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In response to the rise of anti-immigration parties, the political establishment
in several Western European countries has pursued strategies of exclusion
and de-legitimation. Anti-immigration parties have complained that the
political establishment has been demonizing them. While scholars have
described certain practices as demonization, the term itself has not been
conceptualized. The practice and consequences of demonization have rarely
been studied empirically.
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This dissertation defines demonization as portraying a political actor as the
embodiment of absolute evil. Within the context of this study - the Dutch
political domain between 1995 and 2011 - Hitler is regarded as the ultimate
demonic figure and Nazism/fascism as the political regime that represents
absolute evil. Empirical analyses demonstrate that the circumstances in which
demonization takes place differ from other forms of negative campaigning.
The results further indicate that the Dutch anti-immigration party Partij
voor de Vrijheid (PVV) suffered electorally from being demonized only when
the party was still in its infancy. Although the PVV seems to have become
immune to demonization in later years, the results strongly suggest that
demonization reduces political trust.

What did you just call me?

What is political demonization? Which political parties are demonized and
when? Who demonizes? What are the consequences of demonization for the
electoral support of anti-immigration parties? And, to what extent does
demonization erode political trust among the electorate?

What did you just call me?
A study on the demonization of political parties in the
Netherlands between 1995 and 2011.

Sjoerdje C. van Heerden
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INTRODUCTION
In many Western European countries, the relationship between antiimmigration parties and the political establishment has been strained for
years. In the public debate, members of the establishment often refer to antiimmigration parties as dangerous political outcasts (Fennema and Maussen,
2005), while anti-immigration parties depict members of the establishment
as a group of self-serving elitists who fail to adequately deal with issues of
immigration and integration (Schedler, 1996). In response to the rise of these
anti-immigration parties, the political establishment in several Western
European countries has pursued strategies of exclusion and de-legitimation
(e.g. Downs, 2001; Husbands, 2002; Widfeldt, 2004), causing anti-immigration
parties to contend that the political establishment is conspiring to destroy
them (e.g. Golsan, 2003; Happold, 2000; Tributsch, 1994; Verbeeck, 2003).
In the context of how anti-immigration parties have been treated by the
establishment, Golsan (2003: 137) speaks of the the ‘demonization’ of French
anti-immigration politician Le Pen, which “had long been the privileged
strategy deployed to limit [Le Pen’s] impact and, hopefully, eliminate him
from the political scene”. Along the same line, Mouffe (2005) argues that the
battle to win back votes from Austrian anti-immigration politician Haider
was characterized by “a strident moral condemnation of Haider’s xenophobia,
and by his demonization as ‘Nazi’” (p. 73). The term demonization has also
occasionally been used in other studies to describe the friction between
Western European anti-immigration parties and the political establishment,
the media, the state and civil society (e.g. Downs et al., 2009; Schafraad et al.,
2009; Van Praag, 2005; Van Praag and Walter, 2013; Walter and Van Holsteyn,
2006). However, while demonization is sometimes referred to as a political
concept in the scientific literature, it has rarely been empirically studied, nor
has it been adequately conceptualized.
In 2002 demonization undeniably became part of Dutch public
1
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vocabulary. The politician Pim Fortuyn was the first to popularize the term.
Early that year, his newly established anti-immigration party Lijst Pim
Fortuyn (LPF) was doing very well in the opinion polls, and won around
26 seats (out of 150) in the Dutch House of Representatives. Fortuyn stood
out with his eccentric political style, which included provocative statements
and personalized political attacks (Rooduijn, 2013). While the LPF gathered
popular support, his rise also provoked strong resistance from established
parties and political commentators. For example, Fortuyn was described as “a
man with the intelligence of Hitler and the charisma of Heinrich Himmler”,

of the practice of demonization, the circumstances under which politicians
decide to demonize, as well as the consequences of this practice. Until now,
the practice, its causes and its consequences have largely been topics of public
speculation, and I contend that the academic and democratic debate are better
served by empirical research that enables verification of the claims that are
so hotly debated. Consequently, rather than contributing to normative and
ethical debates about the legitimacy of accusing political parties of demonic
intentions, this study focuses on empirical questions. Moreover, since several
democratic ills, such as a decline in political trust (see Lau et al., 2007), have

and he was also compared to Mussolini.1 In a reaction, Fortuyn declared that
the political establishment was demonizing him.2 Opponents argued that
this claim was either false or, at the very least exaggerated.3 Some political
commentators argued that the demonization was nothing more than a clever
discursive tool being used by Fortuyn to win sympathy among the electorate
by playing the victim. In their view, parties and politicians are never really
demonized; they merely claim to be demonized for their own benefit. In other
words, they argue that, in order to attract voters, anti-immigration parties
deliberately choose the role of the victim.4
The discussion about Fortuyn’s claim heated up after he was fatally
shot by a political activist on May 6th 2002, several days before the general
elections took place. The political murder sent a shockwave through the
country. Some political commentators argued that the demonization of
Fortuyn had contributed to a climate in which he was likely to be killed.5
While it is practically impossible to prove (or disprove) this, it shows that
demonization cannot be seen as harmless.
Since that date, the debate about demonization of political parties
and politicians never really ceased in the Netherlands. But despite public and
political attention, there has been little comprehensive scholarly work about
demonization. This dissertation seeks to fill that gap, first seeking to provide a
clear conceptualization of demonization, then seeking a better understanding

been attributed to a negative political debate, this dissertation further seeks
to analyze potential detrimental side effects of demonization.
While demonization is not a typically ‘Dutch’ practice, this study
focuses on the demonization of Dutch political parties and politicians
between 1995 and 2011, a period during which several anti-immigration
parties entered the Dutch political arena and made claims that they were
being demonized. Since this topic has also been extensively discussed, the
Netherlands can be considered as an excellent case for empirical study of
demonization. Although demonization might be expected to be strongly
related to the rise of anti-immigration parties, this study assumes that other
kinds of parties might also be demonized. There are both advantages and
disadvantages to studying the case of demonization in the Netherlands. The
main advantage is that it allows for an in-depth study of the phenomenon
under investigation, and a disadvantage is that the phenomenon is not studied
in different national contexts. While that disadvantage makes testing of the
generalizability of the findings impossible, the dissertation is set up so that it
provides a useful framework for further comparative analysis.
When this research project began, it was unclear to what extent
political parties and politicians were demonized, and it was even debated
whether demonization occurred at all. Some authors therefore placed the
term demonization between quotation marks.6 However, the results of this
dissertation demonstrate that demonization does occur quite frequently,
and that the concept entails more than a false cry for sympathy. Although

