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Summary
This research discusses the relationship between governing, populism and radicalization. To get a complete view of what causes populist actors to radicalize the focus was also on the impact of institutional setting and the timeframe in which a populist leader was active. It was found that populist actors stay equally radical or heighten their populist discourse once becoming part of the government. Furthermore populist actors in opposition that are part of the third wave of populism were found to be more radical than populist leaders who function within the fourth wave of populism. There was also some evidence that third wave populists behave more radically in government. When focusing on the institutional variable Trump proved to be equally radical as Salvini, however Bossi was given a higher grade on populism. Therefore, H4 was rejected as it was expected that populists in a presidential system would behave more radical than populist politicians in a parliamentary system. Finally, there was some data that pointed to the confirmation of H5, which stated that populist actors in a presidential system would show more populist discourse than their parliamentary colleagues abroad. Trump was found to be more populist than Salvini, however Bossi was on equal footing in terms of populism.
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[bookmark: _Toc174554215]Introduction
It is November 23th when the Netherlands wakes up to a political shockwave, the likes of which hasn’t been seen during its modern history. One day prior, on November 22th the Dutch people went to the voting booths to elect their members of parliament. The result turned out to be a landslide victory for the Party for Freedom (PVV). The radical right party of anti-Islam politician Geert Wilders surprised friend and foe by outperforming the polls to achieve a major victory (NOS, 2023). Political pundits wherewere quick to analyze the results and put forward a variety of theories as to how this result came about. One explanation for the PVV’s success was the salience of immigration (Oostveen, 2023). Other pundits pointed to the fact that the Party for Freedom and Democracy (VVD) made a game-changing blunder by opening upopening the possibility of governing with the PVV (Valk & Aharouay, 2024). This allowed Geert Wilders to rebrand himself as a potential coalition partner with a softer tone. SoSo, when the PVV actually became the largest party there was not much else to do for the VVD except negotiate with them (Valk & Aharouay, 2024). 
Besides the VVD and the PVV, the New Social Contract (NSC) and the Farmers Citizen Movement (BBB) joined in on these negotiations. However, this stirred the waters within both the VVD and NSC as they had seen a radical Geert Wilders for more than 15 years (Valk & Aharouay, 2024). This posed the question: what would the PVV be like as a future coalition party? As many are figuring out how to answer that questionquestion, a common place to look for answers is the international community. 
The rise of populism is a broader phenomenon and in recent years this has led to a variety of populist actors obtaining governing power. In some countries this power has had a moderating effect on these parties and their leaders. One prominent example of this is Giorgia Meloni, leader of Brothers of Italy, who became prime minister after winning the national elections in Italy (Walker 2024). She showed the world that a radical right figure can have an important role on the international stage and specifically within the European Union (Giuffrida, 2024). However, there are also examples of the contrary, where populist leaders do radicalize and have a disruptive or sometimes even destructive impact on (democratic) institutions. When staying within the European Union the example of Viktor Orban stands out as a political leader that has marked an autocratic shift for Hungary (Kirby & Thorpe, 2024). Crossing the Atlantic Ocean, one finds more examples of populist radicalization. Many examples could be given when looking at Latin America. However, more recently a shocking example came from the United States; where on January 6th 2021, 2021, supporters of president Donald Trump came to the capital to stop the ratification of the 2020 election results (Epstein, 2024). 
The question of whether populist parties and leaders radicalize after entering government remains unsettled, both in the political world and in academia (Akkerman et al., 2016). Furthermore, it is unclear what effect the institutional setting has on the way populist actors behave. A populist as president might be significantly different from a prime minister with populist tendencies. Lastly, populism has made a development from mostly being a force of opposition and discontent to being seen as a potential or actual part of government. It’s ambiguous as to what extend that transition has to do with external factors or if populist politicians started behaving differently in recent years. All of these considerations have led to the following research question: 
To what degree does governing lead to the radicalization of discourse by populist leaders and how do institutional makeup and the third/fourth wave of populism influence this relationship?
Understanding the relationship between populism and governing has both societal and scientific relevance. Firstly, voters and citizens as well as politicians would be benefittedbenefit by understanding the connection. As a voter you want to know how a party or politician will behave once they are part of the government. Some voters will be disappointed when a party will behavebehaves more or less radical than they would have expected. Furthermore, as a citizen you might be worried that your country will experience a wave of autocratization, once a populist gains power. For some citizens this can be a frightening prospect. Politicians will be looking to citizens and the behavior of populist colleagues to estimate which trajectory a populist actor will take. However, it will also be of interest to these politicians to know how populism, governing and radicalization are connected on a fundamental level. These connections might be insightful for politicians that are considering forming a government with their populist counterparts.
In terms of scientific relevancerelevance, it can be said that the relationship between populism and governing has been researched with different results. There are two main theories regarding the effect of governing power on populist behavior named the moderation and radicalization theses (Akkerman et al., 2016). The first statingstates that populist will moderate their tone once they become part of the government. According to the radicalization hypothesis populist parties will radicalize once they are left out of government (Akkerman et al., 2016). However, the moderation thesis is uncertain given the variety of outcomes when it comes to populism in power. Some populist actors seem to moderate, but there are also those that radicalize once they become part of the government. The research question put forward could help create a more complete picture of the relationship between populism and government participation. 
Furthermore, it could shine a light on other factors influencing that relationship. Two variables that are looked at in this research are time and institutional context. Populist actors have gained more power in recent years. Therefore, it is possible that this is due to the behavior of these parties. It could be the case for example that populist parties have become more moderate, which has translated ininto government power, which then led to even more moderation. Another possible factor of influence relates to the effect of presidentialism versus parliamentarianism. The presidency has a high concentration of power (Araújo et al., 2016), which could lead to radicalization. Furthermore, in a parliamentary democracy parties have to negotiate with other parties, which can lead to moderation. However, this is mostly conjecture and the research will show some insight into whether these relationships exist.
The research question will be answered through different chapters. This introduction will be followed by a theoretical outline regarding a definition of populism, relationshipthe relationship between populism and government, the historical changes within populism and the effect of institutional setting on populist behavior. From this theoretical overview different hypothesishypotheses will be distilled. The next chapter describes the methodological constitution of the research. Within this chapter both the case selection and the methods that are used will be outlined. Chapter 4 will focus on the results of the research. This entails the analysis of the coded data to either confirm or reject the different hypothesis. In the final part the research will be concluded and discussed. In the conclusion section the main findings of the research will be presented. The discussion section will outline,outline both limitations of the research and recommendations for further study. 
[bookmark: _Toc174554216]Theoretical framework
Populism is a term that has been widely contested within the literature. Academically the term has been used to describe a variety of phenomena. Politicians like Hugo Chavez (Venezuela), Sarah Palin (America), Jean Marie Le-Pen (France) and Pauline Hanson (Australia) have been described as populist (Moffit & Tormey, 2014). Populism has been seen all over the world and in different forms. Some authors have described populism as a chameleon as the term changes ´color´ in the sense that it is ambiguous and constantly changes (Taggart, 2004). This has caused some to raise doubts about whether the term populism has analytic utility (Stanley, 2008). However, the term remains so prominent within both academic debate and society as a whole, that it’s earned our attention.  
Populism has been approached from a variety of angles. It has been defined as a political discourse, ideology, leadership, movement, phenomenon, strategy, style, syndrome and more. Within the literature three dominant approaches can be distinguished, these are: populism as style, populism as strategy and the ideational approach. 
The significant differences between populist leaders in terms of ideology, discourses political/organizational strategies hashave moved some authors to view populism from a stylistic perspective (Moffitt & Tormey, 2014). Politics as style can be described as: “the repertoires of performance that are used to create political relations (Moffitt & Tormey, 2014, p. 387).” Seeing populism as style means focusing on action and performance first. This approach views political ideas and subjectivities through the lens of actors, audiences, stages, scripts, scene and so forth. Viewing populism this way is largely connected to looking at populism from a communicative standpoint. De Vreese et al. (2018) argue that messages communicating populist ideas are often connected to a certain set of presentational style elements. Within this context populism is viewed as a feature of political communication. This approach is beneficial in the sense that it allows one to measure degrees of populism (De Vreese et al., 2018). It makes it possible to measure populism by one’s communicational output.
According to Weyland (2001) Populism is: “a political strategy through which a personalistic leader seeks or exercises government power based on direct, unmediated, uninstitutionalized support from large numbers of mostly unorganized followers” (p. 14). A political strategy consists of two parts: a type of political leader that wants to exercise power and a principal power capability which that political actor uses as a support basis (Weyland, 2017). According to Weyland (2017) populism rests on: “personalistic leadership, seeks to boost its autonomy and power, and contests, pushes aside, or dominates other type of actors, such as elite factions and organized political parties” (p. 56). To achieve this goal populism relies on the mobilization of large amounts of voters. One of the tools populist uses are rallies that motivate voters to turn up on election day (Weyland, 2017).
