
Introduction

President Donald Trump is undoubtedly one of the most vivid,
recognizable, and widely discussed figures in contemporary
international politics. From the earliest moments of his public
career, he has drawn attention not only because of controversial
policy decisions but, above all, because of the unusual—at times
openly provocative—language with which he describes the world,
his opponents, and the challenges facing the United States.1
Trump’s communicative style—direct, unconstrained by conven-
tional filters, saturated with colloquialisms, hyperbole, and emo-
tional charge—has long been the subject of rhetorical, psycholog-
ical, and media analysis.2 Scholars have repeatedly emphasized
that his communication is highly effective in mobilizing specific
segments of the public, while simultaneously being profoundly
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polarizing. This raises questions about the underlying mecha-
nisms that render his language both meaningful and impactful.

Previous studies on Trump’s discourse have focused primari-
ly on populist rhetoric, campaign strategies, the specificity of
social media communication, or Trump’s personal characteris-
tics. Far less attention has been devoted to interpreting his com-
munication within a broader cognitive, moral, and cultural
framework—one that asks not only what  Trump says, but why
he says it in that particular way, and what mental structures give
coherence and meaning to his statements. It is this perspective
that the present article advances.

The aim of this paper is to demonstrate that Trump’s language
is not merely a by-product of personality, temperament, or ad hoc
political strategy. Rather, it constitutes a consistent enactment of
the “strict father” moral model, as theorized by George Lakoff.
This model—rooted in the metaphor of the “nation as family”—
structures the conservative understanding of the world, politics,
threats, and moral obligations. Within this framework, politics
becomes a form of moral action, and the evaluation of public
events is grounded in the categories of strength, discipline,
responsibility, order, and the principle of “reward for virtue, pun-
ishment for weakness.” These elements permeate Trump’s dis-
course, making his statements—though often shocking to many
observers—appear natural, sensible, and deeply aligned with the
worldview of his supporters.

Drawing on Lakoff’s theory of framing and conceptual
metaphor, this article examines how metaphors such as “strug-
gle,” “fall and restoration,” “external threat,” and “moral purity”
structure Trump’s communicative repertoire. This perspective
demonstrates that Trump’s linguistic style is not merely a set of
provocative formulations but is organized through a coherent
moral-cognitive system. It helps clarify not only his most iconic
slogans but also his widely commented remarks on immigration,
national security, foreign policy, and alliance relations.

Adopting this framing-based perspective contributes to
research on political communication in two ways. First, it moves
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beyond interpretations that reduce Trump’s discourse to pop-
ulism, emotionalism, or sheer controversy by illuminating its
grounding in specific moral worldviews. Second, it facilitates an
examination of how his messages are received across conserva-
tive and liberal media environments, explaining why—for many
audiences—his communication appears sincere, authentic, and
persuasive, even when it elicits strong opposition in other seg-
ments of society.

In doing so, the article contributes to ongoing research on
populist language, the moral underpinnings of political judg-
ment, and the role of metaphor in public discourse. Above all, it
offers an interpretive framework that allows for a different read-
ing of the communication of one of the most influential political
actors of the 21st century—and, at the same time, a deeper under-
standing of how contemporary political frames operate within
American public discourse. In this sense, the article does not
merely analyze political rhetoric, but examines how moral frames
function as mechanisms of discursive meaning-making that
structure the interpretation of political reality.

Theoretical Framework

The concept of framing first appeared in social research at the
beginning of the twentieth century, but it was Erving Goffman’s
work that provided it with a clear theoretical and analytical foun-
dation. In Frame Analysis,3 Goffman conceptualized frames as
culturally grounded interpretive structures through which indi-
viduals organize their experiences and make sense of the sur-
rounding world.4 Frames act as cognitive “filters” through which
events, images, words, and situations are processed—only by
passing through these filters do they become intelligible. Thus,
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how a person interprets a political message depends not only on
the message itself but also on prior experiences, emotional states,
accumulated knowledge, and the individual system of values
through which new information is integrated.