1 See ‘Pim en Frank’ Trouw, 22-12-2001 and see ‘De nieuwe Duce’ De Volkskrant, 30-01-2002.
2 For example see: ‘Persconferentie Pim Fortuyn bizarre gebeurtenis’ Dagblad van het Noorden, 15-03-2002.
3 For example see: ‘Borst: Fortuyn moet maar leren incasseren’ Trouw, 16-03-2002.
4 For example see ‘Schandaal’ NRC Handelsblad, 21-12-2013.
5 For example see ‘Fatsoen begrenst vrije meningsuiting’ De Volkskrant, 06-10-2004 , also see Spong, G. and
Hammerstein. O, (2003).
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6 For example see ‘Duizendmaal Fortuyn, maar geen demon’ De Volkskrant, 18-05-2002.
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that some actors falsely claim to be demonized is certainly not ruled out,
the concept itself is scientifically as well as societally meaningful, and can be
distinguished both conceptually and empirically from other forms of verbal
attacks on political opponents. The analyses presented in this dissertation
show that demonization has observable consequences.
Outline of the dissertation
This dissertation is a monograph containing five chapters and a concluding
chapter.
Chapter 1 provides the theoretical foundation for the remainder of
this work. It begins with a conceptualization of demonization, defining and
embedding it in relevant theory about negative communication. The definition
in relation to the specific context under investigation is further unraveled,
and two main motives for demonization are distinguished: demonization
as a strategy and demonization as a warning. Finally, the limitations of the
conceptualization are discussed.
In Chapter 2 the operationalization of the concept is developed,
after which several descriptive findings are presented. This chapter shows
developments over time, and indicates which parties and party families are
demonized most, as well as which actors demonize more than others. It
further demonstrates the reasons actors give for demonization, and the extent
to which coverage of demonization differs between Dutch written media.
Chapter 3 focuses on the question which kind of parties demonize
most and when. The chapter builds primarly on theories about negative
campaigning. Two questions are of particular interest. First, are the
circumstances under which demonization takes place similar to the factors
that explain why political actors resort to other forms of negative campaigning?
Putting it differently: can we explain demonization with the same model that
was applied in previous research to explain negative campaigning? Second, is
the pattern behind the demonization of anti-immigration parties the same as

support of anti-immigration parties, specifically looking into the effect of
demonization on the support for the Dutch anti-immigration party Partij voor
de Vrijheid (PVV) since its formation in 2004. In the public discussion some
Dutch political commentators have predicted a decrease in party support
for the PVV, while others have predicted an increase in party support. Both
expectations are supported by theoretical arguments and tested empirically.
Chapter 5 is concerned with the extent to which demonization of
Dutch political parties erodes trust in parliament among the electorate. By
its very nature, demonization represents a political culture of strong personal
attacks, political contestation and polarization, so it is expected to contribute
to the negative tone in the political debate. Since scholars have generally found
that negative campaigning decreases political trust, this chapter empirically
tests whether demonization leads to lower levels of political trust in Dutch
Parliament.
The concluding chapter summarizes the main findings of the research,
shows how this dissertation adds to existing research, and discusses the
societal relevance of the findings and directions for future research.

the pattern behind the demonization of other parties?
Chapter 4 explores the consequences of demonization on the electoral
4
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Chapter 1
Demonization Conceptualized
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Introduction
In recent years two monographs have been published about demonization.
The first Liars! Cheaters! Evildoers! Demonization and the end of civil debate
in American politics is in the field of political science (De Luca and Buell,
2005), and the second book The Psychology of Demonization: promoting
acceptance and reducing conflict is in the field of psychology (Alon and Omer,
2006). While both offer many interesting theoretical considerations, neither
includes empirical analyses or indicates how demonization should be studied
empirically. In fact, the only study I’m aware of that shows empirical results
is by Van Praag (2005), who studied the demonization of the late Dutch antiimmigration politician Pim Fortuyn.7 This study certainly has its merits,
in that it provides a definition of demonization, as well as an indication
of how to measure it. However, despite these valuable contributions, the
central concept and its operationalization are not extensively discussed.
This dissertation therefore builds upon all these previous studies to provide
a clear conceptualization of demonization that enables examination of the
practice of demonization, the circumstances under which politicians decide
to demonize, and its consequences.
Defining demonization
Alon and Omer (2006) describe demonization as “the suspicious and fearful
attitude toward the presumed enemy, the attempt to unmask his underlying
destructive intentions, the feeling he eludes us, and the wish to expel or
destroy him remind us of what fighting demons is supposed to be like” (p.
x). Although this description of demonization is informative, it does not
offer a clear definition of the concept. The authors mainly describe what
psychological process demonization encompasses - an attitude, an attempt, a
reminder - for the person who demonizes, thus diagnosing demonization as
the feelings of the demonizer.
7 However, also see Walter and Van Holsteyn (2006) for a descriptive analysis of the demonization of Fortuyn in
political cartoons, and Schafraad et al. (2009) who tentatively measured demonization of far right parties in the
media.

8
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De Luca and Buell (2005) offer two definitions of demonization. First,
they describe demonization as casting the aspersion of being demonic on
others “too easily” and “without proper cause” (p. 4). Second, they describe
demonization as “a sustained and illicit effort whose purpose is to thoroughly
stigmatize individuals, types of persons, or groups whether for political or
other advantage, righteous belief, or both.” (p. 5). Like Alon and Omer, De
Luca and Buell begin from the view of the demonizer. They stress two aspects
of demonization. First, demonization implies immoral behavior: casting an
aspersion means that the demonizer makes a false or misleading claim, while
the demonizer does this too easily and without proper cause. The authors
specifically use the word stigmatize, which has a negative connotation to it:
hurtful branding. In addition, the claim is illicit. Second, the authors indicate
that demonization can be used as a strategic tool, possibly serving to gain
political or other advantage.
The most striking difference between the descriptions of Alon and
Omer and that of De Luca and Buell is that the former start from the fear and
danger that comes with fighting the presumed enemy, while the latter mainly
stress the condemnatory nature of the act. Still, the two descriptions are also
in agreement. The demonizer, according to Alon and Omer, is someone with
the wish to expel or destroy, a notion that integrates well with De Luca and
Buell’s belief that the demonizer is thoroughly trying to brand someone.
Remarkably, these descriptions also contain elements that are highly
subjective and difficult to operationalize. Schafraad et al. (2009) also conclude
that demonization is hard to conceptualize and measure due to its normative
nature. For instance, when is a charge too easily made and what is a proper
cause? Or how do you determine if someone was suspicious and fearful? And
is it a necessary condition that the actor has both feelings at the same time?
Since the authors refrain from empirical analyses, they probably disregarded
these problems.
Van Praag (2005) defines demonization as portraying a person as the
personification of evil. In this study I build upon this definition. However,
before proceeding further, it is useful to consider the etymology of the
term. Originally, the concept stems from the religious domain, and the
9
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Oxford English Dictionary describes ‘to demonize’ as ‘to make into, or like,
a demon; to render demonical; to represent as a demon’. In turn, a ‘demon’
is described as ‘an evil spirit; a malignant being of superhuman nature; a
devil’, its antonyms are ‘angel’ and ‘God’. Thus, a demon is associated with
the devil, who represents not just evil, but absolute evil, while an angel and
God are figures that represent absolute good. Consequently, the addition of
the term ‘absolute’ seems appropriate when it concerns a careful definition
of demonization, since demonization encompasses more than mere evil, it
encompasses absolute evil. Taking into account the etymology of the term,
I therefore define demonization as portraying an actor as the embodiment of
absolute evil. Evidently, this prompts the follow-up question of what exactly
should be considered ‘absolute evil’.
To collect data, Van Praag searched several Dutch newspapers for
articles where the word ‘Fortuyn’ was used in combination with respectively:
Mussolini, Hitler, Mussert, Le Pen, Haider, Dewinter, fascist and/or racist.
Although these search terms make clear what the author considers to be
evil, no systematic method was used to develop a lexicon of search terms.
It is unclear why other leading figures from the Nazi-regime, or other terms
that are strongly associated with the Second World War, such as deportation
and Mein Kampf, are not included. It is also unclear why the terms racist
and fascist are included, while the term Nazi is not, and it appears odd that
politicians like Le Pen and Haider are included, because these politicians are
primarily equivalents to Fortuyn, and as likely as Fortuyn to be demonized
themselves. So, while the conceptualization of demonization by Van Praag is
very useful, his operationalization needs further refinement.
Although demonization can theoretically occur in all kinds of social
spheres, such as sports or science, this study is limited to demonization in
the political domain. Next to the strong religious associations, demonization
appears most often related to this domain (De Luca and Buell, 2005).
However, even within the political domain, the interpretation of what
constitutes ‘absolute evil’ varies across cultural and historical contexts. For
instance, nowadays in the Middle East many can be expected to see the
United States (US) government as the embodiment of absolute evil, while
10
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in the US the embodiment of absolute evil is expected to be Al Qaeda/Bin
Laden nowadays, and in the US in the 1950s, communism and/or fascism
were probably perceived to be the most evil regimes.
To a great extent the concept of demonization can thus be seen as an
empty vessel that varies in its exact content dependent on the context in which
it is placed. Limiting the analysis to demonization within the political domain,
I argue that a valid operationalization for the concept can be provided for by
an analysis of the specific context that is studied. In this study, that specific
context is the Dutch political domain between 1995 and 2011.
Demonization in the Dutch political domain, 1995-2011
Van Praag (2005) contends that the embodiment of absolute evil is primarily
related to the Second World War and the related evil –isms of fascism and
Nazism. Given the sentiment in the Netherlands after the Second World
War, these historic linkages are not surprising, especially because, since the
end of the War, organizations associated with fascism and Nazism have been
regarded as highly dangerous and therefore heavily combated (Fennema,
2000; Van Donselaar et al., 2009).8
Disgust at Nazism/fascism is, of course, not exclusive to the
Netherlands. Adler-Nissen (2014) states that Nazi-Germany is considered a
paradigmatic case of ‘evil’ in international relations, and that it represents
one of the most lasting negative state images. In many Western European
countries, such as the Netherlands, Belgium, Germany, France and Austria,
it is illegal to found a fascist party, and being a member or founder of a Nazi/
fascist organization can lead to legal prosecution (Houwink ten Cate and In
‘t Veld 1992; also see Van Donselaar, 1995). Going even further, laws in these
countries forbid bringing the Nazi-salute and denying the Holocaust. The fact
8 It should be noted that many definitions of fascism refer exclusively to the regime of Hitler in Germany and
the regime of Mussolini in Italy as the manifestation of this ideology. Although authors have formulated broader
definitions that also encompass other political movements they are generally very reluctant to use the term fascism for
movements or regimes outside the historical period of approximately 1920 to 1945 (Fennema, 2005). Furthermore,
most authors who define fascism outside this historical period do refer to the fascist movements or regimes within
this period as the most exemplary for fascism. For instance, in his book Fascists, Mann defines fascism as “the
pursuit of a transcendent and cleansing nation-statism through paramilitarism” (2004: 13) and stresses that the
regimes of Mussolini and Hitler are most emblematic. Hitler can thus be regarded as one of the founding fathers of
fascism (Fennema 2005). For this thesis, the terms Nazism/fascism will be used interchangeably.
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that the legal repression of Holocaust-denial is actively upheld, despite that
being inconsistent with the highly valued principle of freedom of expression,
shows how powerfully and deeply embedded the events of the Second World
War are in a collective moral discourse.
The horrors committed by Nazis/fascists before and during the Second
World War, not only resulted in a strictly historic and judicial condemnation
of Nazism/fascism, above all they resulted in a moral rejection. Braun (1994:
181) states that “while morality plays an important role in modern historical
writing, it seems to be inherent in the interpretational process as an element