The ideational approach formulated by Cas Mudde (2004) sees populism as a thin-centered ideology. According to Mudde (2004) populism can be defined as: 
“thin-centered ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated into two homogeneous and antagonistic camps, ‘the pure people’ versus ‘the corrupt elite’, and which argues that politics should be an expression of the volontevolante generalg ´ en´ erale ´ (general will) of the people” (p. 543). 
Mudde (2004) poses that populism is not as refined or consistent on an intellectual level, compared to for example socialism or liberalism. It has a strict core but can use a variety of political concepts. This makes it possible to connect populism to other ideologies like socialism, nativism or communism (Mudde, 2004). The definition offered by Cas Mudde (2004) consists of three elements, those elements being: the ‘pure people’, ‘the corrupt elite’ and an antagonistic dynamic between those two groups. There is no consensus that this definition is the right approach to populism, but it is the one that is most often used within the literature (Mudde, 2017).
The first element of populism focuses on the people. According to Margaret Canovan (2005) the people can have three different meanings, which are: “the people as sovereign, peoples as nations and the people as opposed to the ruling elite” (p. 2). Populists use this polysemy, they talk about these three definitions as if they are the same, even though they often contradict each other (Filc, 2017). The idea of the people as being homogeneous, is in itself purely theoretical as citizens often disagree on a variety of issues. This conflict between the populist perception of the people as homogeneous and the reality of the heterogeneity among citizens leads to a “limited and tendentious” view of the people (Webber, 2023, p. 854). Populists also use ambiguity to appeal to an undifferentiated version of the people. Too specific answers to some policy questions could endanger the viable, but vulnerable coalition that they try to create (Webber, 2023). 
Populists advocate a will of the people,people; their fear is that a ‘corrupt elite’ will rule instead. These elites can take different forms, but generally populists are skeptical of professional expertise, scientific knowledge or education (Webber, 2023). This believe comes from the principal of egalitarianism. Experts in a certain field have more knowledge and are therefore able to contribute to the public debate, others are excluded. Populists are also suspicious of experts as their opinions even though supported by facts is still not free from political interest (Webber, 2023).
Populism according to the ideational approach is the opposite of elitism. Even though elitism and populism share the idea that society is divided ininto two homogeneous groups. Elitism views the elite as pure instead of the people. Pluralism on the other hand rejects the homogeneous nature of both elitism and populism and views society as heterogeniesa heterogeneous collection of groups and individuals (Mudde, 2004). 
Populism is in itself anti-elite which raises the question: what happens when a populist governs? In a way this is a paradox, as governing would mean the populist becomes the elite. However, populists seem to deal with this paradox differently. Some authors have claimed that populism and governing can’t be aligned, as remaining anti-establishment while being in power might be impossible (Heinisch, 2003). Within his research Heinisch (2003) claims that the strengths of populists turn into weaknesses once they start to govern. One of the expected strengths of populists lies in the fact that they are not beholden to certain coalitions or institutions. This might allow them to come up with creative political solutions. Furthermore, populist parties often have less of a commitment to their own political program and rely more on charismatic leadership. In this light it could be expected that populists will be more flexible and innovative (Heinisch, 2003). However, when in government populist parties figure out that delivering on their promises is difficult. Furthermore, they might have to compromise in government, which might lead to intra-party conflict. In such a situation populist parties often lack the internal structures to deal with such conflict (Heinisch, 2003 )2003).
In shortshort, within this research populism will be looked at from the ideational perspective as presented by Mudde (2004). This means the elements focused upon are:are the pure people, the elite and the antagonistic dynamic between them. Populism is not a constant, it can be measured on a scale. It might be insightful to know if governing influences the degree of populism within parties. This will be explored in the next section. 
[bookmark: _Toc174554217]Populism in power
Populists are against the elite, but once they obtain power it could be said that they become the elite. What happens when such a seemingly paradoxical proposition becomes a reality? This question has become more relevant as within the context of the third and fourth wave, populists parties have more often been seen in a governing role. There are multiple approaches to answering the question of how these parties will behave once in power. One of them sees populism and governing as irreconcilable. Another poses that populists in power will inevitably attempt to weaken democratic institutions. The most common ideas regarding the question of populist parties in government are the moderation-inclusion and the radicalization-exclusion theses. 
According to the inclusion-moderation thesis parties will moderate their positions when included in a government. Within the literature the moderation-inclusion-thesis was mainly applied to (orthodox) religious parties (Brocker & Künkler 2013; Elman 2014 in Akkerman et al., 2016). The idea behind this thesis is that governments in Western Europa are often formed by making a coalition. This means that parties have tomust give up on some of their positions in order to seek common ground with other political movements (Akkerman et al., 2016). An example of the inclusion-moderation thesis could be seen when the PVV operated as a support party for the Dutch government from 2010 until 2012. The party made an agreement to support the government on multiple issues. In parliament the PVV also showed a greater willingness to cooperate with other parties. However, the PVV did not completely give up its radical and anti-establishment image (Akkerman et al., 2016). Akkerman and Rooduijn (2014) tested if non-ostracized populist parties would moderate their positions. 
Furthermore, they also hypothesized that populist parties in government would moderate even more than non-ostracized populist parties. However, their research concluded that both these hypotheses could not be confirmed. There is not a lot of research that has tested the inclusion-moderation thesis. Research that has been done with regards to populist radical right parties has implied that these parties are able to uphold a radical viewpoint once in office (Albertazzi & McDonnell, 2010).
The inclusion-moderation thesis is the opposite of the exclusion-radicalization thesis. This is the idea that parties that are excluded from government,government become more extreme. The earlier example of the PVV showed this behavior. Once they stopped supporting the government, they started behaving more radical (Akkerman et al., 2016). Van Spanje and Van der Burg (2007) also researched the exclusion-radicalization thesis. They expected ostracized anti-immigration parties to radicalize once they would experience a cordon sanitaire. However, their research didn’t provide evidence to that effect. 
Different, but connected to the exclusion-radicalization hypothesis is the idea that parties in government will stay equally radical or become even more radical. Albertazzi and McDonnell (2010) found that parties like the Lega Nord can be in a position of power, while also upholding their radical image. Mudde (2013) thought that populists will radicalize in government. This would be necessary for them as they would have to uphold their image of being anti-elite. Once populists become part of the establishmentestablishment, they construct new elites as an enemy to blame (Destradi et al., 2021). They give form to the antagonistic dynamic between the people and the elite, by externalizing the elite. In practice this means that they blame perceived powerful entities within the global system for their own inability to succeed (Visnovitz & Jenny, 2021). This process of externalizing the elite is similar to the act of performing a crisis as put forward by Moffitt (2015). He proposes that populism does not only utilize crises, but also attempts to trigger crises. The performance of a crisis allows populists to continue antagonizing a dangerous ‘other’ (Moffitt, 2015). Within the context of governing it could be expected that populists will continue to perform crises by externalizing the elite. This could lead to a more radical attitude towards global systems and actors. The idea of radicalization within government was confirmed by Hegedüs (2019), who found that the Hungarian populist party Fidesz was able to maintain or radicalize in terms of its populist discourse. An example of how Orban managed to do this was by externalizing the enemy in the form of liberal and European elites. He blamed these elites for the crisis of liberal multiculturalism. SoSo, while one might expect a politician in power to tone down its rhetoric, empirical evidence shows that at least in the case of Hungary, this did not happen. Therefore the third hypothesis of this research is :is:
H1: populist parties will maintain or radicalize their populist discourse after forming a government.
The connection between populist parties and radicalization is interesting even though there has been some research on the topic. Furthermore, it would be interesting to know if this relationship has changed historically, which will be explored in the following paragraph. 
[bookmark: _Toc174554218]Historical populism: does the fourth wave equalize moderation?
Klaus von Beyme (1998) distinguished three waves of right-wing extremism. Goodwin (2019) and Mudde (2022) have found that these waves had a degree of populism in them. FurthermoreFurthermore, they have built on Von Beyme’s (1998) article and distinguished a fourth wave of populism (Mudde, 2020; Goodwin, 2019). 
The first wave of populism happened between the 1930’s and 1960’s. In Western Europe it was marked by extremism and nationalism. It was a continuation of extremism that could be seen both before and after World War Two. Examples of this wave of populist extremism where Sozialistische Reichspartei (Socialist Reich Party, SRP) in Germany and Oswald Mosley’s Union Movement. HoweverHowever, due to a firm defensive stance by proponents of democracy, these extreme parties where often banned or lacked influence (Goodwin, 2019). 
While the first wave of populism was marked more by extremism, the second wave of populism was less extreme and marginally more successful. Examples of the second wave are the Farmers Party in the Netherlands and the movement called Poujadism. This France populist movement focused on small business owners (Goodwin, 2019). 
