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[bookmark: _Toc138147755]Abstract
Media organizations and their journalists play an important role in contemporary democracies as a fourth estate, watchdogs, and representatives. Large-scale distrust in them may be particularly harmful, as it can drive people towards less trustworthy information that is relevant for political decision-making and may even lead certain individuals to threaten journalists. Meanwhile such distrust is being observed increasingly more in the Netherlands. In this thesis I am interested in the research question which asks if populist rhetoric incites negative perceptions of media. In order to come closer to answering this question, I come to a mixed methods research. I build heavily upon literature regarding frames and I make use of a conception of populism as a discursive frame. The first hypothesis tests the assumption that populist leaders do indeed frame media negatively. This is done utilizing a qualitative content analysis of Dutch parliamentarians on Twitter. The second hypothesis is regarding the degree to which voters have such a negative perception of media. Connecting these two hypotheses, I can shed a light on whether the parliamentarians’ framing of media has an impact on the voters’ perception of media. I find that PVV and FvD parliamentarians do frame media negatively on Twitter, while JA21 and SP do not. Additionally, I find that PVV, FvD, and JA21 voters have a more negative perception of media.
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[bookmark: _Toc138147756]Introduction
“Sewer rats” (Van Meijeren (RTL Nieuws, 2022)), “scum” (Wilders, 2021) and “corrupt” (Van Haga (BVNL, 2022)); those are some of the terms used by populist politicians in the Netherlands to describe journalists and news organizations. It seems that these political actors often portray journalists negatively or even going as far as labelling them enemies. Simultaneously, the number of threats at the address of journalists (NOS, 2021b) has been increasing.
Journalists play an important role in democratic representation. They are a source of information on which voters base their choice in elections and policy preferences (McNair, 2009). A part of this entails scrutinising those in power as a so called watchdog or fourth estate. They act as a mediator or representative between the public and the political elite and thereby hold politicians accountable by criticising their practices and making this public. However, the fulfilment of journalists’ role in a democracy is threatened when voters severely distrust them. The consequence of this might be that citizens start looking for other way to be informed about political decisions. For instance Tsfati & Cappella (2003) report a shift from exposure to mainstream media to nonmainstream media, which in turn is associated with increased media scepticism, attacks on mainstream journalism and political extremity. People who mistrust the news media are less likely to discuss politics, and when they do, they choose to do it with those who are ideologically like-minded (Tsfati & Cohen, 2012). Knowledge useful for political decision making is no longer taken from professional journalists, but rather from other sources which may be less credible.
These tasks of providing information and representation are done best if the media can operate freely, meaning that they can operate autonomously. This entails that they are “free from inhibiting forms of economic, political, or other dependency” (De Smaele, 2006: 5). Freedom from political institutions has been taken very seriously in the Netherlands and has resulted in a situation where “press freedom is actively protected by the state and the government” according to Reporters Without Borders (2022: The Netherlands). Despite the media being respected by the authorities, there have been growing societal pressures. Journalists face an obstacle in doing their job if they have to do so in fear of reprisal. This fear is not ungrounded. Journalist consortium Forbidden Stories (2023) attempts to shed a light on this phenomenon. They state that a quarter of non-conflict zone journalists killed between 2017 and 2022 were the target of disinformation campaigns or received threats on social media.
A recent example in The Netherlands was the intimidation tactic used by Vizier op Links (translation: an Eye on the Left). People could order stickers from this organization that said that that particular location was being observed by Vizier op Links followers. Their self-stated mission is to break the leftist hegemony and in that goal, they say, they do not spare journalists, along with judges, students, civil servants, and others (Vizier op Links, n.d.). These stickers were placed on the front doors of scientists and journalists (NOS, 2021a). In such cases, they may be disincentivised to undertake certain actions (e.g. write a critical article, make a controversial speech) which has a negative impact on the quality of democratic representation due to journalists’ self-censorship. Following Yesil (2014), self-censorship is conceptualised as journalists not writing out everything they have found out for fear of losing their lives. Though on a smaller scale than the attacks on the United States Capitol in 2021 or on the Brazilian Congress in 2023, sending threats to journalists falls in the same category of antidemocratic actions. By threatening journalists they may feel restricted in executing their profession due to the dire consequences that may follow.
In this research I am primarily interested in the preconditions of such behaviour. The link I therefore want to study is between populist politicians’ public statements and how they affect voters’ perceptions of journalists. In this thesis it will be examined how populist politicians’ discourse affects citizens’ perceptions of the media by portraying mainstream journalists in a negative light. An attempt will be made to answer the following research question: Does populist rhetoric incite negative perceptions of media?
Answering this research question is both societally and scientifically relevant. Perceptions of media are societally relevant, which may be articulated most clearly when related to the Thomas theorem: “If men define situations as real, they are real in their consequences” (Merton, 1995: 380). Applied to the subject of this research, it may mean that if people perceive media in a specific way, this perception will be real in its consequences. How they treat and feel about journalists is ultimately grounded on their perception of them. This could potentially be related to the increasing amount of threats received by journalists (NOS, 2021b). It is therefore interesting and relevant to gain a meaningful insight into how such perceptions come to be.
Democratic representation is crucial in democratic states. Plotke (1997: 19) argues that “Representation is crucial in constituting democratic practices”. Journalists play a crucial role in democratic representation. Without them, citizens are not being represented by a journalistic fourth estate. A lacking of such interference is harmful, because it takes away the very foundation upon which representative democracy is built. In the light of recent electoral successes of populist politicians (Stöckl & Rode, 2021), their role in the challenge to democratic representation should be scrutinised.
Besides the societal relevance, this research can not only make contributions to the already existing literature on populism, but also to studies concerning the construction of enemy images and how these shape perceptions of certain groups. It may shed a light on how populism affects people and how such people can be influenced to the point that they take actions that undermine democracy. Finally, this study empirically tests the assumption that populist politicians engage in rhetoric that sheds a negative light on journalists. This is a claim that is often made, but which has not been tested methodologically in recent years using Tweets as the analytical unit. Finally, my approach can be characterised as mixed methods, as I employ a qualitative and quantitative method respectively to test my hypotheses.