While the literature distinguishes many types of framing, the
present article focuses primarily on f igurat ive  f raming—
that is, forms of framing in which meaning is conveyed through
metaphors, hyperbole, analogies, and other rhetorical tropes.
When an interpretive frame takes the form of a metaphor, we
speak of metaphor ica l  f raming. In such cases, an abstract or
difficult-to-describe phenomenon (the target domain) is explained
through something more concrete, familiar, or experientially
grounded (the source domain).5 A classic example is the metaphor
argument is war, which maps elements such as enemy, attack,
defense, and victory onto the domain of political debate, prompt-
ing individuals to understand disagreement as conflict, with win-
ning and losing as its natural categories.6 Literal frames, by con-
trast, describe phenomena without metaphorical extension.

George Lakoff, in developing cognitive metaphor theory,
demonstrated that metaphors are not merely stylistic ornaments
or literary devices. Rather, they constitute a fundamenta l
cogni t ive  mechanism through which people think, catego-
rize, and make decisions. In Metaphors We Live By, Lakoff and
Mark Johnson argued that metaphors permeate everyday lan-
guage—including political, emotional, and scientific discourse—
often operating unconsciously.7 As individuals learn about the
world, they simultaneously acquire the metaphors that describe it;
they internalize these through socialization and later use them
automatically, under the impression that they are speaking “liter-
ally.”
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Within this framework, metaphors do not simply describe
reality—they s t ruc ture  it. The metaphors a politician employs
reveal their worldview, their preferred interpretations of events,
their hierarchy of values, and the interpretive lens through which
they expect audiences to understand their statements. For that
reason, understanding how metaphors function—and how they
shape the reception of political communication—is essential
before analyzing Donald Trump’s linguistic choices.

At the center of Lakoff’s framework stands the metaphor of
the nat ion  as  fami ly , which forms the basis for two con-
trasting parenting models: the s tr i c t  fa ther  model and the
nurturant  parent  model.8 These models are not simply
descriptions of child-rearing styles; they constitute deeply
embedded moral structures that extend into political values, pol-
icy preferences, and ideas about good and evil. In other words,
the family model one considers legitimate often shapes expecta-
tions of government and influences how political messages are
interpreted.

The strict father model assumes that the world is a difficult
and dangerous place; therefore, individuals must be raised to be
strong, disciplined, and self-reliant. Within this framework, a
moral authority figure—typically associated with the father—pos-
sesses the legitimate right to set rules and enforce them, includ-
ing through forms of punishment construed as morally justified.
The family operates hierarchically, and children learn responsi-
bility, obedience, self-control, and adherence to clearly defined
principles. In political life, this translates into the belief that soci-
ety requires strong leadership, discipline, clear rules, and consis-
tent consequences for those who break them. For conservatives,
Lakoff argues, morality is grounded in core concepts such as
moral strength, self-discipline, responsibility, hard work, and the
principle of reward and punishment. These values shape their
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understanding of state action: social programs that diminish
individual autonomy are viewed as morally harmful, whereas law
and order represent the foundation of social morality.

Lakoff’s framework, however, has also been the subject of sub-
stantial critique. Jonathan Haidt emphasizes that human morali-
ty is built on multiple foundations (e.g., loyalty, liberty, sanctity),
not merely on family-based structures.9 Steven Pinker argues that
Lakoff overstates the explanatory power of metaphor, underesti-
mating the influence of rational cognitive processes. Philip
Zimbardo, in turn, stresses that individuals’ behavior is shaped
largely by situational factors rather than by stable moral frame-
works. These perspectives do not invalidate Lakoff’s theory;
instead, they situate it within a broader scholarly landscape and
underscore that it represents one possible—though not exclusive—
interpretive model. Although these critiques point to important
limitations, they do not invalidate the usefulness of Lakoff’s
framework for political communication research. Rather, they
highlight that moral models should be treated as heuristic
devices—tools that reveal deep, recurring structures of meaning,
even if they do not account for every dimension of political behav-
ior. In this article, Lakoff’s framework is therefore employed not as
a deterministic model, but as an interpretive lens that clarifies the
coherence and patterned nature of Trump’s rhetorical choices.