The third wave of populism was ignited by external factors. Economic downfall and more negative attitudes towards immigration wherewere variables that allowed populists to rise to new heights. Notable examples where the rise of Jean Marie Le-Pen in France and Jörg Haider in Austria. According to Goodwin (2019) the third wave of populism was connected to two developments. The first being a change in philosophy in the sense that anti-immigration politics became rooted in ethno-pluralism, instead of racism. Ethno-pluralism can be defined as (Goodwin 2019): “the idea that culturally distinct groups must be kept separate in order to preserve their unique national characters” (p. 106). This shift came with the development of internationalization. As a response to this development there was an intra-movement in Europe (Goodwin, 2019). 
Goodwin (2019) proposes that there is a fourth wave of populism. He differentiates between the third and fourth wave for four reasons. In the 21ste century populist parties have had a variety of programmatic changes. A part of these changes reflectreflects a the more Euroskeptic voter base. However, populist parties have also had more focus on Islam. They have pointed to the growing Muslim population in Western countries as a threat. Another shift that populist parties have made is one away from un-democratic tendencies. Populist parties have distanced themselves from anti-democratic groups. An example of this is Marine Le Pen which has ruled out working together with parties more extreme than Front National. A third change populist parties have made within the context of the fourth wave is the collaboration with other like-minded parties on an international level. One way in which this collaboration happened was in the form of groups within the European Parliament. An example of such an alliance is the ‘Europe of Nations and Freedom’ group. This coalition consisted of parties like Front National (France), PVV (The Netherlands), the Northern League (Italy) and others. A final change that characterizes the fourth wave is the durable support populists parties have had. In the last 20-30 years populist parties have risen to new heights. In countries like Austria this has led to the populist Freedom Party becoming a part of government (Goodwin, 2019).
As populism developed through different waves, populist parties chose to strike a more moderate tone and throw out the more extreme elements of their parties. This has led to the inclusion of some populist parties in government. ThereforeTherefore, it could be expected that modern populist parties will be less radical both as a party functioning within the opposition and also as a party in power.
H2: Populist parties in the opposition, that are part of the fourth wave, will be less radical in terms of discourse than populist parties that arose within the context of the third wave.
H3: Populist parties that are part of the government in the context of the fourth wave will be less radical in terms of discourse than populist parties that had governing power in the third wave.	
Populist parties might behave differentdifferently given the historical context. When adding an institutional variable this effect might also differ. However, the relationship between institutional context and the radicalization of populist parties has not been studied asstudied comprehensively. This potential relationship will be discussed in the upcoming paragraph of the research, starting by exploring the relatedness between populism and democratic stability.
[bookmark: _Toc174554219]Populism and institutional context
Within the group of researchers that believe populists will radicalize in government, there is also a sub-group which believes populism is dangerous to democracy itself. Finchelstein and Urbinati (2018) have stated that populism resembles fascism in some regards, although they are not identical. Furthermore, Finchelstein (2017) has claimed that populism wants to undermine democracy without destroying it. This is in line with the thesis of Muno and Pfeiffer (2022) who believe that populism in government will lead to democratic backsliding and can sometimes turn a democracy into an electoral autocracy. When populists obtain powerpower, they proceed with something called ‘state capture’. This is the process of putting loyal followers into key institutional positions (Pappas, 2019).  
Chesterley and Roberti (2018) show that populists capture institutions when they lack resilience. For this reasonreason, voters might elect a populist when they know institutions are strong, because that allows them to make a different choice in a later election cycle. Weyland (2020) adds a second factor that can cause autocratization, this variable entails recourse windfall or the successful response to a crisis. According to his view this would give a populist leader the mandate to remove obstacles to autocratic rule (Weyland 2020). Institutional resilience influences the demand side of populism. HoweverHowever, the form of institutions and the system as a whole, might influence populism from the supply side as well.
There is a lack of literature regarding the question of whether proportionality or presidentialism influences the chances of a populist leader radicalizing. However, based on the nature of these two systems, it could be expected that they influence populist behavior. In parliamentary systems the adopted policies reflect a compromise amongst the parties that have formed a coalition (Martin and Vanberg, 2014). Within the context of the third and especially the fourth wave populist parties have grown and rejected their extreme and undemocratic tendencies. This made some of these populist parties more acceptable as potential coalition partners. However, within a parliamentary system these parties would still have been willing to compromise. Therefore, it could be expected that populist parties in parliamentary systems moderate their tone. 
Presidential systems differ from parliamentary systems in the sense that they have more emphasis on one person, that person being the president. In a disproportional presidential system like that of the United States, populist parties have a hard time gaining power, however there are opportunities for populist candidacies (Lee, 2020). Within the context of presidentialism there is much focus on the candidates. This creates the opportunity for personalistic leaders to mobilize large amounts of voters. It seems that the design of a presidential election fits the populist strategic approach as given by Weyland (2001). Furthermore, once a populist candidate wins the presidency, this person will be in a position which has a high concentration of power. This has led some presidential candidates to campaign on acquiring as much power as possible. It has also moved some presidents to make a push for power beyond institutional barriers (Cosmescu, 2014). As presidentialism creates a high concentration of power and seems to favor personalistic leaders it can be expected that within this system radicalization is more likely than within a parliamentary system. The expectations with regards to the influence of institutional design on radicalization are as followed:
[bookmark: _Hlk174031857]H4: Populist leaders in a presidential system will be more radical in terms of their discourse than their parliamentary counterparts when they are part of the opposition.
H5: Populist leaders in a presidential system will radicalize more in terms of their discourse than their parliamentary counterparts when they are part of the government.
The effect of institutional setting on populist behavior could provide insight into the positions of populist actors. Combining all five hypothesishypotheses shines a light on different variables that influence populism. To measure these hypothesisthese hypotheses both case selection and the use of proper methods are required. These two facets of the research will be outlined in the following chapter.
[bookmark: _Toc174554220]Case selection
The research question is: to what degree does governing lead to the radicalization of discourse by populist leaders and how do institutional makeup and the third/fourth wave of populism influence this relationship? 
To measure this different hypothesis have been formulated. The first hypothesis zooms in on populist parties in government and stipulates that these parties will radicalize once obtaining power. H2 and H3 concern the third and fourth wave of populism. It is to be expected that populist parties in the context of the fourth wave will be less radical than populist parties in the third wave, both in opposition (H2) and when being part of the government (H3). Finally, the fourth expectation entails that populist parties in a presidential system will radicalize more after forming a government than populist partiesparties in a parliamentary system. To test these hypotheses, different cases of populist leaders will be analyzed. This will be done in the context of different countries and in multiple time-periodstime periods.
The countries that will be analyzed are Italy and the United States. There are a variety of reasons for this selection of nations. The first being that H4 requires this research to include different institutional contexts, which are that of a parliamentary system and presidential one. After the Second World War Italy reinstituted a parliamentary system and it has kept that system in place. Furthermore, Italy is a country that has seen many different populist movements. In factfact, Italy has seen such a variety of populist parties that some have called it ‘populist paradise’ or the ‘promised land’ of populism (Tarchi, 2015). 
The United States on the other hand has a presidential system. Populist parties don’t tend to flourish in the United States. One of the reasons for this is that the USA does not have a favorable system for third party candidates, which includes populist figures. Furthermore, the disproportionality of the system is unfavorable for populist party success. However populist candidacies can gain traction within the context of intraparty competition (Lee, 2020). One might ask why cases from Latin America are not included as there are a rich amountnumber of examples both in terms of presidential systems and populist parties/leaders (Mudde & Rovira Kaltwasser, 2012). The reason for this is that these countries are weaker institutionally. According to research populist leaders will attempt to capture the state if institutions are weak (Chesterley & Roberti, 2018). By using countries in Latin America there is the risk of measuring the effect of institutional strength instead of measuring the effect presidentialism has on the radicalization of populist parties.
In terms of parties the Italian Lega Nord (LN) and the American Grand Old Party (GOP) will be compared, more specifically the speech of those partiesparties’ respective political leaders. However, first we need to establish that these parties can be compared in terms of belonging to the same political family. Lega Nord (LN) is a regionalist populist party. In recent years however, the focus of LN has shifted away from regionalism and towards anti-immigration politics. Focusing on in and out groups is in line with exclusionary populism that Lega Nord subscribes to (Filc, 2015). This more firmly positioned the party within the populist radical right party family (Albertazzi et al., 2018). 