Nazism is the purest form of evil. Guided by the slogan ‘never again’, nonrepetition of this absolute evil became the societal norm and a civic duty.
Van Donselaar (1995) too states that the Second World War provides the
bedrock of what is considered good and evil. Art (2006: 161) draws similar
conclusions for the German case, arguing that most German politicians feel
compelled to “react to the slightest sign of right-wing resurgence”. The fact
that anti-immigration parties have received more attention in scientific work
than other party families may illustrate that academics feel a similar duty
(Art, 2006).

of the drama of the historical narrative rather than in the sequence of past
events”. Although Braun points to the interpretative dimension of any moral
judgment, he argues that in the case of the Holocaust this formal argument is
misplaced. The Holocaust has such a moral magnitude that it is unparalleled.
According to Braun (1994: 181): “Survivors and humanists alike argue that
the Holocaust possesses an explicit moral meaning that should be represented
in all historical narratives” (also see Lang, 1992). Walzer (1977) too illustrates
the moral magnitude of the Second World War, formulating several criteria
that must be fulfilled in order for a war to be legitimate and just. Wars that
do not fulfill these criteria are, in principle, unjust. Still, Walzer makes one
exception, the moment he calls a ‘supreme emergency’. When this occurs all
criteria of justice are off the table, and the only thing that matters is that the
‘good guys’ win. According to Walzer one should “do justice unless the heavens
are (really) about to fall” (p. 235). The sole example of a supreme emergency
Walzer provides is Nazism: “Nazism lies at the outer limits of exigency, at a
point we are likely to find ourselves united in fear and abhorrence” (p. 235).
It appears, then, that overwhelming immorality such as Nazism can make
immoral behavior moral again.
As a consequence of the deeply rooted historical, judicial and
moral rejection of Nazism, ever since the Second World War it has became
a civil task to identify (neo-)Nazism in its infancy, in order to eliminate it.
The Dutch writer and commentator Zwagerman (2009) argues that Dutch
dominant intellectual mores and values have been largely formed by post–
war generation intellectuals who were all brought up with the notion that

Despite calls for a universal condemnation of the Holocaust, the
embodiment of absolute evil remains in the eye of the beholder. In other
words: an absolute condemnation is subjective. Some will argue that Stalinist
rule is equally, or even more detestable than Nazism/fascism. Since twenty
million people were killed under Stalinist rule, one could argue that the
horrors caused by Stalin and Hitler are quite similar. Nonetheless, Van Ree
notes that while selling or trading of Mein Kampf is illegal in numerous
countries, none of Stalin’s works are forbidden.9 Smeets argues that Stalin is
considered folklore while Hitler is still a metaphor for contemporary mass
murders.10 Indeed, in countries like the Netherlands, Belgium and France,
there is no remembrance of the horrors that took place during the Hungarian
revolution, nor is denial of Gulags forbidden.
Pels (2003) argues that, for Western Europe, Nazism/fascism is
considered more evil than Stalinism, because the horrors originated and took
place on its soil and in its political communities. This observation makes
sense. After all, the more directly people relate to or are affected by an event,
the more meaning the event has for them. Most Western European countries
organize annual national commemorations for the victims of the Nazi/fascist
regime and also celebrate their day of liberation: no other historical event
is institutionalized in such a way in so many different Western European
countries. The Holocaust is thus perceived as an Einzigartigkeit and regarded
as an unique and incomparable event. As a result of the institutionalization
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9 See ‘Het belang van vrij debat’ De Groene Amsterdammer, 19-01-2002.
10 See ‘Aantekeningen bij Stalin’ De Groene Amsterdammer, 08-03-2003.
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of the commemoration of the Nazi atrocities, the perception of absolute evil
becomes part of the collective memory, including for those born 50 or 60
years after the war.
The scope and magnitude of the horrors that took place during
the Second World War, as well as the institutionalized condemnation of
these horrors, make credible the argument that most inhabitants of the
Netherlands agree with the idea that the Nazi/fascist regime represents
absolute evil. Although other reactions are possible, like glorification and/
or ignorance, these are expected to be much less dominent. When having to

contrast demonization with knee-jerk attacks and extremely harsh censure of
positions. Although the authors advocate a conceptual distinction between
different forms of negative communication, they state that such differences
cannot be determined by abstract definitions (also see Schafraad et al., 2009).
They feel that deciding where the dividing line between demonization and
other harsh attacks is, itself poses a deeply moral and political dilemma. De
Luca and Buell are correct in pointing out how difficult it is to distinguish
between demonization and other forms of negative communication.
However, once what constitutes ‘absolute evil’ in the specific cultural and

indicate absolute evil within a certain context, it is the dominant perception
that counts. Assuming such dominance, it is probable that even individuals
who do not share the dominant point of view, know that to be compared to
Hitler, is a most severe insult.
This perception of Nazism/fascism representing absolute evil most
likely reinforces itself over time. That is, in history books, movies and novels
stemming from Western culture, the horrific uniqueness and importance of
Nazism/fascism and the Holocaust are repeatedly underlined. The repetition
of this point of view arguably further strengthens the perception.
To sum up, in line with Van Praag (2005), demonization is defined
as portraying an actor as the embodiment of absolute evil. Within the context
of this study, the Dutch political domain between 1995 and 2011, Hitler is
regarded as the ultimate demonic figure and Nazism/fascism as the political
regime that represents absolute evil, and demonization is defined as portraying
a political actor as the embodiment of Nazism/fascism.

