason, I have singled out for comment the 
notion of the public. In most public opinion studies, the public is 
composed of the aggregative opinions of a sample of individuals. 
Political analysts and pollsters break down the public into various 
categorization schemes (i.e., supporters of party A/supporters of 
party B/undecided; 
loyalists/radicals/activists/undecided/uninterested/disaffected; 
etc.) These categorizations of pollsters flow from a top-down 
process that serves the strategic interests of parties and 
politicians. No matter how natural these categories appear to 
politicians and the electorate, they are constructions of political 
marketing discourse. This alternative conceptualisation of “the 
public” acknowledges that the “public” is a social construction 
constituted in discourse.12  
 
It follows, therefore, that different versions of democracy 
construct “the public” differently.  In the constructions of political 
marketing experts, voters are conceived in the passive role of 
consumers than the more engaging role of citizens.  Another 
familiar construction in political marketing circles is the 
construction of a “representative public” based upon the 
statistical notion of representativeness.13 The concept of 
representation, being primarily political, is flexible and can be 

                                                
12  Marian Barnes, Janet Newman, Helen Sullivan, “Power, Participation, and Political Renewal: 

Theoretical Perspectives on Public Participation Under New Labour  in Britain,” Social Politics 11:2 (2004), 

267-279. 

13  Janet Newman, Modernising Governance (London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage Publications, 

Inc., 2001). 137. 
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broadened to include views of disadvantaged groups that do not 
participate in formal politics.  In Nancy Fraser’s terminology these 
groups form the “subaltern counter-publics.”14   
Currently, there are more theoretical offerings on democracy on 
the table for scholars in the field than the representative or 
interest group model of democracy. I will comment on two 
versions of democracy: deliberative and communicative 
democracy.    
 
In a seminal work Jon Elster has suggested that politics 
resembles both a market and a forum.15 Overemphasis on the 
play of pre-given interests in a political market excludes from 
consideration a vital aspect of democratic politics: invoking 
reasons for defending interests and advancing arguments in an 
attempt to persuade others to one’s point of view. The emphasis 
on deliberation among citizens for reaching the best rational 
decision for all concerned has given rise to deliberative 
democracy.  This form of democracy is associated with the work 
of Jurgen Habermas and his followers.16 One of them, James 
Fiskin has conducted deliberative polls, requiring respondents to 
first question political candidates on a number of issues and, 
following conversation, to form their opinions and list their 
preferences.17  Deliberation in modern societies takes place in 
various institutional settings like parliaments, courts, and 
government bureaucracies.  For deliberation to occur, a network 
of messages must be circulated in society, raising issues, offering 

                                                
14  Nancy Fraser, “Rethinking the Public Sphere: A Contribution to the Critique of Actually Existing 

Democracy,” in Habermas and the Public Sphere , ed. Craig Calhoun (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press 1999). 

123. 

15  Jon Elster, “The Market and the Forum: Three Varieties of Political Theory,” in Deliberative 

Democracy: Essays on Reason and Politics, eds., James Bohman and William Rehg (Cambridge,MA; The MIT 

Press, 1997). 

16  Jurgen Habermas, Three Normative Models of Democracy,” in Democracy and Difference, ed. 

Seyla Benhabib (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996). 21-30; James Fiskin, Democracy and  

Deliberation (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1971); James Bohman, Public Deliberation: Pluralism, 

Complexity and Democracy (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1996); Simone Chambers, Reasonable 

Democracy: Habermas and the Politics of Discourse (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996);  John Dryzek, 

Deliberative Democracy and Beyond: Liberals, Critics, Contestations (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000).  

17  James Fiskin, The Voice of  the People: Public Opinion and Democracy (New Haven and London: 

Yale University Press, 1995). 
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information, listing opinions and giving interpretations. The public 
sphere is the space where active citizens and civil society actors 
express their views, discuss issues of general concern and form 
what constitutes public opinion.    
 
The overemphasis that the deliberative democracy model places 
on reasoned debate and universal principles of rationality that 
transcend particularistic interests may safeguard objectivity, but 
it is a cause of concern to critics of the model and political 
marketers alike.18  Critics contend that the model is oblivious to 
the cultural differences among debate participants as well as to 
their different styles of speech.19 The fact, for instance, that 
deliberation is conducted in formal institutions raises the issue of 
exclusion, as members of some groups (small parties, minorities, 
social movements, single-issue NGOs) do not participate in this 
process.  Even if these groups were to be included in the 
deliberations, exclusion would take the form of not being 
competent enough and adept to conform to the norms of the 
deliberation (emphasis attached to winning the argument, 
assertiveness, deductive reasoning, absence of emotional 
expressions, etc).  Cultural theorists and political marketing 
specialists may also object to the deliberative model’s 
insensitivity to symbolic references and to the use of figurative 
language. 
 