As said earlier the United States is not an ideal country for populist parties, but it has seen some populist candidacies (Lee, 2020). According to Lee (2020): “the openness of major parties to populist challenge and the pervasiveness of populist rhetoric blur the distinction between populist and mainstream politics in the United States” (p. 1). Populism has been seen both on the left and right-side of the political spectrum (Lowndes, 2017). Left-wing populism in the United States wanted to reduce the economic inequality and the power of business sector to influence the outcome of elections. Some of these ideas were taken over by Franklin D. Roosevelt who introduced the New Deal (Campani et al., 2022). However, since the mid twentieth century it has been a more present force on the political right (Lowndes, 2017). An example of this was the rhetoric of Richard Nixon which had a distinct populist flavor as he would often refer to the ‘silent majority’ (Patenaude, 2019). This can be seen in parallel with the idea of populism which focused on the people, who are being silenced by the elite. Although the Republican party ‘flirted’ with populist rhetoric, it only fully came to fruition with the candidacy of Donald Trump. He positioned himself differently than Elizabeth Warren or Bernie Sanders as his brand of populism is distinctively right-wing. This manifested itself in the form of using immigrants as scapegoats (Ferguson et al., 2020). The scapegoat narratives that Donald Trump applies are congruent with the radical-right exclusionary populism of parties like Lega Nord. Indeed, as Fenger (2018) states: “we can hardly call the Republican Party a populist radical right party” (p. 193), but Trump’s campaign to be president was broadly considered populist (Nai & Maier, 2018).
To test the hypothesis regarding opposition/governing and the third/fourth wave a time-dimension needs to be added. Lega Nord is an example of a populist party that has entered government multiple times, making it fit to test different expectations. The party was founded in 1991 and it´s first leader was Umberto Bossi. He has led the party through different political times and was seen as an effective communicator with a charismatic presence (Giordano, 2002). Furthermore, his language has been described as more fitting of someone in a bar than a politician (Barraclough, 1998). Which could be translated to him rather using the language of the people than that of the elite. His language is certainly colorful and worth analyzing in the light of the populist nature of both himself and his party. 
Electorally the party has shifted over time, similarly to its grip on power. After winning 10,1% of the Lega Nord enjoyed a high amountnumber of seats, but this didn’t translate into government participation. Paradoxically this changed after only acquiring 3,9% of the vote in 2001. After this year the party entered the second Berlusconi government. During this period Lega Nord performed a balancing act, having one foot in government, while also maintaining its anti-establishment image (Albertazzi & McDonnell, 2005). To gain insight into the rhetoric of Umberto Bossi amputated imputateddata will be used (testing H3 and H4). This approach will be further discussed in the methods section and the data itself will be presented during the results chapter. 
To test the different behavior of populist parties in the context of the third and fourth wave of populism, a time-gap is not only desirable, but essential. For Lega Nord a clear distinction can be seen after Umberto Bossi’s resignation in 2012. In 2013 Matteo Salvini became the party leader and this marked a shift away from regionalist cause that the party had long fought for (Zuianello, 2021; in Abertazzi et al., 2018). It also marked a new era in which the Lega Nord would again take the role of both opposition party as well as coalition partner. At the start of Salvini’s leadership Lega Nord was at a low point, but the party made gains having a role within the opposition (Vampa, 2017). The election of 2018 changed the electoral landscape of Italy completely. The Five Star Movement and Lega Nord, both populist parties, gained a majority (Emanuele et al., 2022). To measure Salvini’s populist discourse in and out of government, two speeches from 2016 will be compared to two speeches from 2018 in terms of populist rhetoric. Comparing the two pairs of speeches might reveal a change in populist discourse in the context of the third and fourth wave of populism (testing H2 and H3).
A time-variable also needs to be applied to the political journey of Donald Trump. Therefore, eight speeches will be analyzed, four when Trump was running for office and four more while he was president. Although Trump has long played with the idea of running for office, the ambition turned into a reality when he announced that he was running for president in 2015. Trump’s speech is striking both in the sense that it contains statements that are wrong on a factual level and offensive to many listeners (Montgomery, 2017). However, more interesting perhaps is that Trump consistently frames certain ‘others’ as being responsible for crises (Homolar & Scholz, 2018). This is in line with the idea of performing a crisis as described by Moffitt (2014). 
Trump was not a part of the opposition in the sense that he didn’t have a seat within a political institution. However, he did oppose the presidency of Obama and the candidacy of democratic frontrunner Hillary Clinton in both 2015 and 2016. The fact that Trump had no experience in political office, could signal that his speech changed more in the relatively short time that he was politically active. However, this remains to be seen. The analyses of Trump’s political reign in the context of the third and fourth wave will be lacking this research. This is because both Trump and populism in general have not seen a similar rise in American politics. There are no cases on the presidential level in the context of the third wave to compare with the rise of Donald Trump.
Before discussing the methods used in this research it is important to access the cases at hand to determine what information these cases can give us about reality. In other wordswords, how do the cases contribute to explaining the connection between the different variables. To do this the distinction made by Gerring (2011) between case-studies and cross-case analysis is used. The combination of cases in this study constituteconstitutes a case-study. However, there are also elements from a cross-case study. The main reason for it being a case-study is the focus on a view cases, which allows for a comprehensive analysescomprehensive analysis. This inis in line with the use of the holistic approach that will be discussed in the methods section. A comprehensive analyses entails gaining deep insight into a view heterogenous cases. These pathway cases make it possible to describe how variables are related with each other and draw causal inferences. This is also why typical cases have been selected. Which refers to the fact that typical populist examples have been chosen. This is especially true for the two Italian cases that are both connected to LN which has a long standinglong-standing populist tradition. Within the research some hypothesishypotheses are generated while others will be tested. Meaning that the first three hypotheses have a strong theoretical basis as is usual in a cross-case analysis, while the fourth and fifth hypotheses are derived from a reasoning process as is customary in a case-study. In the next segment the method by which the cases have been analyzed will be outlined.
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To measure the different hypothesis speeches will be put through a political discourse analysis. Speeches are chosen as they represent the direct communication from the political actor itself. This is usually not the case with party manifestos and unclear with social media posts. During a speech a leader is literally standing among ‘the people’, giving a great vantage point from which a populist figure can rally its base against the elite. 
When performing a political discourse analysis there are different ways of approaching the coding of the given speeches. Coding the speechesspeeches can be done in the form of human coding (Neuendorf & Kumar, 2015) and through the use of a computer (Gottschalk & Bechtel, 2008). For this research a form of human coding will be conducted, called the holistic approach (Hawkins, 2009). This approach has two components, grading the speech as a whole and marking different populist elements within the speech. Firstly, when marking the speech a grade will be given. The grade can be a 0 (non-populist/pluralist), a 1 (mixed) or a 2 (populist). The second component entails marking quotes within the speech that have at least one of the populist elements. These elements are outlined in appendix 2;2, which is a rubric originally created by Kirk Hawkins (2009), who came up with the holistic approach used in this research. The rubric contrasts the elements of populism against the elements of pluralism. Due to populism essentially being the cornerstone of this research, the populist elements were the focus point. Within appendix 2 the crucial populist elements of ‘the people’ and ‘the elite’ are described, but it also has some others like giving cosmic proportions to political developments and using denigrating language towards opponents. Both components amount to an analysis which gives insight into the development of a leader in terms of populist discourse, as well as an in-depth depiction of what constitutes this discourse. 
Hawkins (2009) recommends the use of four speeches per leader in a givenin each time-period. This meant that ideally, the corpus would consist of four speeches by Umberto Bossi from 2000 and 2002, four more given by Matteo Salvini both in 2016 and 2018 and lastly, four speeches by Trump in 2015 and in 2017. This would amount to a total of eight speeches per leader and 24 in total. Unfortunately, the availability of the speeches formed an obstacle. Given both the time and institutional variable that are part of this research it was vital to find at least some speeches for each political leader. After searching online for corpora containing political speeches, searching on Google, contacting fellow researchers and probing through YouTube speeches the digging was deemed only partially fruitful. 
Speeches made by Umberto Bossi wherewere simply unobtainable. To account for this omission an estimation will be made as to how populist the discourse of Umberto Bossi is, based on the literature regarding his speech and Lega Nord’s populism. This amputated imputateddata will be outlined during the results chapter of this research.
When it comes to communications by Matteo Salvini, the search was difficult, but proved (partially) successful. After an extensive search two campaign speeches wherewere found given in 2016 and two speeches from 2018. Hawkins (2009) as stated earlier recommends using four speeches per leader in a given time-periodtime period, these speeches should ideally be of different sorts. He states that one should use the following forms of speeches: “a campaign speech, a ribbon-cutting speech, an international speech, and a “famous” speech, typically an inaugural address or an annual report to the nation” (Hawkins, 2009, p. 1051). However, this proved to be impossible for Matteo Salvini, as three campaign speeches wherewere found and one speech given at a conference. Another standard given by Hawkins (2009) regards the length of the speeches. He advocates using speeches between a 1000 and 3000 words. Fortunately, all of Salvini’s speeches were within this range. With hisHis shortest speech being 2367 words and his longest speech 2684 words. 