In sum, the theory of framing, conceptual metaphor, and
Lakoff’s moral models provide a robust foundation for analyzing
Donald Trump’s language. They allow us not only to identify the
metaphors and frames that dominate his discourse but also to
understand why these frames resonate with particular audiences.
In this article, this theoretical perspective is used to demonstrate
that Trump’s language is not merely a collection of provocative
statements but a coherent and consistent system of communica-
tion rooted in  this conservative moral logic.
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Characteristics 
of the “Strict Father” Model

Lakoff distinguishes two parenting models, of which the “strict
father” model is central to this analysis and characteristic of con-
servative ways of thinking about morality, politics, and society.
Its presence in public discourse derives from underlying concep-
tual metaphors that structure how individuals and communities
understand the world and assign meaning to social and political
action. Conservatives interpret these metaphors differently from
liberals, producing a coherent moral system grounded in hierar-
chy, discipline, and responsibility.

The strict father model begins from the assumption that the
world is a dangerous  p lace, one that requires individuals to
develop moral strength and self-reliance. The family becomes the
primary setting in which these principles are learned and later
extended to broader social spheres.10 This is why the metaphor of
the nation as a family is so crucial: the values expected within the
home—obedience, self-discipline, respect for hierarchy—are like-
wise expected to govern society and politics. Within this frame-
work, moral community depends on the presence of an authority
figure who establishes norms and enforces their observance.

At the center of the model lies the notion of moral  author-
i ty , the analogue of the father within the family. This authority is
responsible for setting clear rules, evaluating progress, adminis-
tering rewards and punishments, and safeguarding the welfare of
the entire community. The father-figure “knows best,” and there-
fore expects obedience; resistance to this authority is interpreted
as morally improper. This structure transfers directly into politi-
cal and social relations: the state, acting as a “father,” is justified
in demanding compliance, disciplining citizens, and instructing
them on proper conduct.
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A key component of the model is the metaphor of moral
s trength , which assumes that virtues—such as diligence, mod-
eration, self-discipline, and perseverance—build character, while
moral weaknesses (laziness, dependency, entitlement) are per-
ceived as threats.11 From this follows a characteristic conservative
skepticism toward social assistance programs: if help can “weak-
en” an individual, it is considered morally wrong because it
undermines the principle of self-reliance. Only in exceptional
cases—such as natural disasters or sudden tragedies—is assis-
tance viewed as legitimate, provided it does not foster long-term
dependence.

The strict father model also shapes conservative thinking
about the organization of social and international order.
Hierarchy—whether within the family (father–mother–child),
within society (citizens–state), or in global politics (the West–the
rest of the world)—is regarded as natural and necessary for main-
taining stability. Politically, this translates into the belief that
one’s own nation has a distinctive moral mission, requires strong
leadership, and must protect the community from external
threats.12 Consequently, conservatives emphasize the traditional
family structure, the moral role of religion, and skepticism
toward cultural changes that could disrupt the established order.

In summary, the strict father model constitutes a coherent
system of metaphors and values in which authority, discipline,
and moral strength form the foundation of a well-functioning
society. The father—as head of the family and, by analogy, the
state or political leader—bears the responsibility of setting
boundaries, enforcing rules, and administering punishments and
rewards, as these actions ensure the security and development of
the community. Violating these principles or failing to fulfill this
role is considered morally wrong. As such, the strict father model
provides an interpretive framework that clarifies both the conser-
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vative worldview and the communicative strategies employed by
its political representatives.