A model of democracy that I find more congenial to the interests 
of political marketing scholars is Iris Young’s of communicative 
democracy.20  The model is made up of four elements that 
broaden public participation and account for preserving the 
plurality of diverse cultural and social perspectives.  These 
elements or communication modes are a) critical argument, b) 
greeting which includes preliminaries to discussion and non-
linguistic gestures, c) rhetoric that entails using figures of speech 
to attract and maintain the audience’s attention, and d) 
storytelling in the form of narratives that make people understand 

                                                
18  Jon Elster,  ed., Deliberative Democracy (Cambridge: Cambridge Universiry Press, 1998); Iris 

Marion Young, Inclusion and Democracy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000). 

19  Young, “Communication and the Other,” 122-125. 

20  Young, “Communication and the Other,”; Young, Inclusion and Democracy. 
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the experiences and situation of others different from them. Aside 
from critical argument, the element that is shared by both 
deliberative and communicative versions of democracy, the 
remaining three elements stress the point that human beings are 
constituted of rational and emotional selves. Symbols, non-
discursive facets of communication and passions are equally 
important as appeals to reasoned arguments in political discourse 
and mobilizing people to action.  To engage in political acts, 
people must be capable of both reasoning and feeling for matters 
they experience as a collective and for which they seek to arrive 
at binding decisions.     
 
Young’s model of communicative democracy has the dual 
advantage of paying tribute to a variety of forms of 
communication and enlarging participation in a reconfigured 
public sphere.  The model of communicative democracy has 
considerable implications for work in the field of political 
marketing.  Besides resembling a market and a forum, politics 
becomes also an arena of staged publicity and exposure to 
contested meanings. In the public sphere of advanced liberal 
societies, definitions of what constitutes “the political” are shaped 
by the discursive and non-discursive strategies and tactics of 
political agents and social groups.  To diffuse their message(s) 
throughout society, political agents and groups lean on the 
shoulders of political communication professionals and publicists.   
Political marketing experts frame and/or give a particular spin to 
an issue before it enters into the transmission belt of mass media 
outlets.   
 
Additionally, communicative democracy and political marketing 
take seriously issues of symbolism and style in politics. Let us 
briefly consider what importance Young’s three elements of 
communication can have on political marketing.  Greeting can 
take place inside as well as outside the boundary condition of the 
deliberative system.  Inside the system, exchanges are 
characterized by civility, rules of etiquette and orderly 
procedures.  Before the initiation of a dialogue, interlocutors 
engage in gestures of politeness and flattery, become familiar 
with one another and their surroundings and convey messages 
through non-linguistic gestures (hugs, smiles, etc.)   
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All activities that prefigure the actual deliberation, from body 
language of political actors to opening remarks that profile the 
political background and experiences of the participants, can find 
their ways in video clips and political advertisements at the hands 
of political marketing experts. Young mostly treats greeting as a 
pre-deliberation activity that is met with acclamation in political 
gatherings.  Stretching Young’s formulation a bit further, we may 
substitute reception for greeting in order to encompass both the 
positive and the negative aspects of the encounter.  This 
reformulation allows us to account for activities that are 
addressed to a deliberative system, yet fall outside its boundaries 
as the many encounters of activists with officials of international 
institutions (i.e., WTO, IMF, G-8 meetings, etc.) amply testify. 
Outside the walls of deliberation, exchanges can become rowdy, 
disorderly and even erupt into violence.  Activists eschew 
deliberation believing that political and economic inequalities 
favour elite groups and their own viewpoints are not accorded a 
fair hearing. Activists, as the name signifies, engage in direct 
public actions that garner the attention of the media and generate 
considerable media exposure.  Actions that activists find 
congenial to their cause include blocking entrances to meeting 
places, disrupting the course of deliberations, participating in 
demonstrations and sit-ins, etc.21  Political marketing experts and 
commentators can seize upon this event-generated publicity to 
reframe issues, challenge dominant perspectives and bolster 
support for the viewpoints of oppositional and marginalized 
groups. Communicative democracy could expand the scope of 
political marketing by making social movements and oppositional 
groups subjects of study.  
 