Lastly, speeches for Donald Trump had to be found. His communications wherewere both abundant and accessible. Youtube provided access to a variety of speeches, which caused the following dilemma: would it be best to use different speeches as advised by Hawkins (2009) or is it better to use speeches of the same sort as this is consistent with what was found from Salvini’s discourse. The latter option was chosen and this meant that the corpus of Trump speeches consisted completely out of communications within the context of  politicalof political rallies. Even though this goes against the advice of Hawkins (2009), it has the benefit of consistency. Furthermore, campaign speeches are expected to contain stronger populist discourse, because leaders give them directly to large audiences, making an appeal to the people as one more likely (Hawkins, 2009). Given these factors and the availabilityavailability, finding four speeches for each time period was easy. With regards to length of the speeches, holding up Hawkins (2009) standard of 1000-3000 proved to be unfeasible. Trump’s speeches were usually about an hour long, which translated to speeches of around 10.000 words. His shortest speech was the one he gave at his inauguration (1462). This was the only speech by Trump that was within the range advised by Hawkins (2009). The longest speech Trump gave consisted of 12.444 words. 
After gathering the datadata, it was time to analyze it, the conclusions and insights gained from that analyses will be outlined in the following chapter.
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In this chapter the results of the research will be discussed. Firstly, an outline will be given of the general development of each party leadersleader’s populist discourse. This also means that Umberto Bossi´s amputated imputateddata will be discussed. The general outline will be given in conjunction with the data regarding the first hypothesis on the relationship between populism and governing. In simple terms it states that populist parties will at least stay as populist in government as they were in opposition or that they will radicalize. After that the other hypotheses that have been distilled from theory will be discussed. The evidence regarding the confirmation or rejection of these hypotheses will be outlined. The second expectation holds that populist parties in opposition will radicalize less when they exist in the context of the fourth wave thenthan when they exist within third wave of populism. Thirdly, it is expected that populist parties in government will also radicalize less when they are part of the fourth wave versus when they exist in the context of the third wave. The final hypotheses focus on institutional context. With these expectations being that populist leaders in parliamentary system radicalize less than populist leaders in presidential systems both when they are in opposition (H4) and when they are part of the government (H5). 
As said earlierearlier, speeches by Umberto Bossi both from 2000 and 2002 were unavailable. Therefore, Bossi’s populism will be measured by using amputated imputateddata. This will be done by going through the literature to make an estimation as to how populist Bossi’s speech is. Similarly to how the other speeches were coded, Bossi’s speech will be rated either a 0, 1 or a 2. Both the year 2000 and 2002 need to be accounted for, which is why there will be two grades. The grades will be given based on the factors as described in the rubric (appendix 2). Given that these are measurements of populism, the main elements that will be looked for are: homogenousa homogenous view of the people, a depiction of the elite as evil and creating an antagonistic dynamic between both groups. Firstly, a general outline will be given of Bossi’s discourse. Then an attempt will be made to distinguish between his populist discourse in 2000 and in 2002 if there is in fact a difference. 
Bossi’s leadership of LN started when the party was founded in 1991. The party was a combination of autonomist movements. It focused on two main issues: regionalism and discontent towards elites and institutions (Albertazzi, Giovannini & Seddone, 2018). Regionalism was put forward in the context of the growing gap between the South and the North of Italy, both socially as well as economically (Albertazzi, Giovannini & Seddone, 2018). Hostility towards the elite was there in the beginning and is something that is in line with populist thinking. 
The focus on the gap between the South and the North is in sync with the partiesparty’s regionalist disposition. This regionalism can be defined as followed (Mazzoleni & Mueller, 2017, 5-6):
“Regionalist parties are political parties that (a) demand more regional power who are neither (b) organized on a nation-wide scale nor do they (c) possess the ambition to represent the interests and people over, of and in the whole territory of a country. Instead, regionalist parties are organized exclusively on a regional basis and aim to cater for a regional electorate only. (…) [They also] have fully subscribed to the territorial ideology of regionalism: they aspire to govern of, by and for the region.”
This definition is important, because this idea goes against a key tenet of populism. While populists assert that the people are homogenous, regionalism focuses on the interest of one or more regions instead of the country as a whole. However, as said earlierearlier, the people are never homogenous as people have different opinions or identities. This paradox between the theoretical homogeneity of the people and the heterogenic reality, leads to a “limited and tendentious” view of the people (Webber, 2023, p. 854). Therefore, a party that is regionalist can also be populist. As the focus on one group does not rule out the possibility of creating a pretense of the people as one.
The LN did frame the northern people as homogeneous and claimed that Rome was the city from which the elites put forward the ideas that would benefit the south (Albertazzi, Giovannini & Seddone, 2018). LN found that the south had stolen much of the north’s riches and self-respect (Albertazzi & McDonnell, 2015). 
This means that LN has both the people as homogenous requirement of populism, while also creating an antagonistic dynamic between the people and the elite. The characterization of the LN as populist is something on which there has been consensus within academia (Albertazzi & McDonnell, 2015). Therefore, within this research LN will get a populist rating of at least 1. However, it’s crucial to know to which degree LN is populist as well.
In their research Meijers & Zaslove (2020) measured populism within parties. On a 01 to 10 scale they scored LN between an 8 and a 9, classifying it as a clear example of a populist party. There might however, be a difference between the party’s populism and it’s discourse. Populism is in itself a thin-centered ideology. In practice this means that populist parties also use a significant amount of their discursive capital on issues like the economy or immigration. In essence this makes a speech less populist. Therefore, it’s hard to imagine the speeches of Umberto Bossi averaging a 2 on populism by the standards of the rubric. According to the rubric a speech that will be a 2 on populism has to be “extremely populist” and has to have “nearly all elements of the ideal populist discourse” (appendix 2). This bar is high and that is why the estimation of Bossi’s speech in terms of populism will be a 1 for the year 2000. 
In 2002 Bossi’s party LN is in government and the question is if this actually changed his discourse. The challenge for LN was to gain governing power, without being seen as polluted by professional politicians and elites (Albertazzi & McDonnell, 2005). According to Albertazzi & McDonnell (2010) LN was able to maintain its outsider image, while also influencing policy. Furthermore, Albertazzi & McDonnell (2005) claimed that: the party has transformed itself into an ‘institutionalized’ populist movement that has successfully walked the tightrope of being seen to have ‘one foot in and one foot out’ of government.” Therefore, Umberto Bossi will also get a 1 in terms of populism for the year 2002. Which means that both in and out of government Bossi was able to maintain a significant degree of populism in his discourse.
As discussed earlier four Trump speeches from when he was running for president were compared to when he was serving as president. The discourse was given a 0, 1 or 2 based on the degree of populism. Trump´s speeches from before he was president (stated in order of time) got a 0, 1, 1, 0. After being elected as president, Trump’s populist rhetoric rose, with the speeches being given a 2, 0, 1, 1. The rise in populist discourse can largely be explained by how the inauguration speech was constituted. This speech and the others will be discussed further down the line. In generalgeneral, it can be said that Trump’s discourse is Manichaean in nature. HoweverHowever, in multiple speeches it was difficult to decide to what degree they should be viewed as populist. This was mostly due to the fact that the speeches often carried only a scarce reference to the people as being homogenous. 
PopulismPopulism, as discussed earlierearlier, consists of different elements. This can make it difficult to categorize a speech as it might have a lot of content connected to one element, butelement but leaves out other crucial facets of populist rhetoric. HoweverHowever, one element was clearly visible in Trump’s speech: the Manichaean worldview. This side of his discourse was seen both when Trump made a speech as a presidential candidate and when he was in government. In Trump’s announcement speech (appendix 1, speech 1) he states: 
“They beat us all the time when do we beat Mexico at the border they're laughing at us, at our stupidity and now they're beating us economically. They are not our friend believe me, but they're killing us economically. The US has become a Dumping Ground for everybody else's problems.”
This is characterizing for a Trump speech. He views the world in terms of extremes and uses hyperboles constantly. The usinguse of extremes is also part of his speech when he is trying to heighten the importance of certain events. In the words used in the rubric (appendix 2), Trump ascribes cosmic proportions to events and to his political movement, saying (appendix 1, speech 7): 
“We have a chance and it's a great chance it lies before us to do extraordinary things for our country in the years ahead. History is written by the dreamers not the doubters. So while we are here tonight to celebrate the amazing progress that we've already made and we have made amazing progress, we're also here to lay out the next steps in our incredible movement to make America great again.”
The extremes also translate into antagonistic language towards enemies. Sometimes Trump marks the elite as evil, but especially in his earlier speeches he refers to them as “stupid” or “incompetent” (appendix 1, speech 2). When it comes to politicianspoliticians, he often implicitly states that the elite is not so much evil as he finds them simply incapable of making decisions. Trump ascribes more negative intent towards the media. Referring to them as “fake news” (appendix 1, speech 6) or putting their news coverage in a negative light, as done in this excerpt (appendix 1, speech 4): 
“You do have the mainstream media you know, I've been hearing about mainstream media all my life, who no I've been hearing about it and it's true, I mean they don't give you accurate really representation.”