Methodology

The analysis presented in this article is based on the assumption
that Donald Trump’s political communication can be understood
primarily through the metaphors and interpretive frames present
in his statements, as described in the work of George Lakoff.
Accordingly, in the empirical part I focus on selecting materials
that are not only representative of Trump’s communicative style,
but also most clearly illustrate the functioning of the strict father
model and the moral categories characteristic of a conservative
worldview.

The research material comprises four types of sources: (1)
Trump’s public speeches delivered during his presidency and in
the course of his election campaigns; (2) short written statements
such as slogans, catchphrases, and social media posts, which, due
to their condensed and repetitive form, are particularly suscepti-
ble to framing; (3) excerpts from statements made in crisis or
diplomatic situations, where strong emotions and direct appeals
to moral values are especially visible; and (4) statements con-
cerning health care and social policy, in which Trump frames
public issues through the prism of individual responsibility, dis-
cipline, and moral desert—elements that are central to the strict
father model.

On this basis, I analyze four examples that are both highly
characteristic of Trump’s communicative style and recurrent in
public debate. The first is the campaign slogan “We make
America great again” which contains multilayered references to
the metaphors and moral schemas described by Lakoff. The sec-
ond consists of statements about immigrants, frequently cited in
the media as examples of framing threat and moral degradation.
The third example is an exchange between Trump and Ukrainian
President Volodymyr Zelensky, which reveals the functioning of
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the strict father model in the context of foreign policy.13 The
fourth concerns statements about health care and social assis-
tance—policy areas in which Trump consistently presents a con-
servative vision of individual moral responsibility, the privileging
of self-reliance, and a limited role for the state in caring for its cit-
izens.

The selection of these examples is not accidental. Each of
them played a significant role in public debate, was widely com-
mented on, and repeatedly reproduced in the media, which
makes them representative of how audiences encounter and
interpret Trump’s communication. Equally important, these
statements activate different types of moral metaphors—from
metaphors of strength and renewal, through metaphors of threat
and protection, to metaphors of responsibility and merit—allow-
ing me to capture the multidimensional operation of the strict
father model in the public sphere. These four examples were
selected not only because of their visibility in public debate, but
because each foregrounds a distinct moral metaphor central to
conservative cognition: renewal, contamination, discipline, and
moral accounting. Taken together, they provide a cross-contextu-
al material sample that makes it possible to examine how the
strict-father model operates across domestic, international, and
socio-economic domains.

The criteria for selecting material included: (1) the degree of
visibility of a given statement in public debate; (2) the intensity of
media reaction to that statement; (3) the significance of the
phrase or event for Trump’s public image; (4) the extent to which
the statement could be interpreted within the conceptual
metaphors and moral categories identified by Lakoff; and (5) the
diversity of communicative contexts, in order to capture the func-
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tioning of the strict father model both in domestic politics and in
international relations.

The aim of this methodology is not to produce an exhaustive
typology of Trump’s language, but rather to demonstrate that the
metaphors and interpretive frames present in his statements
form a coherent moral system linked to a conservative vision of
family and state. The analysis makes it possible to trace how
moral schemas enter public discourse and why specific modes of
communication prove particularly effective among voters who
share a similar worldview. The study is qualitative and interpre-
tive in nature; the unit of analysis is the individual utterance—
either a single sentence or a short communicative sequence—
interpreted within its situational, media, and discursive context.
The interpretation of metaphors and frames draws on analytical
tools developed by Lakoff, but does not employ formal coding
procedures. Instead, the analysis follows a reflexive thematic
reading, which involves systematically comparing examples and
identifying recurring moral structures. Reflexive thematic read-
ing was understood here as an iterative, interpretive process in
which metaphors and moral categories were identified, compared
across cases, and interpreted in relation to the broader cognitive
model. This approach does not aim at exhaustive coding but at
tracing patterned structures of meaning, while maintaining ana-
lytical rigor through constant comparison and alignment with
existing theoretical literature. To mitigate subjectivity, each inter-
pretation was checked against the existing literature on framing
and conservative moral models, which helped maintain consis-
tency in the analytical criteria.