Rhetoric, the second element in Young’s formulation, shares a 
couple of important traits with political marketing.  Both 
disciplines are oriented towards appealing to and meeting the 
needs and desires of audiences, the listening public in the case of 
rhetoric and the voter-consumer in the case of political 
marketing. Rhetoricians and political marketing experts alike 
                                                
21 Iris Marion Young, “Activist Challenges to Deliberative Democracy,” Political Theory 29:5 (October 2001), 

673. 
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address specific political matters that call for concrete solutions 
and couch their messages in such a manner as to attract and 
maintain the interest of their target audiences. The second trait 
that unites both disciplines is the emphasis they place on winning.  
Both conceive of politics as an agonistic arena where reasons and 
passions are purposefully mobilized to induce citizens to action 
and win electoral contests.  Rhetoric scholars and political 
theorists sympathetic to rhetoric have offered a number of 
insights that can be of interest to political marketing scholars and 
professionals.22 Take for instance the segmentation scheme 
proposed by rhetoricians for a political debate audience.  In place 
of a scheme that divides voters into supporters, opponents and 
undecided, political marketing experts can draw upon work in 
debate rhetoric that breaks down an audience into partisans, 
abstainers, spectators and deliberating citizens depending on the 
degree of cognitive involvement and emotional assurance a voter 
experiences on an issue.   
 
To get voters on their side, politicians in political debates either 
adopt a vote-gathering strategy based on emotional arousal or a 
vote-shifting strategy that relies on reason to prove the worth of 
one’s arguments.  Vote-gathering resonates with spectators while 
vote-shifting with deliberating citizens.23 Thinking along similar 
lines, political marketers may utilize John Dryzek’s proposal of 
classifying rhetoric into two types: bonding and bridging rhetoric.  
Bonding rhetoric, addressing people that share similar outlooks, 
accentuates feelings of belonging in the inner group and drives a 
wedge between “us” and “them.” In bridging rhetoric, on the 
other hand, the speaker intends to reach and influence an 
audience different than his/her own.  Political marketing experts 
may find Dryzek’s examples of how political leaders like Martin 
Luther King, Jr and Nelson Mandela employed bridging rhetoric to 
marginalize extreme positions very illuminating. Equally 

                                                
22  Gary Remer, “Political Oratory and Conversation: Cicero versus Deliberative Democracy,” Political 

Theory 27:1 (February 1999); Simone Chambers, “Rhetoric and the Public Sphere: Has Deliberative 

Democracy Abandoned Mass Democracy?” Political Theory 37:3 (June 2009): 323-350.. 

23 Charlotte Jorgensen and Christian Kock, “The Rhetorical Audience in Public Debate and the Strategies of 

Vote Gathering and Vote Shifting,” (Denmark: University of Copenhagen, 1998) Available at 

www.staff.hum.ku.dk/Kock/images/ISSA98.doc  
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significant is Dryzek’s conclusion that  bridging rhetoric is “more 
clearly defensible when it comes from those representing an 
historically subordinate position or an equal partner rather than 
an historically dominant position.” 24          
 
Storytelling or narrative is the third element in Young’s 
formulation. A narrative conveys particular experiences from a 
certain perspective. It weaves together in a story a series of 
events, highlighting some while obscuring others.  Although 
narrative analysis has been extensively used in the humanities, it 
has recently made inroads in the study of politics and in business 
studies.25  
 
Communicative democracy’s use of narrative can create an 
appreciation of methodological pluralism among political 
marketing scholars, urging them to experiment with qualitative 
approaches to marketing.26  The artful use of narrative has been 
appreciated by political consultants for some time.  According to 
James Carville and Stanley Greenberg, two renowned political 
strategists, the lack of a compelling narrative on the part of the 
Democrats was largely to blame for the loss of Democratic 
candidate John Kerry to Republican candidate George W. Bush in 
the 2004 U.S. elections. For these reasons, it is worth considering 
in more depth the insights of communicative democracy.  Political 
marketing stands to benefit from engaging with the texts of 
political theory on the topic of democratic politics. It is hoped that 
such an engagement will sharpen critical reflection among 
political marketing scholars and aid their quest for more elaborate 
and context-specific theoretical formulations.  
 
   

                                                
24 John Dryzek, “Rhetoric in Democracy: A Systematic Appreciation,” Working Paper 2009/2 (Canberra, 

Australia: Centre for Deliberative Democracy & Global Governance, 2009), 11-12.  

25  In political science see, Francesca Polletta, Freedom is an Endless Meeting (Chicago and London: 

The University of Chicago Press, 2002); In business studies see,  Mats Avesson and Kaj Skoldberg, Reflexive 

Methodology (London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage Publications, 2005). 

26 Evert Gummesson, “Are Current Research Approaches in Marketing Leading Us Astyray?” 

Marketing Theory 1:1 (2001):27-48; Evert Gummesson, “Qualitative Research in Marketing,” European 

Journal of Marketing 39: 3-4 (2005):309-327. 
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