Trump’s speech is consistent when the media is concerned as he criticized them both during his run for office and as he was president. Another common enemy that is frequently talked about areis the lobbyists. He states that they control the politicians. In Trump’s words  politicianswords politicians are the “puppets” (appendix 1, speech 4) of these lobbyists.
Once Trump enters government much of his discourse stays the same. He still uses hyperboles, extremes and shows bellicosity towards the opposition, while lacking the typical populist speech regarding the people as being homogenous. HoweverHowever, his speech in government is more populist and this is mostly due to his inauguration speech. In which he uses populist elements throughout almost the entire speech. This speech also clearly references the people/ elite dynamic as followed (appendix 1, speech 5): “We are transferring power from Washington DC and giving it back to you the people.”
Besides referencing the power transferred away from Washington DC as being positive, he also reflects negatively on the past by saying (appendix 1, speech 5): “For too long a small group in our nation's capital has reaped the rewards of government while the people have borne the cost.”
The inauguration speech stands out as being a textbook populist speech. It has all the elements of a populist speech and uses them frequently. Seemingly it’s also the only speech in which Trump uses a teleprompter. SoSo, it could be said that Trump’s speeches probably contain more populist elements when they are written beforehand and he sticks to the script. HoweverHowever, beside the inauguration speech, which is an outlier in terms of populist discourse, the degree to which Trump uses populist discourse remains largely the same. One important conclusion to make regarding this level of populism is that it’s isit’s surprisingly non-populist. Three out of eight speeches analyzed were given a zero on populism. Therefore, it is in doubt whether Trump can in fact be seen as a typical radical-right populist. He often uses Manichaean language, without referring to the people as a whole. In conclusion, it can be said that Trump used more populist discourse after becoming president, when looked at the data. However, it is unclear whether that has to do with the nature of the speech. When Trump speaks of the cuffcuff, he is marginally populist both in and out of government.
Salvini´s speeches were similar to Trump´s in the sense that it was sometimes difficult to decide if they were actually populist. The degree to which his discourse is populist varied within the range of 0.2 to 1.4. The speeches that he gave in 2016, when he was still in the opposition received a 1 and a 0. After gaining government power his discourse in terms of populism didn’t change as again both a 1 and a 0 wherewere given to the speeches. In some speeches there were few and vague references towards the elite and some Manichaean characteristics, without the other elements of populism. ThereforeTherefore, both speeches he gave with LN in opposition and in government got low grades, with a few exceptions. 
One of those exceptions was speech 9 (appendix 1). In this speech all elements of populism were present. However, he seldom referenced the people as a whole. In the following excerpt he implicitly touches on this element: “Therefore a free man votes no, a free man votes no, because if we have to make mistakes, we make mistakes on our own.”
While the free man is seen as homogenous, it is for debate if this statement actually constitutesconstitutes a clear populist element. The speech does contain language antagonizing the elite. This elite is not always the same and can take the form of (appendix 1, speech 9): “finance”, “bankers”, “freemasons”, “multinationals”, “Brussels” and a variety of politicians. He also depicts the world in black and white terms as he states: “In Italy it is more dangerous to deal in clams than sell drugs. You risk more dealing a clam than dealing drugs”.
There was also a part of speech 11 (appendix 1) where Salvini, who’swhose party can be seen as anti-system, shows a remarkably mild side. When referencing the people as homogenous, Salvini proposes that ‘the people’ in fact do not want harsh policies, but instead he claims that the people want “tranquility” and “normalcy” (appendix 1, speech 11). The antagonistic dynamic that populist maintain against the elite is congruent with the will to change the status quo. However, Salvini when in government advocates normalcy, which is interesting given the disruptive nature of populism. According to theory it could be expected that in order to maintain its populist discourse, Matteo Salvini would try to externalize the elite. InterestinglyInterestingly, one of the ways in which he does this is domestically, by framing the mafia as the enemy. In speech 12 (appendix 1) Salvini antagonizes the mafia as follows: 
“We are also working to make the best possible use of the thousands of assets confiscated from mobsters. Businesses, houses, villas, stores, reiterating that the mafia disgusts us and we want to take away their (…) down to the last mansion, down to the last car, down to the last store, down to the last pair of underpants.”
The mafia might not be an elite in the traditional sense, but Salvini does use them as a scapegoat. Therefore, it could be said that populist actors who are ruling a nation can externalize the elite by claiming that the underworld controls the nation. When talking about his goal Salvini uses an interesting frame (appendix 1, speech 11): 
“This is the goal, just as we shared the goal of simplify life for those who work, those who are self-employed, those who work of their: artisans, traders, VAT numbers, freelancers, entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs, beware! Not only the big businessmen financed and pampered by the governments of the left.” 
As the leader of a radical-right wing party it is surprising that he would criticize the way big business areis “pampered”. However, even more remarkable is that he blames the political left for this. Especially as the left has traditionally advocated higher taxes on large corporations. This might be in line with the constant need for populists to frame the other side as the enemy. Furthermore, there seems to be a willingness to align itself with the ‘common men and women’, instead of practicing politics through traditional right-wing neoliberalism. A more obvious elite to blame in the context of populism and radicalism would be the European Union. What’s striking is that Salvini barely mentions Brussels or the EU in any of his speeches during 2018. However, he does blame European regulations (appendix 1, speech 12) and the European commissioners (appendix 1, speech 11). 
Both in 2016 and in 2018 Salvini frames political events in terms of cosmic importance. In 2016 he said the following at the beginning of his speech: 
“with the pride of having reawakened hope and the desire to thousands of people who no longer believed in politics and who had not voted since twenty years. THIS is the best result: having so many kids in the square, even fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen years old - and even younger - they say “It's now or never”.”
When his party became a junior coalition party he continued raising the stakes by using hyperboles (appendix 1, speech 11): “we have already done more in seven days than them in seven years. And that's just the beginning.”
In conclusion it can be said that Salvini’s speech stayed aboutstayed equally populist after his party became part of the government. Furthermore, while Matteo Salvini certainly blamed enemies both in and out of government, it seems that he tended to blame different elites when governing. The mafia was one of his targets and it can be debated whether this can be considered a true elite or rather just an enemy. Describing the majority or the people as having one mind and one opinion,opinion was something that was rarely seen in all speeches analyzed. 
When looking at H1 which states that populist leaders will behave equally or more radical once obtaining governing power, it can be said that this hypothesis is confirmed. On the one hand Bossi and Salvini stayed equally populist when governing. Trump on the other hand increased his populist discourse. Both Trump and Salvini didn’t talk often about the people being homogeneous. However, Trump did this more after becoming president, which caused a rise in his populist discourse. Following this section, the next segment will discuss changes in populist discourse in the context of the third and fourth wave of populism.
The second and third hypotheses are time-related, which is why Umberto Bossi’s time as leader of LN was added as a case. A clear comparison can best be made between Bossi and Salvini, as they have both been leaders of LN. However, while that comparison will certainly be the main part of addressing the H2 and H3, Trump’s discourse will also be taken into account. The reason for this is that Trump’s speech gives insight into how populists have behaved in the context of the fourth wave, similar to Salvini’s. 
Firstly, the focus of this segment is on H2, which states that populist parties in opposition will behave less radical when they are part of the fourth wave, than when they are part of the third wave. The third wave in this research translates to the discourse of Umberto Bossi. Who has been given a 1 in terms of populist discourse when he was in opposition. Salvini was given a 1 and a 0 during his time in opposition. Trump’s campaign speeches before he was president were graded as a 0, 1, 1, and a 0. When rounding down to whole numbers the averages of every party leader is a 1. Interestingly though, when rounding down to one decimal, Bossi receives a 1, while both Salvini and Trump get a 0.5. This difference is worth mentioning, as a difference of 0.5 on a 2 point2-point scale is quite substantial. 
To outline this differencedifference, it’s insightful to describe some of the none-populist excerpts from the speeches of both Salvini and Trump. Salvini’s speech lacks populist discourse for two reasons. The first being that he focuses on issues without using an explicit populist lens. One of the issues is immigration, of which he says the following in speech 10 (appendix 1): 
“The numbers say that of these 2,300 will come recognized as refugees, fleeing the war, there will be no more than 150. So one country normal, a normal city, a normal government, a normal province, throws open the doors, maybe he spends the money on those 150 women and children fleeing the war. For all others, the answer is to return home because Italy cannot host the whole world, and one a large province cannot accommodate the whole world.”