It is also important to acknowledge the limitations of this
study, stemming from its qualitative design and the selective
nature of the corpus. The analysis does not cover all of Trump’s
statements or all possible contexts of their reception. It focuses
on selected examples that are particularly representative of the
issues under investigation, but do not exhaust the topic. Among
other things, questions of campaign strategy, temporal shifts in
messaging, and the influence of political advisers fall outside the

289Moral Framing and the Strict-Father Model...



scope of the present article, though they could be important in
broader analyses of political communication.

At the same time, all materials used are public and verifiable,
which enhances the transparency of the study. The analysis does
not advance political or normative judgments; its sole purpose is
to reconstruct the metaphorical and moral structures visible in
Trump’s language. Future research could profitably expand the
corpus with additional materials, compare Trump’s communica-
tion with that of other conservative leaders, or contrast his mes-
sages with the liberal nurturing parent model. Such extensions
would make it possible to better understand the dynamics of
frame competition in contemporary American political discourse.

The analytical procedure followed four main stages. First, key
statements were selected based on their visibility in public dis-
course and their relevance to the research problem. Second, con-
ceptual metaphors present in the material were identified, with
particular attention to those associated with conservative moral
reasoning. Third, these metaphors were classified into broader
moral categories, such as threat, renewal, discipline, and moral
accounting. Finally, the identified patterns were interpreted with-
in their discursive context, taking into account media circulation
and competing frames. This step-by-step procedure ensured ana-
lytical consistency while maintaining the interpretive character of
the study. This approach is consistent with qualitative traditions
in discourse analysis.

Findings: 
The Language of Donald Trump

Language plays a central role in shaping contemporary political
communication. The choice of words and phrases can secure vic-
tory in subsequent elections or simply increase public trust in
political parties and individual politicians. When it comes to the
language typically used by conservatives, it is noticeable that they
primarily strive for it to be factual, precise, emotionally
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restrained, coherent, and rich in concrete information.14
Conservative discourse is frequently framed as more matter-of-
fact, specific, and less overtly metaphorical, reflecting the
assumption that such forms of communication may enhance
effectiveness.15 They regard simple, direct, and unemotional lan-
guage as a better means of reaching the public. During crises in
particular, they rely on more precise and “objective” language.
They may not always provide explicit solutions to a given prob-
lem, but their stance toward the situation often helps them gain
supporters.

It is therefore crucial to recognize that the language—and with
it the expressions—used by Donald Trump is not merely “simple
language” intended to resonate more easily with the audience.
His communicative style is closely tied to his worldview and to
the values that guide him. For this reason, the present analysis
differs significantly from those previously presented in the litera-
ture: it requires taking into account conceptual metaphors, moral
frames, patterns of thought, and systems of value which—follow-
ing George Lakoff—constitute the foundation of political moral
models.

The first example to be interpreted, is the most famous phrase
associated with Trump, a campaign slogan that is almost con-
stantly present in his public image, as it is embroidered on the cap
he frequently wears: “We make America great again.” In the con-
text of Lakoff’s framing theory, which directs discourse analysis
toward metaphors and interpretive frames, several important
elements can be identified. First, the pronoun “We” suggests that
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each member of the national community must work and strive to
make the United States a good country to live in—a classic refer-
ence to the frame of community and shared morality. The slogan
signals that this will require hard, long-term effort, but that this
effort is a collective project. The moral frame here points to a
common cause and a shared future that should guide the actions
of the nation.

Second, the adverb “again” implies that, for some period of
time, the United States has not been doing well, and that the
moment has come—and the right person has appeared—to lead
the nation and restore the country’s greatness. This is a classic
element of the strict father model: a strong, consistent, disci-
plined leader emerges, someone capable of restoring the former
order. The word “again” also creates a temporal frame that evokes
a lost “golden age” in need of restoration—what Lakoff refers to
as moral renewal, a process of moral re-ordering that returns the
state to its proper condition. We also see here a reference to basic
Lakoffian image-schemas: good–up, bad–down. If the United
States has “fallen,” it must be “lifted,” “strengthened,” and
“restored” to a position of power. A liberal frame would interpret
the situation differently, emphasizing solidarity and social inclu-
sion, but in the conservative model it is the strong father who is
responsible for leading the family-nation back to a state in which
it is once again “great.”