historical context under analysis is determined, a distinction can be made.
The theoretical section above concludes that nowadays in the Netherlands,
calling a politician a Nazi is demonization, while calling the same person a
liar is not.
The most problematic distinction is between stigmatization and
demonization. De Luca and Buell (2005) describe demonization with the
help of stigmatization as “a sustained and illicit effort whose purpose is to
thoroughly stigmatize individuals, types of persons, or groups whether for
political or other advantage, righteous belief, or both.” (p. 5, italics added).
Schafraad et al. (2009) too resort to stigmatization to tentatively measure
demonization. When discussing stigmatization, Stigma. Notes on the
Management of Spoiled Identity by Goffman (1963) is important. According
to Goffman a stigma is an attribute that is deeply discrediting, sometimes also
called a failing, a shortcoming or a handicap. He speaks of a ‘spoiled identity’,
which determines that people who carry such an identity will be met with
hostility and/or aversion. A stigmatized person is reduced “from a whole and
usual person to a tainted, discounted one.” (p. 12). Stigmatization generally
concerns certain kinds of groups, like disabled people, jobless people, homeless
people or ethnic minorities. Referring to Goffman in the context of statestigmatization, Adler-Nissen (2014) argues that stigmatization produces and
reproduces a distinction between ‘us’ and ‘them’ pointing to the ‘normals’ and
the ‘deviants’. Stigmatization thus entails that certain individuals are shunned.
Along the same line, Linden and Klandermans (2006) argue that stigmatizers
turn characteristics of their targets into a stigma to indicate that the bearer of

Demonization placed in the realm of political communication
Having defined demonization in general as well as in a specific context, the
question of what its status is in the political debate remains. On a continuum
from friendly to hostile communication, demonization is the extreme of
the scale. Other forms of negative communication do also exist, such as
shaming, questioning, provoking and strong criticism, but such forms
are arguably less hostile. De Luca and Buell (2005) state that they sharply
14
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this stigma is morally defective and should be avoided.
Although the concepts of stigmatization and demonization show
many similarities (depicting someone as a lesser being, often followed
by exclusionary practices), stigmatization is a more general concept and
demonization is more specific: stigmatization covers a whole range of
attributes, while demonization is solely concerned with the most extreme
allegation one can make. Besides, while demonization is considered first and
foremost a political concept, stigmatization is considered first and foremost
a sociological concept. Stigmatization primarily includes rejection by society
based on a perceived weakness, failure or handicap, often recognized by
physical appearances, while demonization implies a rejection based on
the perception that an actor harbors evil, often recognized by intellectual
expression. Stigmatized people are perceived as abnormal, but not necessarily
dangerous.
Another way to distinguish between demonization and other forms
of negative political communication is to consider the connotations of the
allegation. I argue that, in theory, demonization suggests the legitimization
of (political) elimination. If you portray an actor as the embodiment of
absolute evil, it follows that the elimination of this actor is legitimized, or,
at least, it is logically impossible to argue against this elimination since no
good is done harm. Alon and Omer (2006) state that demonization forbids
all forms of facilitation, since this would only bring the demonized closer
to meeting his/her harmful goal(s). Accordingly, in their definition of the
concept, they emphasize “the wish to expel or destroy him remind us of what
fighting demons is supposed to be like” (2006: x). Stigmatization implies that
the relevant actor is shunned or avoided, but in general it does not concern
a wish or legitimacy to destroy. Stigmatization tolerates the existence of the
relevant actors, but demonization does not, at least not in theory; evil must
always be destroyed, root and branch.
In summary, demonization is the most extreme form of negative
(political) communication. It is distinguished from other forms like shaming,
mild criticism and strong criticism by the severity of the claim. Demonization
concerns an equation to absolute evil, and nothing less. Although the
16
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distinction between stigmatization and demonization is somewhat blurred,
the concepts differ from each other in terms of range, origin and implication.
Motives for demonization
De Luca and Buell (2005) emphasize two main motives for demonization
in their definition: gaining an advantage and expressing a belief. I call these
two forms ‘demonization as a strategy’ and ‘demonization as a warning’.
Demonization as a warning encompasses the need to alarm people by
expressing a genuine fear of the return of Nazism/fascism. This purpose
relates well to the notion of a “fearful attitude toward the presumed enemy”
(Alon and Omer, 2006: x). Demonization as a strategy, on the other hand,
implies that the demonizer aims for the (electoral) impact of associating
someone with the horrors of the Second World War. Demonization is now
primarily used as a political tool, and the demonizer does not act out of fear,
but after carefully calculating the effects. This purpose fits best with the idea
that demonization can help to gain “political advantage” (De Luca and Buell,
2005: 4). Mouffe (2005) for example argues that the battle for winning votes
back from Austrian politician Jörg Haider was characterized by “a strident
moral condemnation of Haider’s xenophobia, and by his demonization as
‘Nazi’.” (p. 73). Elbers and Fennema (1993) argue that, after the Second World
War, any association with Nazism/fascism is a political kiss of death.
Although the theoretical distinction between demonization as a
strategy and demonization as a warning seems obvious, both motives may
often play simultaneous roles. In other words, one can honestly fear the return
of Hitler while using demonization for its own gain. Moreover, assuming that
demonization is completely based on a genuine fear of the return of Nazism/
fascism and the purpose is to alarm other people, strategic considerations
may also play a role. After all, the demonizer’s aim is for the accusation to
have the greatest impact. To the extent that a political strategy aims at taking
out the competition while safeguarding and increasing one’s political power,
the objectives for demonization as a warning and demonization as a strategy,
are thus the same. When a(n electoral) threat becomes greater, strategic
17
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responses are likely to increase, but the same is true for fear: when a threat
becomes larger, fear grows stronger and the chance of expression increases.
So, while the two motives are theoretically distinct, it is hard to distinguish
them empirically.
Limitations
De Luca and Buell (2005) argue that demonization is distinguished from
appropriate moral censure in the care given to the charge, as well as by the
truth. Setting the degree of care aside for a moment, De Luca and Buell
maintain that when a claim is true, it does not concern demonization. Two
problems arise. First, how do you determine if a claim is true? Second, is it
possible to demonize a (neo)-Nazi? Suppose the demonized decides whether
or not the claim is true. The demonized probably always denies the validity
of the claim since it jeopardizes his or her reputation.11 The demonized has
a greater incentive to refute the claim than to acknowledge it. It is hard to
imagine someone saying: “Yes, you are right, my intentions are similar to
Hitler’s”. In general people complain when they are being demonized. If on
the other hand, the demonizer decides on the truthfulness of the claim, it
is also very unlikely that he or she will argue against its content. After all,
he or she is the one who made the allegation in the first place. Even if the
purpose of the demonization is gaining a political advantage and the content
of the claim is not entirely representative of the demonizer’s feelings, it is still
unlikely that the demonizer withdraws his or her own words, because such
modification affects an actor’s credibility.
Demonization can also result in strong (public) rejection of the claim.
In which case, the demonizer is usually considered unfair. Depending on
how broad or strong the protest is, the demonizer might consider refuting
the claim. However, people who genuinely fear the return of Nazism will
probably not be affected by any (public) rejection. Above all, they consider it
a civic duty to report this kind of evil when they see it.
11 It should be noted that some political actors are most likely to perceive it advantageous to claim that they are
demonized in order to win the sympathy vote. However, this is distinct from the question whether an actor would
validate the content of an actual insult addressed at him/her.
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A final option for assessing the truthfulness of a claim is to let an
impartial actor decide. The institutionalized way to do this is to go to
court. Besides, it being clearly impractical to assess all claims in court, this
presupposes that when the demonized does not bring the case to court, he or
she is not demonized.
Clearly it is highly problematic to determine whether or not a claim
is true, but I do not consider this to be an essential element of demonization.
The simple fact that an actor is portrayed as a Nazi or fascist is, in the
historical context of this study, a very extreme allegation and can therefore
be interpreted as a case of demonization. However, the effect of the allegation
differs. Obviously if you demonize a full-fledged neo-Nazi, this will probably
have minimal impact and serve little purpose. The people who take note of
this demonization are not likely to be shocked, nor will the person demonized
be shocked. Arguably, demonization has the most effect and purpose when it
concerns actors who ‘graze’ the features of Nazism/fascism, but who deny any
relationship with these ideologies.12 It is hardest for these actors to convince
the public that the allegation is false.
Clearly, the operational definition of demonization, portraying a
political actor as the embodiment of Nazism/fascism introduces a bias towards
the political right. Thus parties on the right side of the political spectrum
are expected to be more prone to demonization than parties on the left. This
could, of course, be different in other contexts. For instance, if communism
is considered the political regime that represents absolute evil, a bias towards
the political left is expected, and if Al Qaeda is the political movement that
represents absolute evil, a bias towards Muslims and Muslim organizations is
expected. In other words, the ideology or origin of the regime or movement
that represents absolute evil can vary, and the direction of the bias depends
on the time and place under analysis. Returning to this particular study, leftwing parties, it is expected, are more likely to escape the charge than right12 Van der Brug et al., (forthcoming) argue there are three sorts of anti-immigration parties in Western Europe. First,
parties that are explicitly neo-Nazi/fascist, such as the German Nationaldemokratische Partei Deutschlands (NPD)
or the Greek Laïkós Sýndesmos - Chrysí Avgí. Second, parties that originated from Nazi/fascist groupuscules, but
have been transformed into more moderate parties, such as the Dutch CentrumDemocraten (CD) or the Belgian
Vlaams Blok (VB). Third, parties such as the Dutch LPF and PVV that are ideologically very similar to the latter
group, but are not the offspring of Nazi/fascist clubs. Arguably, the latter two party groups are most prone to
demonization.
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wing parties.
Finally, in theory it is possible that in a given context, nothing represents
absolute evil, other than the devil itself. In such a case, demonization does not
belong to the range of allegations an actor can choose from. This assumption
is difficult because it leads to the question of whether you can demonize
someone simply by stating that the actor is the devil. While this is actually
the most accurate operationalization of ‘absolute evil’ and is correct in theory
and in practice in the religious domain, in other domains, particularly the
political, demonization transcends this obvious operationalization, drawing