Even though the focus on immigration is in line with that of a radical right party, this excerpt doesn’t rise to the level of a Manichaean worldview that is congruent with populist discourse. However, there is some black and white language in his speeches, especially when blaming the elites. One of his targets in 2016 is the European Union, which he blames in the following excerpt (appendix 1, speech 10): 
“Well, if you've seen the news over the last month, with who if has Renzi been taking it for a month now? With Europe. Europe is bad, Europe doesn't help us with immigrants. Europe has made our banks fail. Europe has us imposed the Fornero law. Europe doesn't make us spend money on earthquake victims. Europe there it costs twenty billion.”
Within this excerpt it can clearly be seen that Salvini uses elements of populist discourse, creating a negative image of the European Union. However, there is a second reason that Salvini’s discourse doesn’t consistently contain high levels of populism. This reason is the lack of the focus on the people as one. Even in speech 9 (appendix) 1 which was considered the most populist speech by Salvini this part was only scarcely seen. At one point in the speech he says: “the citizens of Gallarate come first the Italians come, then the rest of the world comes.” While this does put the people of Gallarate against the rest of the world, it can hardly be said that this is constitutes referring to the people as one in a true populist context.
Trump’s first four speeches differ quite significantly in terms of populism. However, as stated earlier he often constructs stories within a black and white context, without mentioning the people as being homogenous. His speeches also contained significant non-populist segments, often taking the time to boast about crowds or his accomplishments. An example regarding the crowd is the following part of his announcement speech (appendix 1, speech 1): “it's great to be at Trump Tower it's great to be in a wonderful City New York and it's an honor to have everybody here this is beyond anybody's expectations there's been no crowd like this.” He mentions his accomplishments in almost all of his speeches. In the third speech (appendix 1) he describes a business deal that he made changes to, saving him 25 million dollars. What’s interesting about this is that all the talk of his accomplishments begs the question: to what degree is he himself an elite and does that actually matter for a populist leader? The first part of the question answers itself given that he is a famous billionaire. However, the second part seems to be answered by the degree to which elites claim the mantle of populism. It can hardly be said that the leader of a significant populist movement or party is not an elite. What seems to be important is that one can make a persuasive argument that the person in question will work in the interest of the homogenous people.
In summation with regards to H2 it can be said that populist parties that were in the opposition during the third wave, were indeed more populist in terms of discourse, than parties in the fourth wave. Although it’s also important to mention that both cases in the fourth wave and the case of Bossi during the third wave had a significant amount of populism in their speeches. The next part addresses the question of whether this finding regarding the third and fourth wave behavior in opposition translates to similar actions when functioning as part of the government.
When looking at the amputated imputateddata of Umberto Bossi, it can be seen that he was able to maintain his populist discourse when in government. In the words of Albertazzi & McDonnell (2005) Bossi was able to have: “one foot in and one foot out of government”. This translated into rating his populist discourse with a 1. Salvini also held on to the same level of populism. However, this level was lower as seen in the previous section. His speeches got rated at a 1 and a 0 both in opposition and in government. Trump who is not as much of a clear comparison given institutional factors which will be discussed later in the chapter, became more populist. His scores were as followedfollows: 2, 0, 1, 1. 
As argued in the theoretical section, populist leaders want to maintain their populist discourse, which means they need an enemy to blame. One way Salvini did this in his speech was by blaming the former administration, by saying the following (appendix 1, speech 1): “because we have inherited years of goodism and suicide, under which all immigrants had all the rights and Italians they didn't even have a right.” Hegedüs (2019) found that Hungary’s leader Orban tried to externalize the elite, by blaming the European Union. However, the behavior of Salvini shows that to find an elite, one can simply keep the focus on a former administration. This is especially interesting given that Salvini didn’t go after the European Union as much in 2018. Perhaps some populist leaders chose to antagonize the EU to a lesser degree, as to generate more bargaining power, while others opt to attack the EU to satisfy the discontent at home.
Another notable attack by Salvini was made on the elite, when he said the following (appendix 1, speech 11): “He makes money, makes promises and fires people. I broke my boxes of these multinationals that take public money from Italians and then lay off people. Did you take public money? Stay here, stay here.” While attacking multinationals, Salvini establishes that they have an obligation to stay in Italy if they have received public money. This is not only in line with the anti-elite framing that is part of populism, but also congruent with economic nationalism presented by Donald Trump. It could be said that Salvini’s economic nationalism/populism is a sort of Italy-first mentality. 
As a minister Salvini is in a position where he also needs to keep one foot in government, while also maintaining an anti-establishment reputation. He does this for example in the next excerpt when he himself is quoting one of his critics (appendix 1 ,speech 12): “Eh, but you can't minister, it's always been done this way. There's the regulation, there's the subparagraph, there's the article, there's the treaty, there's the agreement." Which he follows up by saying “wanting is power”. Clearly, Salvini wants to create some distance between the norm of being a minister and his own practices. However, this excerpt also shows that he tries to frame his way of operating as legitimatea legitimate way of making progress.
Another returning feature of Salvini’s speech, which is especially apparent in speech 12 is the lack of referring to a homogenoushomogenous people. It seems that this is the one element of populism that has proved to be lacking in both Trump’s and Salvini’s discourse. An exception to this is Trump’s inauguration speech (appendix 1, speech 5). Which proved to be the most populist of all speeches analyzed and was the only speech that got rated a 2 on populism. In one obvious example of populist rhetoric focusing on the people, Trump states (appendix 1, speech 5): “January 20th 2017 will be remembered as the day the people became the rulers of this nation again. The Forgotten men and women of our country will be forgotten no longer, everyone is listening to you now”. What’s noticeable about this excerpt is that it suggests that the previous administration didn’t have the same mantle of support as his election had gotten. He frames the people as almost being unanimous in their support, but only when it’sit fits the legitimacy of his own mandate. This connects with Webber’s (2023) description of the populists view of the people as being “limited and tendentious” (p. 854).
In summation with regards to the third hypothesis it can be said that it is mostly confirmed. Third wave populism in the form of Bossi’s discourse proved to get a higher rating than Salvini’s speech. However, there is a catchcatch, and that catch is Donald Trump. Mainly, Trump’s speech actually beingbeing equally populist to Bossi’s when averaging out the numbers. However, while Trump is part of the fourth wave of populism, he also functions within a different institutional context. To address this variable properly the next segment of this chapter will discuss how presidentialism might have played a role in populist behavior and how this relates to both H4 and H5. 
The next two hypotheses discuss the influence of institutional setting on populist behavior. With H4 focusing on institutional context while in opposition. H5 on the other hand describes an expectation of how populist leaders behave in a parliamentary/presidential system, while in government. To address these hypotheses the focus will mostly be on Salvini and Trump as they function in a different institutional makeup, butmakeup but are also both part of the fourth wave of populism. This makes for a clean comparison. However, Bossi’s rhetoric will be discussed briefly, as he also functioned in a parliamentary system.
The fourth hypothesis states that populist leaders in a presidential system will be more radical in terms of their discourse than their parliamentary counterparts when they are part of the opposition. As discussed earlier, Bossi scored a 1 on populism in opposition, while Salvini scored a 0 and a 1. Trump scored the same average as Salvini, getting the following grades: 0, 1, 1 and 0. Even though their speeches got rated equally high on populism, they approach their base differently.
Salvini as mentioned earlier focused on specific policies like immigration often in non-Manichean terms. Furthermore, Salvini uses some cooperative language with regards to his coalition partners. He speaks of them in the following manner (appendix 1, speech 8): “The vote for the League, the vote for the coalition. I thank the Centre-Right which has shown proof of maturity here. And I will do everything because the Centre-Right must be united in a pact in the future, I also said this to Berlusconi. As long as the Center-Right looks forward and does not look to the past.” This call for unity is interesting, because it is in line with the expectation that leaders in coalition-countries will strike a moderate tone in order to secure future cooperation. 
Trump seems to have a more apparent personal style. His modus operandi involves a strong Manichean worldview combined with a focus on his own character and abilities. At one point he mentions political opponents can gain traction by attacking him, stating (appendix 1, speech 4): “there's only one way you get to the top and it's all through Trump.”
One element of populism that is mostly absent in Trump speeches is the appeal to the homogenous people. However, within a dynamic of people versus elite, Trump would seem like the obvious elite given that he is a billionaire, yet somehow to a significant amountnumber of voters he isn’t. This is where Trump’s brash behavior might help him. Even though he does not mention ‘the people’ that often, he implicitly positions himself as one of them, by behaving differently from the politicians. 
Trump seemingly has some intuitive populism in his speech. However, there are also moments werewhere it looks like he does not fully grasp the concept of populism, for example in the following excerpt in speech 4 (appendix 1): “the Talking Heads who are not smart people at all they call them Elite. My education's better than any of them. I'm smarter than they are.” Here Trump is framing himself as the elite, which given the populist dichotomy between ‘the pure people’ and ‘the evil elite’ is an odd approach. ThisThis, however, is exemplary for Trump’s personal style. His egocentric tendencies sometimes outweigh his populist discourse. 