[bookmark: _Toc138147757]Theoretical Framework
In this chapter I will introduce the theories upon which this research is built. I first elaborate on the view of populism as a discursive frame and then connect this to why journalists may be its target. Finally I discuss literature on frames in traditional news media, in online social media and how political actors may use it to their benefit.
[bookmark: _Toc138147758]Populism as a Discursive Frame
Aslanidis (2016) proposes a new perspective of populism, namely that it should be considered as a discursive frame. In doing so, he distances himself from Mudde’s view that populism is a thin-centred ideology that stresses the antagonistic relationship between the homogenous groups of the pure people and the corrupt elite (Mudde, 2004). Unlike other ideologies, such as liberalism and socialism, there is no coherence within the populist party family, which is considered to be an essential aspect of ideology. Providing the so-called populist ideology with the caveat that it is “thin-centred”, is criticised by Aslanidis (2016) in three ways. First, it is unclear what exactly it means for an ideology to be thin conceptually speaking. Second, this approach is methodologically inconsistent, as it treats populism’s direct opposites not as ideologies, even though they are on the same conceptual level. Third, while most ideologies are characterised by a dichotomous nature – someone either is or is not a Marxist, a liberal, a social democrat -, populism is often measured on a graded scale, making it fundamentally different.
Instead, Aslanidis (2016) argues that a discursive definition of populism does the concept most justice and more accurately reflects how it has been operationalised in research. In developing this view, he builds heavily on Laclau (2005), who argues that, in determining whether a movement is populist, we should not look at its content, but at its form. Indeed, he states that “a movement is not populist because in its politics or ideology it presents actual contents identifiable as populistic, but rather because it shows a particular logic of articulation of those contents—whatever they may be” (Laclau, 2005: 104). This logic of articulation happens within discourse, which is defined as “any practice by which individuals imbue reality with meaning” (Ruiz, 2009: 2), which includes both written and spoken words as well as non-verbal forms of communication. Aslanidis (2016: 98) views populism as a discursive frame; these are “‘schemata of interpretation’ that allow their users ‘to locate, perceive, identify, and label’ complex events taking place in daily life”. They are more flexible than actual ideologies and serve mainly to give meaning to reality. For this purpose they may be employed by political actors as a way to persuade others (e.g. voters) of their way of interpreting reality.
Benford & Snow (2000) attribute three core tasks to framing: diagnosis, prognosis, and motivation. Diagnostic framing relates to identifying the source of the problem or the culpable agents and focuses on blame. It answers the question of who is responsible for a particular problematic situation. Especially so-called adversarial framing divides the world up in “we” versus “they”, in which the latter are responsible for the problem at hand and have the power to change it (Gamson, 1995). Prognostic framing, then, concerns itself with a proposed solution to the problem. After the diagnostic question of “who is responsible?” is answered, the prognostic framing is about the question of what is to be done about it. Finally, motivational framing provides a “call to arms” (Benford & Snow, 2000: 617). The task here is to circulate a motivational urgency to take corrective action (Aslanidis, 2016). Aslanidis defines populism as “a discourse, invoking the supremacy of popular sovereignty to claim that corrupt elites are defrauding ‘the People’ of their rightful political authority. It becomes an anti-elite discourse in the name of the sovereign People.” (Aslanidis, 2016: 96).
The terms “corrupt elite” and “the people” are what Laclau (1996, cited in Thomassen, 2016) would call empty signifiers. This means that it is a term that is emptied of content and it can thus be used by different groups to mean different things. The “corrupt elite” is such a term because it is identified in different terms by different actors, most notably it is used in populist rhetoric as the enemy, although not all populists agree on what the “corrupt elite” constitutes. Akkerman et al. (2017) find that anti-immigrant attitudes are a strong predictor for voting for radical right-wing populists in the Netherlands, while the support for radical left-wing populists is more strongly determined by voters’ economic attitudes, e.g. supporting income equality. For right-wing populists, the corrupt elite may consist more of EU institutions, while left-wing populists view large businesses as such. Aslanidis (2016) follows Laclau in claiming that populists put these two empty signifiers – the corrupt elite and the people – against each other, while the meanings given to these terms are dependent on the political and cultural context they are used in.
While Taggart (2004) does not explicitly mention Laclau (1996; 2005), there are similarities between the two authors’ conceptions of populism. He too argues that which societal groups respectively constitute the elite and the people are context-dependent, stating that “The  attributes  of  the  context  in  which  populism  occurs  will  spill  into  the  form that  populism  takes” (Taggart, 2004: 275). Here we see again the relation between content and form that shapes how we look at populist actors. Because the nature of the corrupt elite differs per societal context and is open to interpretation, the nature of populism varies as well. Taggart (2004: 275) states that this makes populism “highly chameleonic”, as it lacks core values. Populists’ values are derived from their particular conception of the heartland’s people. The heartland is what populists consider to be an ideal world, based on a romanticised (and often ahistorical) view of how the world used to be, “it is in essence a past-derived vision projected onto the present as that which has been lost” (Taggart, 2004: 274). This varies per populist movement. Mudde’s (2004) conception of populism as a thin-centred ideology also leaves more room for far more variation between populist movements regarding their values, especially compared to thicker ideologies such as liberalism. He clarifies that while right-wing populists may differ from left-wing populists, with the first having a conception of ‘the people’ as ‘the nation’ and the latter being the voice of the people as seen through a democratic socialist lens (Mudde, 2004).
[bookmark: _Toc138147759]Why journalists may be targeted by populists
In general, the corrupt elite that does not listen to the will of the people is comprised of mainstream politicians, but could also be made up of established mass media institutions (and their journalists) that do not represent the general people in the eyes of populists. They have often been grouped in with the corrupt elite by populists (Esser, Stępińska & Hopmann, 2016; Fawzi, 2019; Wojczewski, 2020).  Journalists threaten the perceived homogeneity of the people by considering a broader range of views, actors, and issues; this goes against the idea of a volonté générale among the people. Fawzi (2019: 151) states that “The media are perceived to be a part of the political establishment, collaborating with the ruling elite and betraying the people”. Since the corrupt elite is the danger that populist politicians claim to stand up against in name of the virtuous, homogenous people, they may bring forth frames in discourse which diagnose journalists negatively.
Brants & De Haan (2010) distil three models of responsiveness, namely civic, strategic, and emphatic. In civic responsiveness, media prioritise being socially responsible, rather than being sensational, and cover predominantly economic and political topics that overlap and connect the public’s and elite’s agendas. This type of responsiveness is based on “a sense of co-responsibility for the well-being of the socio-political system and the democratic process” (Brants & De Haan, 2010: 416). The public is addressed as citizens and the presentational style can be considered to be informative and cognitive. Strategic responsiveness has a rather commercial and market-driven motive, where the public is seen as a consumer of a product that is offered by media organisations. Here the topics are emotional or entertaining and the presentational style is more sensational in order to attract and arouse the public. This is not only characteristic of commercial media outlets, as public broadcasting may make use of it as well. The third form, emphatic responsiveness, can be considered to be much more partisan in which journalists act as so-called “moral crusaders” who side with the public which is viewed as one of us. They are responsive in he sense that they act as caretaker for the voiceless, the victims of public authorities, and “the downtrodden social losers” (Brants & De Haan, 2010: 418). The journalists advocate “on behalf of one group against another, in an often excited and angry tone and style that are involved, populist and partisan” (Brants & De Haan, 2010: 418). They bring an anti-establishment, populist, and often excited and angry tone to consumer programmes’ task of bringing awareness to victims of bureaucracy. Brants (2013), in a later paper, adds a fourth model, called populist responsiveness, which combines the aim at young audiences who are uninterested in regular news strategic responsiveness with the anti-establishment sentiments of emphatic responsiveness. They cover issues which “are close to the ignored man in the street, report on the self-centredness and greed of the political elite and confirm that ‘old politics’ is past its sell-by date” (Brants, 2013: 25-26). While neutrality, check and counter-check, and separating facts from opinions are held in high regard in the model of civic responsiveness, they are openly ignored and put to the side in the model of populist responsiveness. Brant (2013) states that this type of responsiveness came to The Netherlands after the murder of Pim Fortuyn with the news blog GeenStijl and later the broadcasting organization PowNed. Today, broadcasting organisation Ongehoord Nederland would fall under this model as well. It was introduced to balance out what right-wing critics call the left-wing NPO (the Dutch public broadcasting channels). This organisation’s news program, Ongehoord Nieuws, is surely seen as being (radical) right-wing. They pay most attention to politicians of FvD (who enjoy 53% of the program’s screentime), JA21, PVV and BVNL; they focus on topics such as immigration tsunamis, climate madness, and woke ideology; and they spread conspiracy theories, such as the Replacement Theory and the Great Reset (Pointer, 2023).
The journalistic values in the model of civic responsiveness are perceived negatively by both populist politicians and journalists who adhere to the model of populist responsiveness, as well as their followers. Noppari et al. (2019) discern three types of people who are drawn to populist counter-media, namely system sceptics, agenda critics, and the casually discontent. First, the system sceptics argue that regular media (following models of civic or strategic responsiveness) are connected to the establishment and play a part in supporting it and upholding the status quo. The media, in their eyes, are a tool that is used to strengthen the interests of the political or economic elites and to distract the common people from important political issues. This group is most prone to conspiratorial thinking and, as the name suggests, view the media as a vital part of a broader system that favours the elites at the expense of the people. Second, agenda critics view journalism as the reflection of the political and ideological agendas of media elites. This results in a bias in the selection and evaluation of topics being covered, and are meant to further the goals of media organisations’ editors and managers and to silence their critics. This relates to the hostile media phenomenon, which “describes a process in which highly involved individuals perceive the news media as more hostile compared to individuals who are less involved” (Matthes et al., 2019: 347). In this study, having extreme political or ideological attitudes is also seen as being involved (Matthes et al., 2019). Finally, the casually discontent turn away from regular media because they find its journalism to be lacking and unreliable, which can be caused by a wide range of issues. The bias in media, according to them, is the result of individual journalists’ backgrounds, such as education and ideals, rather than a systemic functioning (Noppari et al., 2019).
All three types of people feel not adequately accommodated by the regular media (following models of civic and strategic responsiveness) and instead opt to look for more populist alternatives. The critiques they have on regular media could also be held by populist politicians, causing them to lash out against regular media.
Another reason why populist politicians may perceive journalists in a negative light, is because they feel that they are being treated negatively or unfairly. Wettstein et al. (2018) identify three roles that the media can assume in covering political actors, their ideology, and their communication, namely as (1) gatekeepers, (2) interpreters, and (3) initiators. Predominantly the first two of these can provide an insight into why populist actors may perceive journalists negatively. The gatekeeping role refers to the function of journalists to decide what is and what is not considered to be news; they choose whether or not to open the news gates to political actors. The interpretive role refers to how journalists evaluate to the topics they cover. This can be expressed by a tone which attributes negative traits or a negative impact or providing another source in the same story that challenges or outright disagrees with the political actor’s communication act. Regarding the gatekeeping role, Wettstein et al. (2018: 487) find that news media are “generally restrictive in granting populist actors access to the news” and that populist actors are underrepresented when it comes to coverage of issues on which they have ownership. Regarding the interpretive role, they also find that populist politicians are evaluated relatively negatively compared to other politicians and are challenged more by journalists (Wettstein et al., 2018). Their results show that the media’s fulfilment of these two roles are rather negative for populist actors; they get less access to the news, even when it comes to the issues they own, and they get evaluated more negatively. Populist actors could feel like they are being treated unfairly and in response diagnose journalists and media negatively. This is then something they can make explicit by establishing a frame which makes journalists out to be the root of a certain problem.
Brants (2013) names three dimensions that constitute mistrust in media. These are reliability, relating to whether or not one doubts their sincerity, intentions, and journalistic integrity,;  credibility, relating to the way they present news and their interpretations of it; and responsiveness, relating to what the public is interested in. All three dimensions are relevant when it comes to reasoning why populists may diagnose journalists negatively. Firstly, the media are thought by system sceptics and agenda critics to not be serving the public good, but rather are functioning solely as an instrument for some group of elites. This affects the media’s reliability in their eyes, because they do not operate out of some desire for presenting the full and objective truth. Secondly, populist politicians get less access to news, the issues they own are underrepresented, and they are more negatively evaluated (Wettstein et al., 2019). This means that journalists do not act according to their professional standards, which may lead a populist public to find the media less credible. Finally, they are more drawn to counter-media and other alternatives to regular media, as the  system sceptics and agenda critics (and to a lesser degree the casually discontent) have their reasons for disliking the civic and strategic models of responsiveness (Noppari et al, 2019). This could all play a role in why populists diagnose journalists negatively or could even go as far as making them out to be the enemy.
According to Geis & Wunderlich (2014: 462) this act serves “to stabilize speakers’ benign conceptions of the self, to structure threat perceptions and to legitimate the use of force”. Such an enemy image in populist discourse could be taken over by populist voters, by which they could start perceiving journalists in a negative light, which in turn may inspire or motivate followers to undertake antidemocratic actions, such as threatening or harassing journalists. This sense of Manichean tension between “the people” and the “corrupt elite” is what makes journalists the victims of such actions. Herman & Keller (2004) state that the willingness to use force against the enemy is dependent on how strong its enemy image is. Oliver & Wood (2014) even find that the degree of Manichean worldview is a strong predictor of having conspiracy beliefs. How people see the world in terms of us versus them – and more specifically in the populist rhetoric of the people versus the elite – has a large impact on people’s attitudes. The creation of such an enemy image of journalists needs to be operationalised, as well as what exactly entails an antidemocratic action. Following Geis & Wunderlich (2014: 459), the construction of an enemy image is defined as “naming, defining and labelling events, phenomena or actors … whereby actors seek hegemony in a discourse and strive to frame the common sense, the background knowledge and the threat perceptions within a given society in a certain way”.
I therefore hypothesise that populist politicians more often contribute to the construction an enemy image of journalists compared to mainstream politicians. The three core features of populist discourse are (1) sovereignty of the virtuous, homogenous people, (2) anti-elitism, and (3) its Manichean worldview (Aslanidis, 2016). There may, however, be politicians or political parties who only share one or two of the above named characteristics, e.g. non-populist anti-elitist politicians. Mainstream parties in this article are defined as being non-populist, i.e. not being attributed all three of the above named characteristics.
[bookmark: _Toc138147760]Populist Frame of Journalists and Media
For the reasons above populists may view journalists negatively. In terms of discursive frames, this can be expressed in a number of different ways. Krämer (2018) offers two explanations for the estranged relationship between populism and the media. The first explanations focuses on the functioning of journalism. The populist discourse, as stated above following Aslanidis (2016), is anti-elitist in the name of the sovereign people. This is the frame the world is viewed and understood through by populists. There are certain interdependencies between media and politics. Politicians need the media, because they desire positive news coverage in order to maintain or increase their electoral success; the media need politicians, because they know that they can provide them with newsworthy information (Strömberg, 2015). When populists see the interdependencies between media and politics, the populist schema processes this as an interpretation that places the media on the same side of politics, which is tied to the corrupt elite and which stands against the noble people (Krämer, 2018). Such interdependencies are empirically examined; e.g. Conway (2022: 1628) finds that “regardless of their scores on accuracy and trustworthiness, politicians occupy a dominant place when it comes to articulate, timely, conflict-laden, dramatic, and emotional information”. Journalists do often rely on political actors, with government officials playing a special role in handing down official information (Conway, 2022). This interdependency is regarded as suspicious by certain segments of the public. Think, for instance, back to the system sceptics (and to a lesser degree the agenda critics) described above (Noppari et al., 2019). Subjects that strengthen the populist vision of the world, but deviate from what is advantageous for the elite (of which journalists are a part) are therefore not covered in the media. They represent the elite, not the people; and that is the whole problem for populists.
The second explanation focuses on the unfulfilled promises of participation (Krämer, 2018). It has become increasingly easier to involve people in public communication, for instance by using polls, due to technological advancements. However, the media are not always very responsive to people’s involvement and the expressions of their opinions, especially compared to how responsive they are to politicians. Krämer (2018) explains that the involvement of regular people does not always conform to media’s expectations when it comes to timing, style, etc. The field of politics, however, is much more professionalised and contains much more knowledge and capacity to fulfil such expectations. The limited participation of the people is what troubles the populists. They would rather prefer the media to be reduced to a “merely technical means of transmission” in which populist leaders can stand in direct contact with the people (Krämer, 2018: 457). Instead, they now serve to represent the (political) elites. This relates partly to a critique of media discussed by McNair (2009), namely that it lends itself  for political public relations. While political actors can, for instance, hire professional spin doctors to get their message across more efficiently, ordinary citizens do not have such means at their disposal. This influence of political actors on media is viewed by some as “intentional deceit and dishonesty” (McNair, 2009: 243).
Here there are two different explanations of how the populist frame operates; the world is interpreted and understood as divided in an adversarial dichotomy in which the elite stands against the noble people.
[bookmark: _Toc138147761]Elite and Mass Framing: Politicians and voters
A frame is essentially about how (political) topics are selected, interpreted and presented. This is done not something that is exclusively done by politicians, but by voters as well (Vliegenthart, 2012). It can affect an individual’s attitudes and cognition, as it can for instance shape one’s opinions about political issues, but also voter turnout, political cynicism, and can even increase an individual’s anger or disgust (Vliegenthart, 2012). Given their importance, it may be helpful interesting to examine where they originate. Scheufele (1999: 106) makes a distinction between media frames and individual frames. The first is defined as “devices embedded in political discourse” which are considered to be “attributes of the news itself”; such frames determine what events become meaningful, recognisable, and discernible and organise reality for journalists to make their reports. The latter is defined as “internal structures of the mind” which are “mentally stored clusters of ideas that guide individuals’ processing of information”; they can interpret both long-term political views as well as short-term political issues. Scheufele (1999) then develops a model, which conceptualises media frames and individual frames as both dependent and independent variables, that contains four processes, namely: (1) frame building, (2) frame setting, (3) individual-level effects of framing, and (4) a link between individual frames and media frames. These four processes connect the two variables’ causes and impacts on each others. Frame building refers to how journalists and media organisations experience inputs, such as organisational pressures, ideologies, and attitudes, which then lead to the establishment of media frames. These media frames then influence individual frames in the process of frame setting; it “is concerned with the salience of issue attributes” (Scheufele, 1999: 116). In other words, it is about what specific piece(s) of information about the subject that is being covered is deemed important. Individual-level effects of framing relate to the effects of an individual frame on the individual’s views on political issues, but also, as stated above, their emotions, voter turnout, political cynicism, etc. The final process, a link between individual frames and media frames, is also called “journalists as audiences”, it relates to how the outputs of individual frames impact journalists and media organisations and are also taken as inputs which may come to expression in the process of frame building. This makes that the entire model has a feedback loop.
The second process, frame setting, is most the most interesting and forms the core of this study. The research question – does populist rhetoric incite negative perceptions of media – is about whether a populist discursive frame produced or used by politicians is taken over by individual voters. While frame setting as discussed by Scheufele (1999) focuses on the effects of how media frames influence individual frames, some adjustments to this model may need to be made. While the media he describes attributes an important role to journalists and media organisations, the media of today may look different; especially when we look at social media. Social media are an important platform for (populist) politicians. It provides a direct communication channel with (potential) voters, but in recent years the amount and intensity of far-right populist propaganda has increased (Ahmed & Pisoiu, 2021). Platforms such as Facebook and Twitter are preferred by parties for populist messages compared to political talk shows (Ernst et al., 2019) and especially populist right-wing politicians are seen as more authentic on these platforms; the same might be true for left-wing populists, but they were underrepresented in the study (Enli & Rosenberg, 2018). It is therefore worthwhile to examine a bit further how social media fits into all this and if there is a comparable model. This may be different as journalists have no monopoly on making news on social media as they have on mainstream news media.
Yantseva (2020), in her study on frames in mainstream media and social media in Sweden, may be helpful in this endeavour. Applying Scheufele’s (1999) approach to social media, Yantseva (2020: 3) finds that “social media serves as a transmitter of the frames articulated by a variety of social forces that compete over the dominance of their frames and together formulate public discourse on a given topic”. The feedback loop is also present here, as she states that on social media the content creators and consumers are usually the same group of people and because Retweets, likes, and shares can give the sender a sense of how well the message was received. While in mainstream news media there are professional journalists who make the news, there is no such threshold for social media; everybody can discuss news in (almost) any way, employing any frame they desire, on such platforms. This includes politicians as well. In mainstream media, political elites have an essential influence on discourse about political topics (Yantseva, 2020). Stevens et al. (2018) discuss the interaction of actors as one of four dimensions that shape social media as a space for strategic actions by actors. They find in their study on Dutch social media hypes concerning agricultural and food discussions (and scandals) that politicians on Twitter and Facebook are considered to be key players and even state that “… single accounts, such as activist organisations and politicians, have the power to move the masses” (Stevens et al., 2018: 33). This is in line with López-Rabadán (2021: 2) who states that “political actors and citizens distribute their messages directly to mass audiences and achieve greater prominence in public debate”. This is an indicator that political actors, in addition to having a large influence in mainstream media, can be considered to be very influential on social media as well.
Hänggli & Kriesi (2010) describe three strategic choices that political actors face during political campaigns, namely (1) substantive emphasis choice, (2) oppositional emphasis choice, and (3) content emphasis choice. The first relates to choosing a relatively small number of strong frames, a core frame with maybe another one or two extra frames, which are conceptualised as frames that provoke reactions. These are the most influential under voters. Switching between multiple frames does not do well in campaigns and instead political actors try to focus on their core frame(s). The second relates to choosing how strongly they should go against opponents’ frames. Political actors usually focus on the issues over which they have ownership, which are the issues where the political actor in question has a good reputation and that may influence the voter’s choice in a positive way (Petrocik, 1996). They also often ignore the issues that others dominate or give a small, short response so as not to give it too much oxygen. The third and last relates to a strategic choice concerning the campaign contest versus the substantive content of the campaign. Hänggli & Kriesi (2010) distinguish the contest frames from the substantive frames; the first focus on the actors, on the politics, while the latter focus on the substantive content of the campaign, on the policy. All in all, the relevant campaign specific element the political actors have to consider in order to make strategic choice are numerous.
Building on this extensive body of academic literature, this research operates under the assumption that it is the political actors who are influential in producing or using discursive frames and that it is their voters who may take them over. While it is true that social media provide a communication channel which also makes it easier for voters to contact political actors I regard the process as being mostly top-down oriented. I believe this is a justifiable assumption for the following reasons. First, Stevens et al. (2018) call political actors key players in social media discourse and states that they have greater prominence in that space compared to mainstream media. While they do claim that certain activist account can also have a large influence, this is likely smaller than the political actors. Political actors have a large influence in mainstream media, in social media, and additionality there is also the effect of mainstream media frames on social media frames. Political actors have more paths and more influence per path compared to activists and other voters. Second, Hänggli & Kriesi’s (2010) analysis shows that political actors have important strategic considerations, while most voters do not have such concerns when participating in social media discourse. The professionalisation of most political actors is something that is lacking in most voters who are active on social media. It is likely that this leads to political actors being more effective in employing their frames than others. Third, Scheufele (1999) argues that people are most affected by the media frames they have access to. This looks like a moot point prima facie, but it important, especially when we apply it to the logic of social media. In social media, the news is not necessarily brought by journalists and voters can have access to all sorts of “media” frames; also those produced or used by political actors. Voters choose who they have access to on social media and are more likely to follow the political actor(s) they support. This means that they are more affected by a specific (set of) discursive frame(s).
[bookmark: _Toc138147762]Hypotheses
The following hypotheses have been formulated in order to answer the research question:
Hypothesis 1: Populist politicians more often diagnose journalists as problematic compared to mainstream politicians.
Hypothesis 2: Populist voters more often diagnose journalists as problematic compared to mainstream voters.
The main focus of this study is how voters’ diagnosis of journalists is affected by populist discourse in which an “event or aspect of social life is seen as problematic and in need of alteration” (Benford & Snow, 1988: 199). I connect the empirically tested assumption that populist politicians establish an enemy image of journalists by diagnosing them as the source of an objectionable situation to the populist voters’ perception of journalists by analysing whether or not they take over this diagnosis. The hypothesised causal mechanism is that there is a link between Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2; in other words: because populist politicians more often diagnose journalists as problematic compared to mainstream politicians, their populist voters more often diagnose journalists as problematic compared to mainstream voters. They take over the negative diagnosis from the politician. This logic is based on the populist discursive frame used by certain politicians and the influence political actors have on social media. These two hypotheses together can hopefully unearth a causal mechanism that provides insight into answering the question whether or not populist rhetoric incites negative perceptions of media. 