the horrors of the Second World War. Although the theoretical distinction
between demonization as a warning and demonization as a strategy appears
clear, the two forms can hardly be studied exclusively: one can honestly fear
the return of Hitler while using demonization as a rhetoric tool to smear the
opponent.
In summary, this chapter provides a basic theoretical framework for
further analysis of demonization. However, not all theoretical implications
have been addressed or discussed as thoroughly as possible. In the remainder
of this dissertation, other aspects of demonization will be raised, and some

on what always was or became the ‘proverbial devil’ in the domain under
analysis.

of the theoretical implications already discussed, will be analyzed in more
detail.

Conclusion
Building further on Van Praag (2005), demonization is defined as portraying
an actor as the embodiment of absolute evil. To a large extent demonization
should be seen as an empty vessel that varies in its exact content dependent
on the context in which it occurs. A valid operationalization for the concept
can be provided for by an in-depth assessment of the specific context in which
it is used. In the context of this study, the Dutch political domain between
1995 and 2011, Hitler is regarded as the ultimate demonic figure and Nazism/
fascism as the political regime that represents absolute evil.
Demonization is the most extreme form of negative (political)
communication, distinct from other forms like shaming, mild or even
strong criticism by the severity of the claim. Demonization only concerns an
equation to absolute evil, and nothing less. Although the distinction between
stigmatization and demonization is somewhat blurred, the concepts differ
from each other in terms of range, origin and implication.
Two main motives behind demonization are visible: demonization as
a warning and demonization as strategy. Demonization as a warning arises
from the urge to alarm people by expressing a genuine fear for the return of
Nazism/fascism. Demonization as a strategy, on the other hand, implies that
the demonizer aims at the (electoral) impact of associating someone with
20
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Chapter 2
Demonization in the Netherlands between
1995 and 2011:
A Descriptive Overview
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Introduction
This chapter provides an overview of demonization in the Dutch political
domain between 1995 and 2011, showing which Dutch parties are demonized,
when demonization took place, which actors demonized most, and what
arguments were used to do so. The data are derived from five Dutch national
newspapers and three Dutch national opinion weeklies. Before the method
of data collection and the results are presented, the Dutch political system
between 1995 and 2011 is discussed.

Since the anti-immigration party CentrumDemocraten (CD) was
perceived as a dangerous racist party by the Dutch political establishment,
it faced an informal ‘cordon sanitaire’. The electoral accomplishments of the
CD were modest: they won 3 parliamentary seats between 1994 and 1998,
and none thereafter. The party was disbanded in 2002. In 2007, the new antiimmigration party EénNL was disbanded almost within a year after facing
poor electoral results in 2006. Another anti-immigration party Trots op
Nederland (TON), established in 2007, also failed to gain electoral ground. In
2012 this party merged with the political newcomer Onafhankelijke Burger
Partij (OBP, now DPK).

The Dutch political system

Table 2.1 The Dutch political system between 1995 and 2011.

The Dutch electoral system is characterized by proportional representation
and a multi-party system with a low electoral threshold. Compared to
countries with a high electoral threshold like Germany, or countries where
two major parties dominate the elections like Britain, the Dutch system
allows political newcomers a good chance of entering the Dutch House of
Representatives.13 Between 1995 and 2011 numerous parties were seated in
the House of Representatives or gained enough in the polls to be likely to
obtain seats. Together these parties can be classified as members of 8 different
party families (see table 2.1).
The Partij van de Arbeid (PvdA), Christen-Democratisch Appèl (CDA)
and Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie (VVD) are considered ‘the big
three’ mainstream parties. At least two of ‘the big three’ parties participated
in every government coalition after the Second World War. In 2002 and 2006
respectively, the anti-immigration parties Lijst Pim Fortuyn (LPF) and Partij
voor de Vrijheid (PVV) proved successful newcomers. The LPF won 26 seats
(out of 150) in 2002, but only 8 in 2003. The party was dissolved in 2008.
The PVV won 9 seats in 2006 and 24 in 2010. In 2010, it became the support
partner of the Dutch coalition government formed by the VVD and CDA.
This government fell in 2012.
13 The Dutch political system has a bicameral Parliament. The House of Representatives (Second Chamber) is the
lower house, the other one being the Senate (First Chamber). The House of Representatives has 150 seats and is the
main chamber.
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Party name

Party Family

Average seats*

AOV

Elderly welfare

3.5

CD

Anti-immigration

1.5

CDA

Christian-democratic

35.3

CU

Christian -democratic

4.5

D66

Social-liberal

10.7

EénNL

Anti-immigration

0.0

Groenlinks

Ecologic (green)

8.5

GPV

Christian-democratic

2.0

LN

-

1.0

LPF

Anti-immigration

17.0

PvdA

Social-democratic

35.0

PvdD

Ecologic (green)

2.0

PVV

Anti-immigration

17.0

RPF

Christian-democratic

3.0

SGP

Christian-orthodox

2.2

SP

Socialist

10.8

TON

Anti-immigration

0.0

Unie55+

Elderly Welfare

1.0

VVD
Liberal-conservative
29.0
Note: Christian-orthodox and Christian-democratic parties are considered one party family.
* Seat average in the Dutch House of Representatives (150 seats) during the elections between 1994-2011.