In conclusion, it can be said that both Trump and Salvini have different styles, but with regards to their populism they don’t diverge from each other. Which means that populist leaders in parliamentary systems don’t strike a less radical tone in terms of populism than their presidential counterparts. Further evidence for this is Umberto Bossi who proved to be more populist than Trump. Therefore, H4 which states that parliamentarism has a moderating effect on populist leaders can be rejected. However, the next paragraph focuses on whether this dynamic will be in harmony with how the party leaders function within the context of government. 
The final hypothesis involves the effect of institutional setting on populism within the context of government. The grades for each party leader will be repeated one more time. Within the parliamentary system Bossi scored a 1, Salvini a 1 and a 0. Trump´s speeches on the other hand got rated as followed: 2, 0, 1, 1. Salvini and Trump can be compared best as they are both part of the same wave of populism. With Trump actually becoming more populist after obtaining governing power, while Salvini retained his level of populism.
It was expected that leaders in a parliamentary system would radicalize less than their presidential counterparts. The reason for this would be that a parliamentary system requires parties to cooperate. However, in Salvini´s speeches he did not moderate his tone towards other parties, but he did show a softer tone towards the EU saying the following (appendix 1, speech 12): “I don't resent Europe, I want to be in Europe, but I want to be on an equal footing, and I ask Europe to pay respect to the Italian people, since we are a taxpayer who leaves us every year, five billion more than what comes back. So, I pay for the club membership, at least let me play on a level playing field with others.” Seemingly Salvini opted to strike a conciliatory tone towards other parties before becoming part of the government. During his tenure as ministerminister, he chose to strike a polite tone towards the EU. This strategy is focused around maximizing his bargaining power.
One of the reasons that populist leaders in a presidential system were suspected to become more populist after being elected intoto office, is the idea that presidents don’t need to form coalitions with other parties. This could lead to a less conciliatory style of politics. Which is seen in speech 6 (appendix 1) given by Trump: “It is time to drain the swamp and that's what we're doing in Washington DC.” This kind of fierce language is part of a strategy that is highly antagonistic towards the elite. Even though speech 6 is actually the only analyzed speech Trump in government that got a 0. However, his Manichaean anti-elite rhetoric is still prominently visible in that speech. 
While not as antagonistic as his message towards Washington DC, Trump also was quite fierce in his language towards NATO. In speech 6 Trump talks about how NATO countries have been lacking in their contributions. He discusses how they are paying more, but that he won’t stop bringing up the topic until everybody: “pays what they owe”. Even after obtaining governing power, Trump is not afraid to attack political opponents both domestically and abroad.
The speech that stands out as the most populist is Trump’s inauguration speech. This speech is remarkably populist, because Trump mentions the people as being one on multiple occasions. An example of this discourse is seen here (appendix 1, speech 5): “we are one nation and their pain is our pain, their dreams are our dreams and their success will be our success. We share one heart one home and one glorious destiny the oath of office I take today is an oath of allegiance to all Americans”. As stated earlier it’s likely that this speech was made by others, as it diverges significantly from Trump’s personal bombastic style seen in other speeches. It doesdoes, however, prove to be the most populist speech as there is a clear appeal to the people as a whole, a depiction of evil elites and the framing of an antagonistic dynamic between the two groups.
With regards to hypothesis 5 it can be said that expectation is mostly confirmed. Trump did radicalize more than Salvini, but was equally populist as Bossi. However, this last finding is probably due to Bossi being part of the third wave and not because of the institutional variable. It was clear when analyzing the speeches that Trump didn’t strike a softer tone. In factfact, he antagonized both Washington DC and focused on the lack of commitment from NATO allies. Salvini on the other hand focused on the EU. However, he did this in a way that is incongruent with populist style. 
[bookmark: _Toc174554223]Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk174195395]The research question was as followed: to what degree does governing lead to the radicalization of discourse by populist leaders and how do institutional makeup and the third/fourth wave of populism influence this relationship? 
To answer this research question five hypotheses wherewere formulated. The first one focusingfocuses on the radicalization of populist actors due to governing power. The second and third hypotheses addressed to what degree the third and fourth wave of populism influenced the degree to which actors radicalized. Finally, the fourth and fifth hypotheses discussed how the institutional setting could affect the radicalization of populist leaders. 
H1 was worded so that both staying radical and becoming more radical after obtaining governing power would confirm the hypothesis. The former turned out to be the case for Umberto Bossi and Salvini. After using scientific research as amputated imputated data for Bossi’s speech, it was found that he did in fact stay equally populist once becoming part of the government. Salvini scored lower on populism than Bossi, but stayed as populist in government as he was during his time in opposition. Trump was the only one that became more populist after winning the presidency. Therefore, all evidence points towards the confirmation of H1. 
The second hypothesis states that populist parties in the opposition, that are part of the fourth wave, will be less radical in terms of discourse than populist parties that arose within the context of the third wave. Once againagain, the evidence pointed to the confirmation of the hypothesis. With Bossi getting a 1 on populism and both Salvini and Trump a 0.5 when averaging theretheir speeches. Even though when rounding up the results would be the same, a difference of 0.5 was found to be significant on a 0-2 scale. 
H3 holds that populist parties in government will be less radical in terms of discourse if they are part of the fourth wave versus when they are part of the third. The evidence regarding this expectation was mixed. BossiBossi, who represented the third wave of populism, was more populist in government than Salvini who is part of the fourth wave of populism. However, Trump was equally populist as Bossi, even though he is also part of the fourth wave of populism. In summation, H3 was mostly confirmed. As Trump being equally populist was probably due to him functioning in a different institutional context.
Both H4 and H5 address this institutional context. With H4 stating the following: populist leaders in a presidential system will be more radical in terms of their discourse than their parliamentary counterparts when they are part of the opposition. This is the only hypothesis that was outright rejected. Trump was equally populist during his run for president as Salvini was in the opposition. Bossi proved to be more populist than Trump. Therefore, all evidence points to the opposite of H4.
H5 was similar to H4, but focused on how party leaders behaved in government and the relationship with the institutional makeup. For this hypothesis the evidence was undecisive. With Trump actually beingbeing more populist than Salvini, but equally populist as Bossi. It was expected that Bossi would score higher in terms of populism than Salvini, due to him being part of the third wave. When comparing Salvini and Trump, who are both part of the fourth wave, Trump who functions in a presidential system was more populist. Therefore, H5 is mostly confirmed.
[bookmark: _Toc174554224]Discussion
In the final chapter of this research some limitations of this research will be outlined. Furthermore, a few recommendations for further research shall be discussed. 
Out of the five hypotheses, four were (mostly) confirmed. However, one limitation of this research is that it is uncertain to which degree institutional setting played a role and how significant the effect of the third and fourth wave of populism was. Furthermore, both Salvini and Bossi were ministers when their party was in government. This could strengthen or lessen the radicalization effect that government might have on populist leaders. In the Netherlands where the PVV is currently the largest party within the coalition, their party leader, Geert Wilders is not a part of the government. This factor could lead to radicalization. However, to understand how strong the effect is of each variable, it might be interesting to do quantitative research. This allows for comparing many different cases and through statistical analyses it would then be possible to see how significant each variable impacts radicalization. This would counteract the effect of the personal style that Trump, Salvini or Bossi has and bring into the picture the fundamental relationships between populism, institutional makeup and third/fourth wave populism. 
Another limitation of this research was the lack of speeches with regards to Bossi and Salvini. Even though many different sources were consulted, finding the speeches proved challenging. However, with connections in the academic world or with LN it might be possible to obtain additional data, which could allow for a more complete picture, with regards to both Bossi’s and Salvini’s discourse.
As part of the theoretical framework, the scientific evidence regarding populism and democratic erosion was briefly discussed. Although democratic erosion is an example of radicalization it’s unclear if populist radicalization always leads to weakened democratic institutions. It would therefore be insightful to learn what factors lead to democratic breakdown specifically. 
Furthermore, it would be interesting to know how crisis plays a role in the behavior of populist leaders. Moffitt (2015) has stated populists need to consistently create crisis narratives in order to strengthen their appeal. This could be another reason why populist actors radicalize in government. However, it is also possible that creating a crisis would cause harm to the populist government, making it an unattractive method that could play into the oppositions hand. Understanding the tendency of populist actors to create crisis,crisis could be a way of estimating how stable a populist movement could be. 
A final recommendation for further research is the relationship between the size of the governing populist party and radicalization within the context of parliamentarianism. It’s possible that a large populist party is more likely to radicalize as this party would have more leverage in a given coalition. A dominant role in government could lead populist parties to press that electoral advantage and push forward some of their radical ideas. However, a small populist party might feel like it does not have the political capital to radicalize further. 
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