[bookmark: _Toc138147763]Method
I have two hypotheses I will be testing. I am going to do two different analyses, with a different methodology per hypothesis. The cases selected for this research will include Dutch parliamentarians who are active on Twitter. In coding political parties as being populist or not, I am following Rooduijn et al.’s (2019) PopuList. This is an initiative where academic experts categorised political parties from multiple European countries – among which the Netherlands – on whether they could be considered populist, far right, far left, and Eurosceptic. All these categories are considered to be binary, meaning that a political party either is or is not populist, there is no middle ground. This adequately matches the conception of populism as a discursive frame described above, and especially Aslanidis’ criticism of measuring populism on a scale (he phrases it as betrayed by “degreeism” (Aslanidis, 2016: 64). The PopuList is considered to be a reliable measure of which parties are populist, as is evident based on its frequent usage in academic literature concerning the topic of populism, since it has been peer reviewed by more than 80 experts.
As this list was made in 2020, there are two parties commonly viewed as being populist in academic literature that are not on the list: JA21 and Group Van Haga/ BVNL (Kessenich & Van der Brug, 2022; Nijhuis, Verbeek & Zaslove, 2023; De Jonge, 2021). Since there is too little data on Group Van Haga/ BVNL, I will exclude this party from this study. JA21 along with PVV, FvD, and SP, form the Dutch populist parties. These parties are selected in both hypotheses. In the first hypothesis, this means that I will be analysing Tweets from these parties’ parliamentarians (i.e. content analysis) and in the second hypothesis I will be analysing their voters.
The first hypothesis is an assumption that needs to be checked and refers to the first element in the chain. For Hypothesis 1, public statements by populist and mainstream politicians will be the unit of analysis. As stated in the Theoretical Framework, social media are an important platform for politicians. I am using Tweets as the unit of analysis, because they give the best insight into how politicians feel about media and journalists. Unlike traditional news media, it is unmediated and the political actors can frame whatever and however they want. This is therefore the closest I can come to how they feel about certain subjects, including their perception of media.
 For Hypothesis 2, the Liss Core Study (CENTERDATA, 2022) will be used, which provides me with the survey data needed to perform a regression analysis. Such a quantitative approach differs substantively from the qualitative document analysis I will be performing when testing Hypothesis 1. The position I take by doing so fits within the dualist perspective, which according to Wesley (2014: 142) “promotes the coexistence of quantitative and qualitative traditions within a broad social scientific enterprise”, as I find that each of the two hypotheses needs to be tested according to what fits best – qualitatively concerning Hypothesis 1, quantitatively concerning Hypothesis 2 – and that results and analyses can be bridged. Each method has their own strengths and weaknesses, but as long as they are valid and reliable, they can and should be used where they fit best. “Dualists see the distinctions as substantive, but view the two traditions as compatible” (Wesley, 2009: 5). In this research they lend themselves perfectly to build a bridge between Hypothesis 1 – what frames do political actors employ or produce regarding media – and Hypothesis 2 – how do their voters perceive media.
[bookmark: _Toc138147764]Qualitative Part: Content Analysis
Hypothesis 1 is about a comparison between populist and mainstream politicians. In the Netherlands there are four populist parties – PVV, SP, JA21, FvD – I am interested in. In order to design a feasible method, I need to make a selection regarding which mainstream parties I want to include. I have chosen to include the following mainstream parties: VVD, D66, CDA, and PvdA. I made this selection based on them consistently being labelled as mainstream and being the four largest non-populist parties in Dutch parliament.
Social media are an important platform for political actors as stated above. One of the advantages is that it provides an opportunity for personalization (Ernst et al., 2019). Politicians can write about their personal lives, feelings, experiences, professional activities, etc. (Ernst et al., 2017). For this reason it is better to look at Tweets from politicians’ Twitter accounts, rather than the official account of the political party itself. Again, to make this a feasible method, a selection needs to be made. Instead of analysing all politicians’ Tweets from the eight parties named above (four populist, four mainstream), I believe it is more feasible, while still being reliable, to only study the Tweets from the two most active parliamentarians on Twitter – determined by looking at follower count – per party. I will only look at parliamentarians’ Tweets, because otherwise I could be comparing not only populist actors to mainstream actors, but also government officials (from VVD, D66 or CDA) to parliamentarians. I am only looking at Tweets in the years 2020-2021. This time period introduces a new obstacle however. As Twitter API rules have recently changed, it is no longer possible to access all of a user’s Tweets, but it is possible to export the last 3200 Tweets using Vicinitas (n.d.). This means that I also have to look at whether the politician’s last 3200 Tweets fall in the time frame of 2020-2021. For instance @geertwilderspvv (Wilders, PVV), @thierrybaudet (Baudet, FvD), @ANanninga (Nanninga, JA21), @MarijnissenL (Marijnissen, SP), @RenskeLeijten (Leijten, SP), @jpaternotte (Paternotte, D66), @attjekuiken (Kuiken, PvdA), @DerkBoswijk (Boswijk, CDA) Tweeted so frequently after 2021 that it is not possible to export enough of their Tweets from the desired timeframe.
Using this selection, I come to analyse the following accounts’ Tweets: @lilianhelderpvv and @FleurAgemaPVV for PVV; @DessingJohan and @GideonvMeijeren for FvD; @lennartvdlinden and @Eerdmans for JA21; @hermans_sophie and @bentebecker for VVD; @SandraBeckerman and @MaartenHijink for SP; @RaymondKnops and @LucilleWerner for CDA; @swsjoerdsma and @Vera_Bergkamp for D66; @HabtamudeHoop and @KatiPiri for PvdA.
I then plan on performing a content analysis on these politicians’ Tweets from 2020-2021. Wesley (2014) distinguishes three types of qualitative document analysis. Since I want to investigate the political actors’ perception of media based on the Tweets they send, I opt for a discourse analysis. Wesley (2014: 137) states that “the discourse analyst investigates the broader values, norms, ideologies, and other contextual factors embedded in a particular (set of) document(s) … the objective of discourse analysis is to uncover the ideational foundation underpinning a particular text.”. In this hypothesis, what I need to measure is a particular discursive frame which expresses a particular perception of media, which can be considered one of the contextual factors that Wesley (2014) mentions in this manner. 
Specifically Hsieh & Shannon’s (2005) description of Directed Content Analysis is most fitting here; I employ theories on which I base the categories and their operationalisations. Each Tweet is a content unit that is placed in one of two categories, either it is indicative of a negative perception of journalists or it is not. To decide in which category each Tweet should go, a coding process is necessary. The literature discussed in the Theoretical Framework serves as a starting point, which permit me to build a codebook with predetermined codes.
Given the large amount of Tweets, I have opted to follow Rooduijn & Pauwels (2011) for a dictionary-based computerised content analysis (Aslanidis, 2018) combined with interpretations from human coding; a so-called man-machine approach. Here, a list of words that indicate some perception of journalists is constructed (e.g. mentioning journalists, media, newspapers, etc.). Instead of personally reading each individual Tweet, I can then use a software which checks all selected politicians’ Tweets for words from this list (e.g. the dictionary). The number of Tweets that contain words from the dictionary will be low enough that it is feasible to analyse them personally in order to see if they are constructive of an enemy image. This combines the advantage of computerised coding, which weeds out all of the Tweets that do not even mention journalism with the advantage of human coding, which is “able to interpret the contextual meanings of the selected words” (Rooduijn & Pauwels, 2011: 1280). The essential aspect of the machine-part of this approach is to filter out all Tweets irrelevant for this research, as they provide no insight into a politician’s perception of media. The dictionary therefore contains all keywords which a Tweet expressing a particular image of media may be using. See  Table 1 for the dictionary I use.
Table 1: Dictionary list
	Keywords for Tweet Selection