The Algemeen Ouderen Verbond (AOV) and Unie55+, which both
claim to represent the interests of senior citizens, did not participate in
national elections after 1998. The Gereformeerd Politiek Verbond (GPV) and
Reformatorische Politieke Federatie (RPF) merged into the ChristenUnie (CU)
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in 2002. The Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij (SGP) is a Christian-orthodox
party with very stable electoral results. From 1945 onwards it has never won
less than 2, or more than 3 seats. The social-liberal party Democraten ’66
(D66), founded as a protest party to ‘blow up the existing political order’,
has had varied electoral successes. At its peak in 1994, it won 24 seats, but in
2006 the party won just 3 seats. The animal welfare party Partij voor de Dieren
(PvdD) was established in 2002 and has managed to retain 2 seats.
Leefbaar Nederland (LN) is not grouped within a party family because
the party does not fit in any of the categories. It is best described as an anti-

also see Vliegenthart, 2007). Besides, although only written media sources
are analyzed, the data show that written media also report demonization
from television, radio, social media or the Internet in general, so it is argued
that the public largely experience demonization the way it has been covered
in the written media.
Articles were initially selected based on the following requirement:
the name of a party or politician was used in combination with a term that
is strongly associated with Nazism/fascism. In order to find these articles,
two tailor made dictionaries were developed: one including search words

establishment and/or populist party. The party has several regional spinoffs (Leefbaar Amsterdam, Leefbaar Utrecht, Leefbaar Rotterdam) and can
therefore also be described as a national platform for regional powers that
aim to confront the (regional) political establishment.

that refer to Nazism/fascism15 (see Appendix I), and one including all the
names of the parties under analysis and the names of their leaders between
1995 and 2011.16 After automatic selection of the articles, they were coded
manually to determine whether this combination actually indicated political
demonization as defined in Chapter 1.
The articles covering political demonization were coded for basic
characteristics, such as who is demonized (the party, the party leader, another
party politician?), who demonizes (e.g. a politician, an ordinary citizen, an
organization?), what arguments are used (e.g. views on immigration policies,
use of populist rhetoric, organizational features of the party?), when did
demonization take place (what day, which month, what year?), and in which
media source (e.g. De Volkskrant, Trouw, De Telegraaf?).17
The ‘sentiment’ of the article was also coded, with the coder
identifying the primary attitude towards demonization expressed in the
article. The coding options were: article agrees with/argues for demonization,
article is neutral towards demonization, article shows ambivalence towards
demonization, and article argues against demonization. Following Koopmans
and Muis (2009) in their assumption that articles that express a neutral or
ambivalent position also enhance the legitimacy of a message, only the latter
category has been excluded from the final dataset.

Method
All Dutch parties that won seats in the House of Representatives at any
time between 1995 and 2011 are the objects of analysis. TON and EénNL
are included for two reasons. First, these parties were, at certain moments,
high enough in the polls to gain parliamentary seats. Second, they are antiimmigration parties, and as such they are particularly likely to be demonized.
For the period 1995-2011, five national newspapers and three
national opinion weeklies were scrutinized for articles that included political
demonization. The fact that data were obtained solely through printed national
news media limits the scope of the analysis and introduces a possible bias.
Walter and Vliegenthart (2010) have demonstrated that negative campaigning
in newspapers focuses more on personal traits than other communication
channels, potentially implying that demonization occurs more often in written
media than for example, televised debate. Although such a possible bias may
exist, newspapers alone reach about one-third of the Dutch public,14 and they
still represent mainstream politics in the Netherlands (Van der Eijk, 2000;
14 Nommedia (2013), Nom Print Monitor 2012 II- 2013 I,
http://www.nommedia.nl/upload/documenten/gemiddeld-bereik-npm-2012-ii-2013-i-obv-h1-tbv-website-nomuitsplitsing-allen_geslacht_leeftijd.pdf (visited on November 5th, 2013)
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15 This dictionary was developed based on an extensive study of terms and phrases are associated with the Second
World War. In the end, the dictionary included more than 84 potential referrals.
16 It is possible that a politician other than the party leader is demonized, while the name of this politician is not
included in the dictionary. But, when a politician other than the party leader is mentioned in an article, his or her
name is almost always accompanied by the name of the party that he or she belongs to. Thus, such instances of
demonization largely showed up in the search results.
17 Note that demonization of parties that were no longer in Dutch Parliament (or did no longer exist) at time of the
reported demonization, was excluded from the analysis.
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Comparing the results of two coders (researcher excluded) showed
that coders fully agreed about whether or not an article contained an instance
of demonization (from a sample of 25 articles). After establishing that the
article contained an instance of demonization, the general intercoderreliability of this content analysis is 93 per cent agreement, a high reliability
score, indicating that the articles are coded highly comparably (Lombard et
al., 2002). The comparison indicated that greatest discrepancy among the
coders concerned the arguments that accompany demonization (89 per cent
agreement). Coders were provided with a set of arguments to choose from,
as well as with the option ‘other argument’. It appeared that sometimes one
coder categorized an argument as, for example, ‘view on immigrants’, while
the other coder categorized the same argument as ‘other argument’.
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Results
Figure 2.1 shows the frequency of demonization for all Dutch parties being
analyzed between 1995 and 2011. In total, 2521 instances of demonization
were found. Figure 2.1 shows that, between 1995 and 2011, Dutch political
parties were increasingly demonized. In this respect, the election years 2002
and 2010 stand out. The 2002 election was characterized by the tremendous
electoral success of the newly established anti-immigration party LPF, as
well as by the large electoral losses of the mainstream party PvdA. The 2010
election was characterized by the huge electoral success of another antiimmigration party, the PVV, with the mainstream party CDA losing nearly
half its seats. Another smaller peak in demonization is visible for 2004, the
year in which the anti-Islam film Submission: Part I was broadcast and its
director Theo van Gogh was murdered.
Between 1995 and 2000, the level of demonization largely remains
the same, also between 2005 and 2008. In 2011, the political demonization
of Dutch political parties is back at almost the same level as in 2002. In both
years, parties were demonized around 340 times (333 versus 350). Spread
out over the entire year, this implies that, in 2002, parties were demonized
on almost a daily basis. Dutch parties were demonized approximately every
28
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other 19 days in 2000, the year in which the frequency in demonization was
the lowest of all years under analysis. In contrast, in 2010, Dutch political
parties were demonized around 500 times, almost 1.4 times a day.
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Figure 2.1 Frequency of demonization per year for all parties in Dutch written media (newspaper and opinion
weeklies) between 1995 and 2011.