The next set of phrases concerns illegal immigrants or immi-
grants coming to the United States. These expressions recur in
Trump’s speeches and comments. The most frequent include:
“Migrant criminals,” “Illegal monster,” “Killers,” “Gang mem-
bers,” “Poisoning our country,” “Taking your jobs,” and “The
largest invasion in the history of our country.”16 In this case, we
are dealing with the framing of foreigners as a threat to the peo-
ple, the economy, the very existence, and the greatness of the
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country. Here the metaphor of the nation as family—central in
Lakoff’s work—is especially visible. If one’s country is understood
as a community, a family, then protecting this family becomes a
primary obligation. If the nation-family is perceived as the high-
est and most important unit, then it must be protected at all costs.

In this example, it is also important to take into account the
metaphor of moral purity, which is central in the conservative
model. Expressions such as “poisoning our country” refer
metaphorically to pollution, moral and physical contamination.
From this perspective, “outsiders” become agents of disorder,
those who threaten the moral balance and can lead to decay or
weakness of the state as an organism. At the same time, Trump
reinforces his narrative through hyperbole: phrases such as
“largest invasion” create a sense of an external, aggressive force
that must be resisted. The metaphor of struggle appears very
clearly here: if there is a threat, there must also be a hero who
confronts it. Trump constructs himself as the defender of the
nation-family, the only person capable of facing this evil. It is also
worth noting that in Trump’s language fear is not a random emo-
tion; it is a political tool. Lakoff has repeatedly emphasized that
fear is a central element of strict father morality: the world is a
dangerous place, full of threats, and the leader’s role is to repel
these threats and protect the family. In this sense, Trump does
not necessarily “hate immigrants”; rather, he interprets their
presence through the prism of his conservative worldview.

The third example is Trump’s meeting with Ukrainian
President Volodymyr Zelensky. This episode shows that the strict
father model operates not only in domestic politics but also in for-
eign policy. The metaphor of the nation as familymakes it possi-
ble to understand the logic behind these interactions, but we can
extend the perspective further to the metaphor of the world as
family, in which stronger states act as parents and weaker ones as
children. The United States, as a superpower, often positions
itself as the “father” in this global family. In such a frame, aid
given to weaker countries, such as Ukraine, is not conceived as
help between equals, but as a moral credit which—according to
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the logic of moral accounting—must be repaid through appropri-
ate behavior.

In the exchange under analysis, Trump states: “We gave you
military equipment…”, “You’re not in a position to dictate,” and
“Zelensky is not ready for peace.” These statements express not
only frustration and impatience, but also a strong conviction
about the need to discipline a “child” who is perceived as under-
performing. If assistance does not produce the desired effects,
then, according to the strict father model, it should not be con-
tinued. In this model, aid is a reward, not an unconditional oblig-
ation. If the “child” does not make progress, it does not deserve
further support. An economic frame is also evident here: the
United States cannot indefinitely support a country which, from
a conservative perspective, does not use the assistance it receives
effectively. There is a clear conviction that the American people
deserve priority, and that care for “one’s own family” takes prece-
dence over care for other countries. Consequently, the way
Trump speaks to Zelensky is not accidental; it is consistent with
the frame of a parent who demands, expects, and evaluates.