	Media

	Journa*

	Pers*

	NPO

	Omroep

	Krant*

	Artikel

	Propaganda

	Indoctrin*

	NRC

	Volkskrant

	Parool

	Groene Amsterdammer

	Telegraaf

	NOS



The essential point of the man-part of this approach is determining which Tweets are constructive of establishing a negative perception of journalists. This is where the coding process is taking place. Following Geis & Wunderlich (2014: 459), the construction of an adversarial image is defined as “naming, defining and labelling events, phenomena or actors … whereby actors seek hegemony in a discourse and strive to frame the common sense, the background knowledge and the threat perceptions within a given society in a certain way”. What shape this takes may differ per subject that is being diagnosed. Following Tsfati & Cappella (2003: 506), I define a negative diagnosis of media as any statement that indicates that “media are neither credible nor reliable, that journalists do not live by their professional standards, and that the news media get in the way of society rather than help society”. Since I build on these theories, which have been more extensively discussed in the Theoretical Framework, I employ a Directed Content Analysis with predetermined codes. These theories lead me to construct the following codebook; Table 2 contains all codes, based on which a Tweet may be placed in the category of “Negative diagnosis of media”.
Table 2: Codebook of what makes a Tweet fall in the category “Negative diagnosis of media”
	Codes 
	Indicators
	Examples
	Translation examples

	Media are neither credible nor reliable
	Implication that one cannot trust or rely upon the media
	“FEITEN. Journalisten, word nou toch eens wakker uit die winterslaap! Stelletje ongelofelijke sukkels! Kijk hier nou eens naar. Open je ogen!” (Baudet, 2021; FvD)
	“FACTS. Journalists, wake up from hibernation! Bunch of incredible morons! Just look at this. Open your eyes!”

	Journalists do not live by their professional standards
	Implication that journalists are not fair or unobjective
	“Oh dear. Die @Volkskrant ... Weg objectieve onafhankelijke journalistiek en ruim aan voor volgzame staatspropaganda. #corona” (Van Haga, 2023; BVNL)
	“Oh dear. That @Volkskrant … Gone are objective and independent journalism and make way for docile state propaganda. #corona”

	News media get in the way of society rather than helping society
	Implication that the news media provide society with a net loss.
Insults, often without a reason given
	“Journalisten zijn - uitzonderingen daargelaten - gewoon tuig van de richel.” (Wilders, 2021; PVV)
	“Journalists are – barring exceptions – simply scum.”