It should be noted that these data also include resonance. For instance,
when Wilders (PVV) is demonized during a live debate on television, more
than one media source reports this demonization. It is also likely, that this
demonization is mentioned in letters to the editor, columns or other types
of articles in the following weeks (also see Koopmans, 2004). However,
even though single instances of demonization are sometimes repeatedly
discussed in the media, many instances are also unique, as in letters to the
editor, columns, and opinion articles. Furthermore, not all newspapers and
national weeklies pick up the same news, and not all news is presented and/
or interpreted in the same way. Some newspapers (intentionally or not) omit
the demonizing aspect when reporting an event, while others do not.
Speaking of Demonization
Figure 2.2 shows how often the term demonization was used in Dutch written
media between 1995 and 2011.18 There is a strikingly sharp increase in its use
in 2002, corresponding with when the successful anti-immigration politician
18 The search engine was set to search for the Dutch phrases ‘gedemoniseerd’, ‘demoniseren’, ‘demoniseert’ and
‘demonisering’.
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Pim Fortuyn (LPF) repeatedly claimed that his political opponents were
demonizing him. His statements clearly sparked a discussion about political
demonization, while his political murder (May 2002) probably intensified
and prolonged the discussion.
160	
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throughout the entire period. Of all instances of demonization between
1995-2011, 38 per cent was directed at the PVV. The PVV is followed by
anti-immigration party LPF (19.5 per cent), and the liberal-conservative
party VVD (16.2 per cent). Parties that were never demonized are the antiimmigration party EénNL and Christian-democratic party GPV. Parties rarely
demonized were Christian-orthodox party SGP (0.0 per cent due to round
off), Christian-democratic party RPF (0.1 per cent), Christian-democratic
party CU (0.4 per cent), the elderly welfare parties Unie55+ (0.1 per cent) and
AOV (0.4 per cent).19
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Figure 2.2 Frequency in the use of the terms demonization and demonize(d) in Dutch written media (newspaper
and opinion weeklies) between 1995 and 2011.

In 2002, terms related to demonization are mentioned 144 times. In
contrast, between 1995 and 2001 the term demonization is used between 3
(1995, 1996) and 9 (2001) times a year. Thus, before 2002 demonization was
hardly discussed and after 2002 the use of the term decreased quickly, with
two small peaks around 2004 and 2007. In 2011, the frequency in the use of
the term demonization is as about the same as it was in 2005.
Figure 2.1 and figure 2.2 show remarkable congruency until
2006. After 2006, actual demonization increased quite rapidly, and even
surpassed its peak in 2002 in contrast to the use of the term. The peak in
actual demonization in 2010 is evidently not reflected in figure 2.2. Thus,
the discussion of demonization peaked in 2002, while actual demonization
peaked in 2010. In other words, after 2002 the Dutch written media started to
discuss demonization less, and Dutch political parties were demonized more.
The demonized
Table 2.2 shows that anti-immigration party PVV was demonized most
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% demonization between 1995-2011

% demonization during party
existence between 1995 - 2011

AOV

0.4

3.7

CD

3.0

8.9

CDA

6.3

6.3

CU

0.4

0.4

D66

1.9

1.9

EénNL

0.0

0.0

Groenlinks

2.2

2.2

GPV

0.0

0.0

LN

3.2

7.3

LPF

19.5

39.1

PvdA

4.8

4.8

PvdD

0.6

0.7

PVV

38.0

57.8

RPF

0.1

0.6

SGP

0.4

0.4

SP

1.9

1.9

TON

0.9

1.6

UNie55+

0.1

0.5

VVD

16.2

16.2

Total

≈ 100

n /a

19 The number of media sources used for this longitudinal analysis increased over time, because for some media
sources the digital archives are not available from January 1995. The digital archive of Elsevier is available
from January 1999 onwards, the archive of the De Telegraaf from January 2002 onwards, and the archive of Vrij
Nederland from January 2004 onwards. Thus, only from January 2004 onwards have all media sources been taken
into account. However, this should have much effect on the data. The opinion weeklies appear to include much less
demonization than newspapers such as De Volkskrant and NRC Handelsblad, and more importantly, demonization
clearly took off from 2001/2002 onwards. Nevertheless, it is likely that the demonization of parties that only
existed before 2004 (AOV, CD, GPV, RPF, Unie55+) would have increased somewhat if all media sources had
been included.
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Clearly, every year of party existence, increases the chance of
demonization since not all parties were in existence throughout the entire
period under analysis. The second column of table 2.2 shows the percentage
of demonization in relation to the total amount of demonization during the
years the party existed.20 The second column of table 2.2 shows that the PVV
was also demonized most when the years the party existed are taken into
account.
The second column of table 2.2 shows that during the existence of
the LPF (2002-2008) 39.1 per cent of all demonization that took place during

every 50 articles. The other elderly welfare party AOV also scores relatively
high: out of every 100 articles, the party was demonized once. Table 2.3 also
shows that although, according to both columns in table 2.2, the PVV was
demonized most, 97.4 per cent of the time the party was not demonized. Still,
the PVV ranks second in the first column. In roughly every 40 articles, the
PVV was demonized once. Other parties with relative high scores are LN (0.8
per cent) and the anti-immigration party LPF (1.5 per cent). Remarkably, the
VVD and TON have similar scores in table 2.3, but in table 2.2 the difference
between them is fairly large (respectively 16.2 per cent versus 1.6 per cent).

those years was directed at this party. The second column of table 2.2 also
shows that the CD is demonized more intensely than might be expected from
the first column (3.0 per cent versus 8.9 per cent). For the VVD, on the other
hand, the intensity of demonization weakens compared to other parties when
the years of existence are taken into account. The results for the AOV and LN
are remarkable: for both parties it shows that when their years of existence are
taken into account, their demonization increases to a great extent.21
While table 2.2 does not take into consideration how often a party was
covered in the Dutch written media overall, taking the overall news coverage
into account is important. For example, if a party was demonized five times a
year, it seems obvious to conclude that the party is hardly demonized. However,
if the same party was only discussed in the media ten times that same year,
the picture changes and it becomes clear that the party was demonized half
the time it was mentioned. Table 2.3 shows the degree to which each party is
demonized during its years of existence between 1995 and 2011 in relation to
the percentage of overall coverage of the party in the media that same period
of time. This percentage is called relative demonization.
Table 2.3 shows that when overall media attention is taken into
account, the anti-immigration party CD was demonized most, about once
every 10 times it was discussed in the Dutch written media during its time of
existence. The CD is followed by Unie55+, which was demonized at least once

Despite the difference in absolute numbers of demonization, both parties have
the same demonized/not demonized (0.3/99.7) ratio in Dutch written media.
Finally, both table 2.2 and table 2.3 show that, of ‘the big three’ mainstream
parties the VVD, the PvdA and the CDA, the VVD was demonized most.

20 The second column is calculated as follows: for example a party is demonized 500 times in six years of existence.
In these years the total number of demonization for all parties is 1500. Then, from all demonization that took place
during these years, 33.3 per cent (500/1500 x 100 %) was directed at this party.
21 It should be noted that Pim Fortuyn was briefly party leader of LN. However, after Fortuyn made provocative
remarks in one of the Dutch newspapers, he was expelled from LN. Subsequently Fortuyn founded this own party
LPF.