A fourth example that complements the analysis of Trump’s
communication are his numerous statements regarding health
care and social assistance, in particular his criticism of
Obamacare. Trump has repeatedly claimed that “Obamacare is a
disaster,” that “it’s killing our country,” and that Democrats “want
to give everything away for free,” which “encourages dependen-
cy.”17 On the surface, these statements appear to be merely strong
political judgments, but in the context of Lakoff’s theory they
reveal a deep moral framing. The strict father model assumes that
the fundamental moral value is strength—physical, emotional, and
moral. A person should be able to cope independently, be respon-
sible, and remain disciplined. Assistance programs that allow peo-
ple to function without effort are perceived as morally harmful
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because they weaken character. Aid is treated as a moral loan that
must be repaid—this is precisely the metaphor of moral account-
ing. If someone receives support without having to demonstrate
personal effort, they violate the moral order.

We also see references to the organism metaphor: the state
can be “weakened,” “poisoned,” or “destroyed” by misguided
political decisions. When Trump describes health care as some-
thing that “kills our economy,” he presents it as a degenerative
element within the body of the state. Within this framework,
another core assumption of the strict father model becomes visi-
ble: if the health care or welfare system makes citizens compla-
cent or dependent, it weakens the entire state, and it is the
leader’s task to strengthen the state, even at the cost of reducing
assistance.

Taken together, this fourth example shows that in Trump’s
communication, issues of health care and social welfare are not
primarily economic but moral. Support programs do not fail
because they are expensive, but because—in the conservative
frame—they erode the moral fabric of society. In a liberal model,
such programs are expressions of care and solidarity; in the con-
servative model, they appear as a form of corruption or decay that
must be contained.

Discussion and Conclusions

Based on the characteristics of framing and metaphors as defined
by George Lakoff, as well as the analysis of selected statements by
Donald Trump, it can be concluded that his communication style
is not a collection of random, emotional, and controversial phras-
es, but a consistent implementation of a specific moral model.
When we examine his communication through the lens of the
strict father model, the metaphor of the nation as family, and
moral metaphors such as strength, purity, threat, struggle, and
moral accounting, it coalesces into a coherent system. From this
perspective, Trump’s communication is not simply about insult-
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ing, mocking, or proving who is right, but is rooted in a particu-
lar worldview and in a specific understanding of good and evil,
responsibility, obligation, and the limits of help.

The analysis of the slogan “We make America great again”
showed that it is more than just a catchy campaign phrase. It con-
tains both a community frame (“we”) and a frame of moral
renewal (“again”), as well as the high–good / low–bad schema
and the image of a fallen state that must be “raised” again. The
audience is positioned as members of a national family, while the
president appears as the father whose task is to restore the lost
order. Similarly, statements about immigrants reveal the opera-
tion of metaphors of struggle, contamination, and moral purity:
“outsiders” become a threat to the family, and the leader is the
one who must protect it. In the interaction with Volodymyr
Zelensky, the metaphor of the world as family and the logic of
moral reckoning are clearly visible: assistance becomes a loan
that the “child” is expected to repay through appropriate behav-
ior. Finally, statements on healthcare and social assistance show
that, within this frame, support and welfare programs are not
neutral tools of social policy, but a threat to the moral strength of
citizens, weakening their independence and discipline.

The use of tools derived from Lakoff’s theory also demonstrat-
ed that the effectiveness of Trump’s communication among vot-
ers with a conservative worldview does not stem solely from the
simplicity of his sentences, the repetition of phrases, or his emo-
tional expressiveness. It is, above all, the result of a deep align-
ment between his language and the moral frames already present
in the minds of his audience. Recipients do not need to know con-
ceptual metaphor theory or models of parenting to respond to
such messages. It is enough that their own family, social, and
political experience corresponds to the moral structure that
Lakoff describes as the strict father model. In that case, slogans
about restoring former greatness, defending the family against
threats, punishing the weak and rewarding the strong, and criti-
cizing “handouts” and “lazy” welfare programs are spontaneous-
ly interpreted as credible, understandable, and justified.
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It is also significant that this analysis has taken into account
not only Trump’s language itself, but also the broader discursive
context: media reactions, the presence of liberal counter-frames,
and the ways in which particular statements function in the pub-
lic sphere. Lakoff has repeatedly emphasized that framing works
through the repetition, consolidation, and reproduction of the
same metaphors and schemas. In Trump’s case, this takes place
both through his own speeches and through media coverage
which—even when critical of his statements—often reinforces
their recognizability. In Lakoff’s terms, the study of framing
becomes not only an analysis of a specific politician’s language,
but also an analysis of the social circulation in which that lan-
guage operates.