For example, the word “pers” (press) is part of the dictionary. All Tweets from the selected politicians containing the word “press” will therefore be highlighted. This is the machine aspect of the man-machine approach. However, not all highlighted Tweets may indicate a specific view of journalists. Take for instance the following Tweet by Helder (PVV): “Is het gebrek aan personeel mede veroorzaakt door de belachelijke maatregel van burgemeester Halsema, inhoudende dat politieagenten alleen nog met ongescreende burgerwachten de straat op mogen?”. This Tweet is highlighted, as it contains the word “pers” (in the word “personeel”), but it provides no insight into how she views journalists. For that reason the Tweet is not coded as being constructive of a negative image of journalists. This is why it is important to read all selected Tweets and why the man aspect of the man-machine approach is so valuable.
Another example is the following Tweet by the same parliamentarian, Helder (PVV): “Pure uitlokking en scheldpartijen in de hoop dat de agenten in de fout gaan. Nul komma nul respect... Maar dat ziet u niet bij @dit_is_M, @NOS, @op1npo, want dit past niet in hun frame” (translation: “Pure provocation and name-calling in the hope that the police officers make a mistake. Zero point zero respect… But you don’t see that at @dit_is_M, @NOS, @op1npo, because this doesn’t fit in their frame”). Here the politician makes it clear that she believes that media are ideologically biased in deciding what subjects to cover; they do not show the public the full truth. In other words, Tweet claims that the media are neither credible nor reliable, which is why this Tweet is coded as being constructive of a negative image of media.
Wesley (2014: 142) defines validity as “the importance of ensuring that one’s findings accurately represent the concepts under examination.” in other words: whether I am really measuring accurately what I claim to be measuring. I believe this is the case, because the codebook I use (see Table 2) is a reflection of the definition given by Tsfati & Cappella (2003). All elements in their definition are in the codebook and vice versa. Their definition is widely used, which leads me to believe that most academics in this field (largely) approve it. Concerning the reliability – “the extent to which a particular assessment would yield identical results if repeated under the same conditions” (Wesley, 2014: 143) – it would be better of there were multiple people coding the Tweets. Then it would become clear which cases are unanimously coded a particular way and which cases display discrepancy. This gives an insight into the question if the coding process brings forth the same results when it is repeated (albeit by a different coder). Due to the practical limitations of this research, this is unfortunately not possible.
After having coded all Tweets as being constructive of a negative image or not, I can determine which politicians do this the most and see if there is a link with whether the politician’s party is considered populist or mainstream. I therefore introduce the variable “Negative diagnosis of media”. This variable’s value is determined by the amount of Tweets in which an enemy image of journalists is constructed in the above named time frame. This will be sufficient in determining whether or not populist politicians contribute more often to the construction of an negative image of journalists compared to mainstream politicians. I am analysing each party separately instead of per party group (either populist or mainstream). Here I opt for a descriptive, rather than an explanatory approach, in which I compare the parties and their contribution to the establishment of an enemy image of journalists. The expectation is that the selected eight populist politicians contribute more often to the establishment of a negative diagnosis of journalists than the selected eight mainstream politicians. To test this I will perform t-tests between each of the populist parties’ values and the combined mainstream parties’ value. Therefore discourse specifically on social media platforms will be examined. Due to practical limitations, only Tweets from the years 2020 and 2021 will be analysed.
[bookmark: _Toc138147765]Quantitative Part: Regression analysis
I want to test the correlation between voting for a populist party and the negative perception of media in a quantitative way, using a linear regression analysis. I believe this is the most appropriate method for a number of reasons. While I do have access to survey data, which would permit me to perform a regression analysis, I have found no qualitative data, such as interviews with populist and mainstream voters, that are useful in the context of this research’s method. In other words, given the amount of cases I have I can make a causal inference (Franklin, 2008). Additionally, there are other obstacles, should such interviews be available. For instance, do respondents accurately possess the knowledge over themselves regarding questions as “To what degree is my perception of media shaped by politician X?” and even if they can give such insights, there is still a problem with respondents giving socially desirable answers. The survey data I plan on using is anonymous – which takes away the latter problem – and asks questions about perceptions of media, without asking for its root causes. Using a regression analysis, I can determine these impacts by determining several independent variables’ influence and its significance. Second, since I need to analyse each party separately in order to draw a conclusion about populism in general, and I need a sufficient number of respondents who are mainstream voters, I need a lot of data. Here a quantitative method is more appropriate, as the practical limits and scope of this research do not permit me to interview at least eight different people, assuming I would only have one voter per party (which is on the very low side). Third, and most importantly, a regression analysis produces coefficients which makes it objectively easier to compare groups of voters to each other. Field (2017) states that multiple regression analysis lends itself for comparing independent variables with each other, which is exactly what I am trying to do here concerning mainstream and populist party dummies. Fourth, building on Baron & Kenny (1986), a regression analysis allows me to gain a better insight into not only the direct effect of each of the party dummies on Negative perception of media, but also into the indirect effect through the potential mediator variable Negative perception of institutions. Summarised, a regression analysis fits better with the data I have access to and allows me to bring forth statistical figures which paint a more accurate picture of the influence of voting for a populist party and having a negative perception of media. It is the clearest way to display and compare correlation given the data I have.
In addition, McNabb (2015: 194) states that “the concept of correlation analysis is closely linked to regression analysis in several ways” due to the estimation of dependent variables’ values based on independent variables’ values. While he also names regression analysis’s potential for prediction, that may not fully be the case here. In my model, as I will discuss extensively later, I use dummies as independent variables. While correlations between two interval/ratio variables may described as “an increase in X is correlated with an increase/decrease in Y”, this is not really applicable to a case with dummy variables as they only take on two values. For instance, the party dummy VVD takes on the value 1 if the respondent has voted for the VVD and 0 if they have not. It is a binary and thus does not allow for any variance within the two categories of  VVD voters and not-VVD voters. Still, a regression analysis does produce a correlation coefficient between the two variables. This makes it that the party dummy VVD can be placed in juxtaposition to the party dummy PVV quite clearly.
In testing this hypothesis, I need data on Dutch voters. Most notably, besides control variables, I need to know their party preference (this would determine whether they are populist voters or not) and if they view journalists or news agencies negatively. Since the question “Do you view journalists or news agencies negatively” is not something that can be found in recent surveys, I will have to look for a different questioning. Two elements in the Politics and Values – LISS Core Study (CENTERDATA, 2022) provide a good alternative. Liss Panel’s survey data is often used in academic research, is considered to be valid and reliable, and it has a sufficiently high number of cases to perform a regression analysis. The two items in question are cv22n021 and cv22n038. These relate respectively to the following questions: “Can you indicate on a scale from 0 to 10, how much confidence you personally have in each of the following institutions [the media]?” and “How satisfied are you with the way in which the following institutions [the media] operate in the Netherlands?”. These two questions stand in for the variable “perceiving journalists/news agencies negatively”; where a high value of perceiving journalists/news agencies negatively is linked to low values of satisfaction in media and low values of confidence in media. This is a valid operationalisation, because no/low confidence and no/low satisfaction accurately measures a negative perception of media, based on the sentiment described by Tsfati & Cappella (2003: 506), namely that “media are neither credible, nor reliable, that journalists do not live by their professional standards, and that the news media get in the way of society rather than help society”. 
Goertz (2006: 32) argues that “good concept-building makes these contrasts [between the concept and its negative pole] explicit and systematic”. Both questions in the survey require answers on a scale from 0 (“no confidence at all” or “very dissatisfied”) to 10 (“full confidence” or “very satisfied”). Following Goertz (2006), since I cannot say that one necessary condition is more important than the other, based on the definition by Tsfati & Cappella (2003) above, I give them an equal weighing. I will use these two items to create the new variable “Negative perception of media” in the following way:

This provides me with a variable on a scale from 0 to 10, where the elements cv22n021 (regarding confidence in media) and cv22n038 (regarding satisfaction with media) are weighed equally and where low scores in those elements lead to high scores regarding “Negative diagnosis of media”. The operationalisation is reliable as well, because the variable is simply so computed that its numerical value is always determined in the same way. The contrast between a Negative perception of media and its negative pole is clear and systematic, as it should be according to Goertz (2006), as the highest score on the continuum, i.e. 10, is representative of the concept being most present in individuals, while the lowest score on the continuum, i.e. 0, is representative of its negative pole, i.e. a positive perception of media. 
The independent variable that is relevant to Hypothesis 2 is party preference – which is also an element in the same survey – and more specifically whether or not this party is populist or mainstream. Because not all populist parties are the same (e.g. SP’s left-wing populism may differ from PVV’s right-wing populism), it is better to analyse the party preferences individually, instead of per group (populist or mainstream). This ties better to the first hypothesis in which all politicians are taken separately, instead of lumping all populists and all mainstream politicians together respectively. Instead of creating one dummy variable “Populist” I therefore introduce eight different dummy variables: one for each party. This allows me to examine if the party’s voters reflect the party’s politicians or not. The value for each dummy variable is 1 if the respondent answered they prefer this party and is 0 if they do not. In order to display the data as clear as possible, I will take a mainstream party, PvdA, as the reference group. I do this, because I then expect all the populist parties to have positive regression coefficients. I will construct different models which control for different variables. In model 1a I control for age, interest in news and a variable I introduce, namely “negative perception of institutions”. This last variable is built upon questions on confidence and satisfaction in institutions e.g. Dutch government, Dutch Parliament, the judicial system, the police, politicians, political parties, the European Parliament and the United Nations. It is computed in the same way as the variable “perceiving journalists/news agencies negatively”. In model 2 I control for age and interest in news and in model 3 I control only for interest in news. After taking out the missing values, I am left with a N = 3011.
This leads to the following regression analysis (the reference group will be taken out of the equation later):

The expectation is that populist voters score higher on “perceiving journalists/news agencies negatively” than mainstream voters. In other words, , , , and  are expected to be both positive and significant (α=0.05).
I suspect that Negative perception of institutions may act as a mediator variable in my regression. While Hypothesis 1 is committed only to studying the negative perception of media among populist politicians, it is possible that they perceive a number of institutions, among which the media are one, in a negative light. To test this, I run three separate models. Model 1b has Negative perception of institutions as independent variable and Negative perception of media as dependent variable; Model 1c has the party dummies as independent variables and Negative perception of institutions as dependent variable; and Model 1d has the party dummies and Negative perception of institutions as independent variables and Negative perception of media as dependent variable. Following Baron & Kenny (1986) this variable can be considered a mediator variable when (1) dummy variables PVV, FvD, JA21, and SP have a significant influence on Negative perception of institutions; (2) Negative perception of institutions has a significant influence on Negative perception of media; and (3) the influence of PVV, FvD, JA21, and SP on Negative perception of media is smaller compared when it is controlled for Negative perception of institutions compared to when it is not controlled for that variable. If it can be considered a mediator variable, I will then also determine the indirect effect of each of the populist dummy variables on Negative perception of media through Negative perception of institutions using the Sobel product of coefficients approach.

[bookmark: _Toc138147766]Results
In this chapter I will present and interpret the results found after performing the methods described in the previous chapter. I will first discuss whether or not Hypothesis 1 can be considered to be tentatively confirmed or falsified based on the qualitative content analysis. After this I will do the same with Hypothesis 2 and its quantitative regression analysis. Finally, I will connect these two hypotheses and discuss how the results relate to each other.
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Table 3.1 shows the amount of Tweets sent in the period 2020-2021, how many of those contained a word from the dictionary and how many of those were considered to be perceiving journalists negatively per politician. Table 3.2 shows the descriptives (most importantly of which is the t test and its significance) based on the Tweet coding.


Table 3.1: Tweets perceiving journalists negatively per politician
	Party
	Two available most Twitter-active parliamentarians
	Total number of Tweets in 2020-2021
	Number of Tweets containing dictionary words
	Negative diagnosis of media

	PVV
	@lilianhelderpvv
	1493
	228
	57

	
	@FleurAgemaPVV
	1721
	277
	14

	FvD
	@DessingJohan
	85
	5
	1

	
	@GideonvMeijeren
	383
	57
	14

	JA21
	@lennartvdlinden
	548
	39
	0

	
	@Eerdmans
	713
	122
	0

	SP
	@SandraBeckerman
	1891
	77
	0

	
	@MaartenHijink
	1155
	66
	0

	Total Populist
	
	7989
	871
	86

	VVD
	@hermans_sophie
	99
	8
	0

	
	@bentebecker
	692
	66
	0

	CDA
	@RaymondKnops
	189
	17
	0

	
	@LucilleWerner
	180
	27
	0

	D66
	@swsjoerdsma
	1739
	102
	0

	
	@Vera_Bergkamp
	1626
	167
	0

	PvdA
	@HabtamudeHoop
	1042
	107
	0

	
	@KatiPiri
	1452
	166
	1

	Total Mainstream
	
	7019
	660
	1


Based on Table 6 in the Appendix Tweets database






Table 3.2: Comparing Means
	
	Mean total number of Tweets
	Mean negative diagnosis of media
	SD
	SEM
	t
	Sig.

	Mainstream Total
	877
	0.13
	0.35
	0.13
	
	

	Populist Total
	999
	10.75
	19.70
	6.97
	1.53
	0.075

	
	PVV
	1607
	35.50
	30.41
	21.50
	4.16
	0.002

	
	FvD
	468
	7.5
	9.19
	6.50
	2.86
	0.011

	
	JA21
	1261
	0
	0
	0
	-0.48
	0.323

	
	SP
	3046
	0
	0
	0
	-0.48
	0.323



In Table 3.1, if we look first at the populist party group and mainstream party group in total, we notice that populists send out more Tweets that portray journalists in a negative light compared to mainstream parties. When we take a closer look at how these numbers are comprised, we find that the 86 Tweets are sent out solely by two populist parties. Only PVV and FvD have sent out multiple Tweets that portray journalists in a negative light. The other two populist parties, JA21 and SP, did not send out more of such Tweets compared to mainstream parties. Looking then to the mainstream parties, we find that only one Tweet perceiving journalists negatively has been observed; this was sent by Kati Piri from PvdA. The Tweet in question was in response to an NRC article, namely: “Waar slaat deze titel op??? Schandalig @nrc” (translation: “What is this title about??? Outrageous @nrc”) (Piri, 2020; PvdA). While this Tweet expresses outrage regarding something a newspaper, NRC, has published, it is more vague compared to most populist Tweets which express a negative view of journalists; they far more often make clear what aspect they are diagnosing as problematic. Take for example the following Tweet by Van Meijeren (FvD): “Verschil tussen activisme en extremisme ligt bij 'herhaaldelijk bewust de wet overtreden' (volgens @NCTV_NL) @NOS hanteert blijkbaar al jarenlang andere definities: links = activisme[;] rechts = extremisme Pure misleiding van de bevolking door de staatsomroep! #saneerdeNPO” (translation: “The difference between activism and extremism lies in 'repeatedly deliberately breaking the law' (according to @NCTV_NL) @NOS apparently has been using different definitions for years: left = activism[;] right = extremism Pure deception of the population by the state broadcaster!  #cleanuptheNPO”). In this Tweet, Van Meijeren (2020; FvD) expresses a more focused criticism, as he argues that NOS is unfair or biased in its coverage in favour of the left and at the expense of the right. This is something that happens often in populist Tweets expressing a negative image of journalists.
Table 3.2 shows that for two populist parties, PVV and FvD, we can say that they sent out significantly (α=0.05) more Tweets portraying journalists negatively compared to the mainstream parties. The other two populist parties, SP and JA21, are slightly below the mean of the mainstream parties. These two balance out the other populist parties, which results in the fact that the entire populist group taken together does not send out significantly more Tweets portraying journalists negatively. The assumption that populists more often send Tweets negatively diagnosing journalists can be considered to be tentatively confirmed.
[bookmark: _Toc138147768]Hypothesis 2
Before testing the second hypothesis, I first check four assumptions to see if a linear regression analysis is appropriate here; namely (1) multivariate normality, (2) no multicollinearity, (3) no auto-correlation, and (4) homoscedasticity (Field, 2017: 387-388). First, I check for multivariate normality in all variables using a Shapiro-Wilk test. Table 7 in the Appendix shows that the dependent variable, the independent dummy variables and all control variables are significantly normally distributed. Second, Table 8 shows that all coefficients’ VIF values are below 3, meaning there is no problem with multicollinearity. Third, the Durbin-Watson test produces a value of 1.962, which suggests that there should be no problem with autocorrelation. Finally, the normal Q-Q Plot in Figure 1 in the Appendix suggests that there should be no problem with heteroscedasticity. All performed tests indicate that the assumptions are all checked and that a regression analysis is possible and statistically appropriate here.
Table 4.1 shows the unstandardized regression coefficients per variable for Models 1a, 1b, 1d, 1e, 2, and 3. These all have Negative perception of media as the dependent variable. The coefficients in Model 1c is displayed in Table 4.2, because here Negative perception of institutions is the dependent variable. I will first discuss the findings presented in Table 4.1, most specifically Model 1a. I then check if Negative perception of institutions can be considered to be a mediator variable, employing Models 1b, 1b, 1c, and 1d. Afterwards, I elaborate on the indirect effect in Table 4.3. Finally I compare all models to each other, to see which has the best goodness of fit.
Table 4.1 Regression Coefficients Model 1a, 1b,1d, 1e, 2, and 3
	Model
	1a
	Checking for Mediation
	2
	3

	
	
	1b
	1d
	1e
	
	

	
	b
	b
	b
	b
	b
	b

	(Constant)
	1.458***
	1.132***
	.629***
	4.135***
	4.674***
	4.478***

	
	(.179)
	(.097)
	(.138)
	(.109)
	(.171)
	(.116)

	Negative Perception Institutions
	.941***
	0.942***
	.940***
	
	
	

	
	(.027)
	(.023)
	(.027)
	
	
	

	Interest in News
	-.323***
	
	
	
	-.520***
	-.550***

	
	(.063)
	
	
	
	(.070)
	(.067)

	Age
	-.010***
	
	
	
	-.003
	

	
	(.002)
	
	
	
	(.002)
	

	Party (dummies)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PvdA
	Reference
	
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	
	PVV
	.390**
	
	.500***
	2.002***
	1.868***
	1.881***

	
	
	(.148)
	
	(.149)
	(.158)
	(.158)
	(.157)

	
	FvD
	.884***
	
	1.162***
	3.379***
	3.160***
	3.210***

	
	
	(.209)
	
	(.207)
	(.223)
	(.224)
	(.222)

	
	JA21
	.289
	
	.426*
	1.271***
	1.183***
	1.214***

	
	
	(.192)
	
	(.193)
	(.212)
	(.211)
	(.210)

	
	SP
	.032
	
	.023
	.717***
	.716***
	.718***

	
	
	(.147)
	
	(.149)
	(.163)
	(.162)
	(.162)

	
	VVD
	.718***
	
	.802***
	.576***
	.519***
	.542***

	
	
	(.116)
	
	(.117)
	(.130)
	(.129)
	(.128)

	
	CDA
	.598***
	
	.593***
	.563***
	.553***
	.548***

	
	
	(.131)
	
	(.133)
	(.148)
	(.146)
	(.146)

	
	D66
	.352**
	
	.457***
	.251
	.178
	.206

	
	
	(.122)
	
	(.123)
	(.135)
	(.135)
	(.134)

	Adjusted R Squared
	.432

	.398
	.416
	.116
	.134
	.134


N = 3011; Source: CENTERDATA, 2022
We see in Model 1a that the parties with a significant (α=0.05) coefficient are VVD, PVV, CDA, D66, and FvD in comparison to reference category PvdA. That already goes against the expectation, since the hypothesis predicted that SP and JA21 would have significant coefficients as well. However, these results adequately reflect the results found when testing Hypothesis 1. Parliamentarians from populist parties PVV and FvD are reported being the most constructive of a negative image of journalists, while SP and JA21 do not. Now we see that PVV and FvD voters have a more negative image of journalists, while JA21 and SP voters do not. Connecting the first and second hypothesis, this suggests that there is indeed a relation between whether a party’s parliamentarians have an explicitly negative view of journalists in Twitter discourse and the degree to which the voters of the same party have a negative view of journalists within the populist party group.
What is even more striking, is that the four highest standardised coefficients correspond to VVD, CDA, FvD, and D66; three mainstream parties and only one populist party. Prima facie it appears that having voted for VVD or CDA is, according to this regression analysis, a better predictor of having a negative perception of media than having voted for FvD or PVV. However, it still has to be tested if Negative perception of institutions can be considered to be a mediator. This may give more insight into which party dummy has the highest impact, not just directly, but also indirectly.
Within the populist parties, we see that PVV and FvD are the only ones with a significant coefficient; which matches the findings in Table 1. The two populist parties which contribute the most to a negative perception of journalists in Twitter discourse are the same parties whose voters have a more negative perception of journalists, but only compared to the other populist parties – SP and JA21 – and mainstream party D66. While Table 1 shows no instances of Tweets with a negative perception of media for VVD, CDA, and D66, we see that two of these parties, VVD and CDA, have a higher standardised coefficient compared to the populist parties. Here we notice a mismatch between on one side the degree to which politicians perceive journalists in a negative light and on the other side to which degree the voters of that party have a negative perception of media.
What is perhaps most remarkable is the standardised coefficient of the variable Negative perception of institutions, as it is by far the largest. Having a negative perception of institutions (e.g. the government, parliament, judicial system, police, politicians, political parties, EP, and UN) is the strongest predictor of having a negative perception of the media according to Model 1a. Here I check whether or not the variable can be considered a mediator.
Table 4.2: Regression Coefficients Model 1c
	
	Unstandardised Coefficients
	Standardised Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	(Constant)
	3.639
	.074
	
	49.007
	<.001

	Party (dummies)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PvdA
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	
	VVD
	-.195
	.088
	-.061
	-2.219
	.027

	
	PVV
	1.712
	.107
	.363
	16.015
	<.001

	
	CDA
	.038
	.100
	.009
	.378
	.706

	
	D66
	-.216
	.092
	-.060
	-2.336
	.020

	
	SP
	.753
	.111
	.150
	6.792
	<.001

	
	FvD
	2.340
	.149
	.307
	15.740
	<.001

	
	JA21
	1.089
	.144
	.149
	7.581
	<.001


Dependent Variable: Negative Perception Institutions; Adjusted R Squared = 0,262; CENTERDATA, 2022

Firstly, Table 4.2 (Model 1c) shows that the four populist parties each have a significant (α=0.05) influence on Negative perception of institutions. Secondly, Model 1b shows that Negative perception of institutions has a significant influence on Negative perception of media. Finally, each of the populist dummy variables has a lower coefficient in Model 1e where there is the control variable Negative perception of institutions compared to Model 1d  when there is no such control variable. This means that the three requirements for a mediator variable set by Baron & Kenny (1986) are met. Table 4.2 shows that while CDA has no significant influence on the variable, VVD and D66 have a significant negative influence on Negative perception of institutions. Since all these regression coefficients are in comparison to reference category PvdA, voting for this party does also not significantly and positively impact Negative perception of institutions. For all mainstream party dummies, Negative perception of institutions cannot be considered a mediator variable.
All populist coefficients are significant in Model 1e (without the mediator variable), while in Model 1d (with the mediator variable) the variable SP has no significant influence. This means that the variable Negative perception of institutions is a full mediator for the variable SP and a partial mediator for the variables PVV, FvD, and JA21; the influence of SP on Negative perception of media can be considered to be wholly indirect through the mediator variable Negative perception of media, while the influence of the other three populist parties can be considered partially indirect through the mediator variable but also partially direct.
Table 4.3: Direct and indirect effect through mediator variable Negative perception of institutions of party dummies on negative perception of media
	