This article is qualitative and interpretive in nature, which
means that it does not exhaust all possible ways of analyzing
Trump’s communication. It does, however, show that Lakoff’s
theory, despite the reservations raised about it, remains a useful
tool for examining contemporary political communication. It
enables a shift from describing surface features of language (sim-
plicity, colloquialism, hyperbole) to a deeper level at which the
moral models guiding the thinking of both politicians and their
voters are revealed. It also highlights that political debate is not
merely an exchange of arguments, but a clash of competing moral
frameworks that are often mutually incommensurable.

Future research could extend this analysis to a larger corpus of
statements, include broader comparisons with the language of
other conservative leaders, or contrast Trump’s communication
with liberal frames represented by Democratic Party politicians.
An interesting line of inquiry would also be to examine how audi-
ences—both conservative and liberal—recognize and interpret
the same metaphors and frames, and to what extent they are
aware of their presence. Analyzing political communication from
the perspective of framing and conceptual metaphor theory can
thus contribute not only to a better understanding of politicians’
language, but also to more informed citizen participation in pub-
lic debate. While this article focuses exclusively on Trump, future
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research could profitably compare the operation of strict-father
framing across other conservative leaders or contrast it with nur-
turant-parent framing in liberal discourse. Such comparison
would help determine which elements of the model are specific to
Trump and which reflect broader patterns within conservative
political communication.

This article contributes to research on political communica-
tion by offering a systematic, cross-contextual demonstration of
how the strict father moral model functions as a unifying frame-
work across Donald Trump’s rhetorical repertoire. By integrating
Lakoff’s theory of conceptual metaphors with qualitative dis-
course analysis, the study shows that Trump’s linguistic strate-
gies—spanning immigration, foreign policy, and welfare—are not
isolated rhetorical choices but expressions of a coherent moral
logic grounded in conservative cognitive structures. The analysis
advances existing scholarship by illustrating how metaphorical
framing operates simultaneously at the level of language, world-
view, and media circulation, thereby providing a theoretical lens
capable of explaining both the consistency of Trump’s rhetoric
and its persuasive force among conservative audiences.

Moral Framing and the Strict-Father Model
in Donald Trump’s Political Communication

SUMMARY
This article examines Donald Trump’s political communication
through the lens of George Lakoff’s theory of framing, conceptual
metaphor, and the strict-father moral model. Moving beyond inter-
pretations that reduce Trump’s rhetoric to emotionality or strategic
provocation, the study demonstrates that his discourse reflects a
coherent system of moral meaning-making grounded in conservative
cognitive structures. Drawing on qualitative discourse analysis, the
article analyzes four recurrent domains of Trump’s statements—cam-
paign slogans, immigration rhetoric, foreign policy interactions, and
comments on welfare and health care. The analysis identifies key
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metaphorical patterns, including struggle, threat, contamination,
renewal, and moral accounting, which structure the discursive con-
struction of political reality. The findings show that these frames not
only organize Trump’s communication but also function as mecha-
nisms of meaning-making that resonate with audiences whose moral
intuitions align with strict-father reasoning. The study contributes to
research on political discourse by demonstrating how moral framing
operates across different communicative contexts and how it is repro-
duced and amplified within the media environment. By integrating
cognitive metaphor theory with discourse analysis, the article offers a
systematic account of how political language constructs moral order,
authority, and national identity in contemporary public discourse.

Keywords: framing, political communication, conceptual metaphor,
moral politics, strict-father model
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