	Unstandardised coefficient direct effect
	Sig.
	Unstandardised coefficient indirect effect
	Sig.
	Total effect

	Populist (dummies)
	
	
	
	
	

	PVV
	0.500
	<.001
	1.613
	<.001
	2.113

	FvD
	1.162
	<.001
	2.205
	<.001
	3.367

	JA21
	0.426
	<.001
	1.026
	<.001
	1.452

	SP
	0.023
	.875
	0.709
	<.001
	.732

	Mainstream (dummies)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	VVD
	.802
	<.001
	-
	
	.802

	
	CDA
	.593
	<.001
	-
	
	.593

	
	D66
	.457
	<.001
	-
	
	.457

	
	PvdA
	Reference
	Reference
	-
	
	


N = 3011; Using http://quantpsy.org/sobel/sobel.htm, by Preacher (n.d.); Source: CENTERDATA, 2022
Using the Sobel product of coefficients approach, the indirect influence of each the populist dummy variables on Negative perception of media through Negative perception of institutions is determined and displayed in Table 4.3. While only PVV, FvD, and JA21 can be considered to have a significant direct effect on Negative perception of media, except for SP, all of the populist dummy variables can be considered to have a significant indirect effect on this dependent variable through the mediator Negative perception of institutions.
While Model 1a (see Table 4.1) tells us that VVD, CDA, FvD, and D66 are the four dummies with the greatest effect on the dependent variable Negative perception of media, Table 4.3 tells a more complete story. Taking into account the mediation effect through the variable Negative perception of Institutions, it becomes clear that all four populist party dummies have a significant indirect effect on Negative perception of media. The mainstream party dummies, despite the seemingly high direct effect in Table 4.1, do not have such an indirect effect. When we then look at the total effect – being the sum of the direct effect and the indirect effect (Pearl, 2001) – it becomes clear that the four highest values correspond to the following party dummies respectively: FvD, PVV, JA21, and VVD; three populist parties and one mainstream party. Since all regression coefficients are positive in comparison to reference category PvdA, we find that voting for this party has the smallest influence on Negative perceptions of media.
The mediator variable Negative perception of institutions is essential to understand the relationship between party votership and Negative perception of media. The following Tweet by Bosma (2021; PVV), though it was excluded from this research on the grounds of not being able to view all Tweets from the period 2020-2021, provides some insight into this mediation path: “Links is STERKER DAN OOIT. Het beheert alle instituties: de media, de universiteiten, de rechtspraak, de hoge ambtenarij. De kunst, de kerken, de musea. De EU. Big tech. Élke film, elke reclame, elke subsidie, alle kunst moet passen binnen de ideologie.” (translation: “The Left is STRONGER THAN EVER. It controls all the institutions: the media, the universities, the judiciary, the high civil service. The art, the churches, the museums. The EU. Big tech. Every movie, every advertisement, every subsidy, all art must fit within the ideology”). It displays system sceptic tendencies, bordering on conspiratorial thinking, where left-wing ideology has taken over or dominates this broad range of institutions (among which the media). This same sentiment is also reflected in Vizier op Links’ mission, namely to break the leftist hegemony. They state that in this goal, they do not spare “judges, students, officers, civil servants, teachers, journalists, activists, politicians, the government, union members, and all other societal groups” (Vizier op Links, n.d.). Again they sketch the idea that all these different actors are connected through some left-wing ideology which they try make dominant. This negative perception of institutions is also present in a substantive portion of Ongehoord Nieuws broadcasts, both by the (often radical right-wing) politicians present as well as the hosts and other guests. Though it was not formulated as an hypothesis, Table 4 does suggest that voting for a populist party is correlated with a negative perception of institutions, as the four populist party dummies are all significant and positive, in contrast with the mainstream party dummies which are either insignificant or significant and negative.
In Model 3 and Model 2, which have the same adjusted R squared, we see that the four largest standardised coefficients (besides the control variables) correspond to FvD, PVV, JA21 (three populist parties), and lastly the mainstream party VVD. All these standardised coefficients are positive and significant. Model 1a, which contains all three control variables of age, interest in news, and negative perception of institutions, has the highest adjusted R squared out of all the models tested in this research. For that reason the mediated path between the populist party dummies and Negative perception of media through the variable Negative perception of institutions is taken as the most statistically sound result in this research.
Table 5 shows for which populist parties the first and second hypothesis can be applied. Since the qualitative analysis shows that PVV and FvD parliamentarians do often speak negatively about the media on Twitter, while JA21 and SP do not, Hypothesis 1 is applicable to only the first two parties. The quantitative regression analysis shows that voting for PVV, FvD, and JA21 has a significant and positive impact on Negative perception of media, which makes Hypothesis 2 applicable to these parties. This is not the case for SP voters.

Table 5: Populist parties and the rejection/ provisional acceptance of the hypotheses
	
	Hypothesis 1 is applicable
	Hypothesis 2 is applicable

	PVV
	Yes
	Yes

	FvD
	Yes
	Yes

	JA21
	No
	Yes

	SP
	No
	No





[bookmark: _Toc138147769]Conclusion and Discussion
The first hypothesis formulated in the Theoretical Framework chapter was the following:
Hypothesis 1: Populist politicians more often diagnose journalists as problematic compared to mainstream politicians.
Having coded the all Tweets from the most two most Twitter-active parliamentarians from the period 2020-2021 per party, four populist and four mainstream, using the man-machine approach gave an insight into the degree to which journalists were diagnosed as problematic. We saw that the only populist parliamentarians who did this were members of PVV and FvD. Having performed a t-test, we can conclude that they did this significantly more compared to parliamentarians who were members of mainstream parties. However, the parliamentarians representing the other two populist parties, JA21 and SP, did not explicitly diagnose journalists as problematic even once in the specified time frame. As a result, when grouping all populist parties together, they did not diagnose journalists significantly more often compared to the mainstream mean.
This indicates that it is not the variable of being a populist party parliamentarian that influences the frequency with which a parliamentarian constructs a negative image of journalists; not all populists do it. Rather it may indicate that there may be a different variable which explains it more accurately. PVV and FvD (which do construct such a negative image of journalists) do not differ from JA21 and SP (which do not construct such an image) when it comes to whether or not they can be considered to be populist. If we want to gain a better insight into which parties more often diagnose journalists as problematic, it can be helpful to look not at the difference between populist and mainstream parties (as has been done in this research), but rather to go deeper and look at what separates PVV and FvD from both mainstream parties and JA21 and SP.
This research has taken populism to be a discursive frame instead of an ideology. In looking at the difference between PVV and FvD on the one hand and JA21 and SP on the other hand, it may be more useful to look at ideology. To put it in Laclauian (Laclau, 2005) terms, maybe instead of looking at form, we should be looking at content when it comes to explaining which parties view journalists in a negative light. For instance, SP is the only left-wing – socialist in name – party among three radical right parties in the populist group, which has severe implications regarding the party’s content, and not so much for its form. However, regarding JA21, Lubbers et al. (2021) find that the party differentiates itself from PVV and FvD in the sense that it appeals to a higher educated and upper class electorate. This could be connected to a more nuanced manner of discourse, which does not paint such a negative image of journalists.
Whether we should look at a party’s content or form, or a combination of both, remains unclear and I recommend that future research focuses on this question. Additionally, given the importance of the variable Negative perception of institutions (which I will discuss further when discussing the regression analysis of Hypothesis 2) I recommend that future research gives attention to how other institutions are viewed negatively in (Twitter) discourse. The example of Bosma’s (PVV) Tweet in the Results chapter may be an indicator that there exists a relationship between not only PVV and FvD and a negative perception of media, but a more broader relationship between those parties and a negative perception of a range of institutions.
Regarding the mainstream group, I have observed only one instance where a parliamentarian’s Tweet expressed a negative view of journalists. This Tweet, sent by Kati Piri (PvdA) can be considered to be exceptional, as it lies 2.86 standard deviations above the mainstream mean. While it does not accurately represent how mainstream parties view the media, it may be interesting to analyse its root causes. That is why I recommend that future research looks qualitatively at the specific instances in which mainstream party politicians express a negative view of journalists, or maybe of other institutions as well. 
We can conclude that Hypothesis 1 does not apply to all populist politicians; JA21 and SP politicians do not diagnose journalists as problematic more often compared to mainstream politicians. Therefore we must reject it. However, there seems to be some truth in it when we specify it more; PVV and FvD politicians do diagnose journalists as problematic more often compared to mainstream politicians.
Hypothesis 2: Populist voters more often diagnose journalists as problematic compared to mainstream voters.
Having used the Liss Core Study survey data (CENTERDATA, 2022) to perform a regression analysis with the dependent variable Negative perception of media, the party dummies as independent variables and age, interest in news, and Negative perception of institutions as control variables (and the latter also as mediator variable) I have found quite interesting results. While Model 1a (Table 4.1) on the surface appeared to show that VVD, PVV, CDA, D66, and FvD all had a significant positive effect on Negative perception of media, the indirect effect of these party dummies through Negative perception of institutions had not yet fully been taken into account. Indeed, Model 1b, Table 4, Model 1d, and Model 1e showed that this variable functions as a mediator only for the populist party dummies, and not for the mainstream party dummies. When we take both the direct and indirect effect into account, we find that the highest total effects correspond to FvD, PVV, JA21, and VVD.
These are three populist parties and one mainstream party. We therefore cannot say that it is the populist aspect that makes its voters more likely to view journalists negatively. However, there is something else that all four of these parties have in common, namely that they are right-wing. To once again put it in Laclauian terms, what is linking these parties may have more to do with content, rather than form, or perhaps a combination of both. Table 4.3 shows that all party dummies have a positive total effect on Negative perception of media with PvdA, a social democratic party, as reference category. This means that both within the populist group and the mainstream group the lowest total effects corresponds to the only left-wing parties in it, namely respectively SP and PvdA. Perhaps it is not populism, but something else that makes voters of a certain party have a more negative perception of media, for instance it may be related to ideology. It is my recommendation for future research that this possibility is worked out theoretically and tested empirically, which may occur in a quantitative method comparable to the one used in this research. Some interesting and potentially meaningful independent variables to be explored may include left-right placement, alternative media consumption, and internal political efficacy.
The variable Negative perception of institutions has played an essential role in explaining the relationship between the party dummies and the dependent variable. Model 1a (with the variable, see Table 4.1) has an adjusted R squared of 0.432, while Model 2 (without the variable) has an adjusted R squared of 0.134. This means that the inclusion of the variable has severely improved the goodness of fit of the model. It also provides us with a better insight into the path between the dependent and independent variables. Stated above I discussed how I recommend that future research focuses on if certain politicians express a more negative view of certain institutions. Additionally, I think it may also be interesting to perform a regression analysis to research which parties’ voters have a more negative perception of what specific institutions.
We can conclude that Hypothesis 2 does not apply to all populist voters then; SP voters do not diagnose journalists as problematic more often compared to mainstream voters. Therefore we must reject it. However, there seems to be some truth in it when we specify it more; FvD, PVV and JA21 voters do diagnose journalists as problematic more often compared to mainstream voters.
Connecting the two hypotheses we can come closer in answering the research question, namely:
	Does populist rhetoric incite negative perceptions of media?
Hypothesis 1 gives an insight to what degree populist politicians express negative perceptions of media compared to mainstream politicians; Hypothesis 2 gives an insight to what degree their voters have a negative perception of media. Taken together, this provides us with a suggestion to what degree the parliamentarians’ perception of media incites a particular perception of media in its voters.
Based on the results found in this research, the populist group can be split up in three separate categories with respect to the two formulated hypotheses and its implications concerning the research question above. For the first category, PVV and FvD can be grouped together. These were the only populist parties who had parliamentarians expressing a negative perception of media in Twitter discourse. They also were populist parties whose voters have a negative perception of media. The voters’ perceptions – as tested in Hypothesis 2 – reflect the politicians’ perceptions – as tested in Hypothesis 1. Therefore we may claim that this is the category where we can say that the parties’ rhetoric does incite negative perception of media. The second category consists only of JA21. This is the only populist party whose politicians have not expressed a negative view of media, yet its voters do hold such a negative view. Here we see a mismatch between the results found in the two respective hypotheses. It therefore seems that these populist politicians’ rhetoric does not incite negative perceptions of media. Rather, the negative perception of media among voters must be caused by different variable. Finally, the third category consists only of SP. This is the only populist party that has both not contributed to the establishment of a negative image of journalists and whose voters do not hold such a view. This means that the voters’ perception of media reflect the parliamentarians’ perception. This means that the populist politicians’ rhetoric did not incite a negative perception of media, since no such perception was found in its voter base. In conclusion, we can say that the results found by observing JA21 and SP force us to answer the research question with a “no”. The JA21 results show us that it is not populist rhetoric, but something else, that incites a negative perception of media; and the SP results show us that a negative perception of media is not something that is inherent to populist voters. The first category – made up of PVV and FvD – provides more nuance, as it emphasises that the inciting of a negative perception of media by politicians’ rhetoric is something that only occurs in the populist party group, while being absent in the mainstream party group.
[bookmark: _Toc138147770]Limitations
While this research did bring forth interesting and meaningful analyses, there were limitations that may have affected the results. One of these relates to the method used when testing Hypothesis 2. In order to make analysing such a high number of Tweets feasible, it is essential that they are imported into another format (for instance an Excel sheet); working from the Twitter browser is too laborious and time costly for the practical scope of this research. The program I used to download Tweets and save them in an Excel sheet (Vicinitas, n.d.) could only download a user’s 3200 most recent Tweets. This proved to be a problem, as I selected 2020-2021 as the time frame, since it connected better to the Liss Core Study used in Hypothesis 2. If a politician had sent out too much Tweets after 2021, not all their Tweets from before 2021 would then be possible to download. Since I wanted to be able to view all of a politican’s Tweets from the selected time frame, this meant that I had to change my case selection. As a result, politicians, such as populist party leaders Baudet (FvD) and Wilders (PVV), had to be excluded from my research. This is a shame because they can be considered to be quite prominent in Twitter discourse as they are the face of their respective parties. It would have been better for my research if I could have analysed the most Twitter-active parliamentarians per party, without this constraint.
While I am researching the effect of populist rhetoric, I am only doing so in the Dutch context. Due to practical limits and language barriers I have only analysed Dutch parliamentarians and voters. In order to extend the conclusion’s external generalisability it may be helpful to include other national contexts as well. This can provide us with insight into the question of whether Dutch forms of populism may affect perceptions of media differently than populism abroad. This can be of importance, as the so-called Fortuyn-revolte may have impacted how Dutch populists view the media, while comparable events may not have taken place elsewhere. In other words, the Dutch context may be different, or even exceptional.
While the decision to determine the degree to which politicians view media negatively based on Tweets is a valid operationalisation based on literature, it may still miss important observations. For instance, JA21 politicians did not send any Tweets expressing a negative image of media, but their election program paints a different story. There JA21 (2021: 8) writes the following: “In de praktijk is het omroepstelsel een spreekbuis geworden voor een beperkt deel van het politieke spectrum. De presentatoren, de keuze van thema’s, de inhoudelijke duiding, dezelfde gasten die telkens weer worden uitgenodigd – alles wijst in één richting. Van onafhankelijkheid en objectiviteit wordt zelfs de schijn niet opgehouden.” (translation: “In practice, the broadcasting system [the NPO] has become a mouthpiece for a limited part of the political spectrum. The presenters, the choice of themes, the substantive interpretation, the same guests who are invited again and again - everything points in one direction. Even the pretense of independence and objectivity is not maintained.”). This indicates that JA21 does in fact express a negative view of media, but it was not observed in this research because I have been looking in a different place. It might have been better for this research if I had somehow incorporated other forms of discourse, besides Twitter, as to include the communication channels in which parties’ perceptions are expressed.
Due to the nature of this research it was not possible to have multiple coders working in the man aspect of the machine-man approach. This is unfortunate as it would have been increased the quality in testing Hypothesis 1. While I did my best to remain fair and objective, it might have been the case that I coded certain Tweets differently than others would have. Since I was the sole coder of the Tweets, they are all my interpretation. Unlike the quantitative approach used in testing Hypothesis 2, the results may have been different if someone else had performed the process. Rather, had the coding process been completed with a second (or maybe even a third) coder, the unanimously coded Tweets could be said to be much more reliable. It also would show Tweets that were unclear, meaning there were some disagreements about in which category it fits, which may leave some room for a grey area. This stands opposed to the single coder approach I employed in which my reading of Tweets solely dictate in which category it belongs.
Finally, while I had good reasons for picking this time frame, it may have also been accompanied with a particular downside, namely that Dutch politics (and abroad as well) in 2020-2021 were dominated by the Covid-19 pandemic. It may be possible that the frames used by politicians and the perceptions of voters in this specific time period are not really representative. For instance, there is literature that suggests that individuals may perceive the world through a “normal frame” in normal times, but that there is also a crisis frame which may be activated during crises (Oberschall, 2000). When it comes to negative perception of media, but also negative perception of institutions, it may be possible that people viewed reality through a crisis frame, which may deviate from how they would normally interpret the world around them.
Finally I recommend that future research pays attention to studying the link between negative perceptions of media in voter bases and threats sent to journalists. Recall the Thomas theorem mentioned in the Introduction: “If men define situations as real, they are real in their consequences” (Merton, 1995: 380). In this research, I have come to a better understanding of how people’s perception of media may be shaped, particularly by analysing populist rhetoric as a possible cause. How people act on this particular perception is a social phenomenon of which we observe the real consequences in our daily lives and which is worthy of academic attention.
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Table 6: Tweets database
	Username
	Link to all Tweets 2020-2021

	@lilianhelder
	..\..\..\Downloads\@lilianhelderpvv_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@FleurAgemaPVV
	..\..\..\Downloads\@FleurAgemaPVV_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@DessingJohan
	..\..\..\Downloads\@DessingJohan_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@KatiPiri
	..\..\..\Downloads\@KatiPiri_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@GideonvMeijeren
	..\..\..\Downloads\@GideonvMeijeren_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@Eerdmans
	..\..\..\Downloads\@Eerdmans_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@hermans_sophie
	..\..\..\Downloads\@hermans_sophie_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@bentebecker
	..\..\..\Downloads\@bentebecker_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@LucilleWerner
	..\..\..\Downloads\@LucilleWerner_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@SandraBeckerman
	..\..\..\Downloads\@SandraBeckerman_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@MaartenHijink
	..\..\..\Downloads\@MaartenHijink_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@lennartvdlinden
	..\..\..\Downloads\@lennartvdlinden_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@RaymondKnops
	..\..\..\Downloads\@RaymondKnops_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@Vera_Bergkamp
	..\..\..\Downloads\@Vera_Bergkamp_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@swsjoerdsma
	..\..\..\Downloads\@swsjoerdsma_user_Tweets.xlsx

	@HabtamudeHoop
	..\..\..\Downloads\@HabtamudeHoop_user_Tweets.xlsx
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Table 7: Normality tests
	
	Shapiro-Wilk

	
	Statistic
	df
	Sig.

	Negative Perception Media
	.937
	2492
	<.001

	Negative Perception Institutions
	.935
	2492
	<.001

	VVD
	.562
	2492
	<.001

	PVV
	.349
	2492
	<.001

	CDA
	.405
	2492
	<.001

	D66
	.492
	2492
	<.001

	SP
	.322
	2492
	<.001

	PvdA
	.365
	2492
	<.001

	FvD
	.182
	2492
	<.001

	JA21
	.196
	2492
	<.001

	Populist
	.555
	2492
	<.001

	Mainstream
	.555
	2492
	<.001

	Interest in News
	.674
	2492
	<.001

	Age
	.968
	2492
	<.001



Table 8: Multicollinearity test
	Model
	Unstandardised Coefficients
	Standardised Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	(Constant)
	2.175
	.228
	
	9.542
	<.001
	
	

	Age
	-.010
	.002
	-.077
	-4.740
	<.001
	.862
	1.160

	Negative Perception Institutions
	.914
	.026
	.629
	35.299
	<.001
	.723
	1.383

	Party (dummies)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PvdA
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference
	Reference

	VVD
	.708
	.116
	.148
	6.112
	<.001
	.392
	2.553

	PVV
	.365
	.148
	.052
	2.469
	.014
	.521
	1.919

	CDA
	.599
	.131
	.096
	4.559
	<.001
	.523
	1.913

	D66
	.334
	.122
	.062
	2.730
	.006
	.439
	2.279

	SP
	.012
	.147
	.002
	.080
	.936
	.598
	1.672

	FvD
	.834
	.209
	.073
	3.986
	<.001
	.686
	1.458

	JA21
	.217
	.191
	.020
	1.134
	.257
	.735
	1.360

	Interest in News
	-.329
	.064
	-.083
	-5.183
	<.001
	.905
	1.105





Figure 1: normal plot 
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