32
28_5_dissertation.indb 32-33

Table 2.3 Relative demonization of parties.
Party name

% demonization

% other news

% total

AOV

1.0

99.0

100

CD

10.3

89.7

100

CDA

0.1

99.9

100

CU

0.0

100

100

D66

0.1

99.9

100

EénNL

0.0

100.0

100

Groenlinks

0.1

99.9

100

GPV

0.0

100.0

100

LN

1.1

98.9

100

LPF

1.5

98.5

100

PvdA

0.1

99.9

100

PvdD

0.2

99.8

100

PVV

2.6

97.4

100

RPF

0.1

99.9

100

SGP

0.1

99.9

100

SP

0.1

99.9

100

TON

0.3

99.7

100

UNie55+

2.3

97.7

100

VVD

0.3

99.7

100

Table 2.4 shows political demonization per party family. The antiimmigration party family consists of five parties: the CD, EénNL, LPF, PVV
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and TON. Between 1995 and 2011, 61.4 per cent of all demonization was
directed at members of this party family. The Christian-democratic/orthodox
party family also consists of five parties: the CDA, CU, GPV, RPF and SGP. In
contrast to the anti-immigration parties, only 7.2 per cent of all demonization
between 1995 and 2011 was directed at members of this party family. Other
parties that are grouped together are the elderly welfare parties AOV and
Unie55+, as well as the ecological parties Groenlinks and PvdD. Both these
party families were rarely demonized between 1995 and 2011. The other
families all consist of a single party. The liberal-conservative party family is

family (2 parties). A score of 0.1 per cent indicates that out of approximately
every 1000 articles, the party family was demonized once. This appears
most surprising for the Christian-democratic/orthodox party family, which
was demonized 7.2 per cent of the time between 1995 and 2011, but clearly
when it comes to their party family’s overall news coverage they were rarely
demonized.

prominent with 16.2 per cent, followed by the social-democratic party family
with 4.8 per cent. The social-liberal and socialist party families were equally
demonized (1.9 per cent). Note that years of party existence are not taken
into account in table 2.4.

are objects of analysis. In contrast, in answer to the question ‘Who demonizes?’,
the range of actors becomes much wider. Besides politicians demonizing a
party, public figures, journalists, and/or (other) ordinary citizens have also
demonized. Sometimes the demonizer remained anonymous because not
all articles had a known author: articles were occasionally written under the
name of the newspaper or opinion weekly. In these cases, the demonizer is
categorized as ‘unknown’. The demonizer is also categorized ‘unknown’ when
the demonizer was described as ‘they’ or ‘the people’ or ‘many’ or ‘the left’.
For example, when it was written: ‘Many people feel that the PVV is the
equivalent of a Nazi party”, the demonizer is coded as ‘unknown’. Table 2.5
shows the main types of demonizers in Dutch written media between 1995
and 2011.

Table 2.4 Demonization per party family.
Party family

% demonization
between 1995-2011

% compared to all news
between 1995-2011

Anti-immigration

61.4

2.0

Liberal-conservative

16.2

0.3

Christian-democratic/orthodox

7.2

0.1

Social-democratic

4.8

0.1

Ecologic

2.8

0.1

Social-liberal

1.9

0.1

Socialist

1.9

0.1

Elderly welfare

0.5

1.3

Other*

3.2

0.8

Total

≈ 100

n /a

* LN is not considered a member of any of these party families and is therefore grouped as ‘other’.

The second column of table 2.4 indicates the percentage of
demonization per party family in relation to the overall news coverage of that
party family. Again the anti-immigration party family scores highest: out of
approximately every 50 times a family member was mentioned in the news,
it was demonized once. The elderly welfare party family (two parties) scores
second highest, with 1.3 percent, followed by the liberal conservative party
family (one party) with 0.3 per cent. All other party families score 0.1 per
cent and these families all consist of one party, except for the ecological party
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The demonizers
In response to the question ‘Who is demonized?’, only parties and politicians

Table 2.5 Demonizers in Dutch written media between 1995 and 2011.
Demonizer

% of total demonization

Politician

26.9

Public figure

22.9

Unknown

21.3

Ordinary citizen

12.8

Institution/organization

8.9

Expert

3.1

Religious leader

1.9

Other

2.2

Total

≈ 100.0

Table 2.5 shows that ‘politician’ is the largest category (26.9 per cent).
This category includes members of parliament, regional politicians, foreign
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5/28/14 9:02 PM

politicians and ex-politicians. The second largest category is ‘public figure’.
Public figures include well-known persons (in the Dutch national context).22
Most national (and/or foreign) politicians are also public figures, but they
are coded as politicians and excluded from the category ‘public figure’. For
example, the category public figures includes well-known journalists, writers,
pundits, film directors, singers, and comedians. The category ‘unknown’
is almost as large as ‘public figure’ (respectively 21.3 per cent and 22.9 per
cent). In 12.8 per cent of the cases someone from the category ‘ordinary
citizen’ demonizes parties. Ordinary citizens often demonized Dutch parties

widespread knowledge like public endorsements or pubic party membership.
Table 2.6 shows that, of all individual parties, PvdA politicians/
affiliates account for most demonization: almost 39 per cent of all
demonization by political parties stems from this party. In at least every 3
articles that involved demonization by party politicians/affiliates, someone
from the PvdA demonized. After the PvdA, politicians/affiliates from the
liberal-conservative party VVD accounted for most demonization (about 16
per cent). In third place is the social-liberal party D66 (almost 13 per cent).
Of ‘the big three’ mainstream parties, the CDA demonized the least (5.9 per

through a letter to the editor or a ‘vox pop’. In 8.9 per cent of the cases, an
institution or organization demonized parties. Examples of such institutions
or organizations are cultural foundations, (public) broadcasting companies,
political movements or other media sources. In 3.1 per cent of the cases,
experts demonized parties. This category consists primarily of scholars like
historians, sociologists, anthropologist, and political scientists. Demonizers
were assigned to this category when their demonization was backed by their
expertise. The smallest category consists of religious leaders (1.9 per cent),
which includes Rabbis and Imams. Demonizers who do not fit in any of the
given categories were grouped together in the category ‘other’ (2.2 per cent).

cent). 5.1 per cent of the total demonization by party politicians/affiliates
came from ‘other parties’. This category primarily involves foreign parties
but also some small/regional parties who never entered Dutch Parliament.
Parties that accounted for little of the total demonization by party politicians/
affiliates are the PVV, LN, LPF and SGP. The parties Unie55+, PvdD, GPV,
EénNL, RPF and CD never demonized any of the Dutch parties under analysis
and are excluded from the table.

Which parties demonize most?
About one third of all demonization between 1995 and 2011 could be
ascribed to a political party (N=844). A demonizer was tied to a political
party either as a party politician or as a party affiliate. Ex-politicians fall into
this latter category, as do prominent people who lent their fame to a party
by becoming an official party candidate at the bottom of the party list (socalled ‘lijstduwers’). These people are purposely put in a position from which
chances are slim they will ever be elected. Party affiliation is also derived from
22 In order to determine who should count as a public figure, two steps were undertaken. First, all demonizers were
googled for their (professional) role in society and whether or not they publicly affiliated themselves with a political
party. At the same time, whether this person should be perceived as a public figure, was determined depending on
the sort of hits that would come up (e.g. Wikipedia information, news stories, number of hits etc.). Second, a limited
test was developed to check whether the decision to categorize a person as public figure (‘yes’ or ‘no’). Through
convenience sampling twenty-five people were asked to state which names they recognized as the names of public
figures and which names they did not. The list included fifty names of demonizers from this study (public figures
and not). This test showed that all demonizers initially categorized as ‘public figure’ in this study had a recognition
score of 90 per cent or higher.
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Table 2.6 Demonization by party politicians/affiliates.
Party name

% demonization
between 1995-2011

% demonization during years of
existence between 1995 -2011

PvdA

38.9

38.9

VVD

16.1

16.1

D66

12.8

12.8

SP

6.0

6.0

CDA

5.9

5.9

Other party

5.1

-

Groenlinks

4.2

4.2

CU

3.6

4.0

PVV

2.1

3.2

LN

2.0

3.0

LPF

1.4

2.8

SGP

1.1

1.1

AOV

0.5

7.0

Total

≈ 100.0

≈ 100.0

Again, every extra year that a party existed in the period under
analysis increased the likelihood a party demonized another party. The
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second column of table 2.6 shows the percentage of demonization by party
politicians/affiliates in relation to the total amount of demonization by party
politicians/affiliates in the years the party existed. However, since the seven
most demonizing parties all existed throughout the entire period under
analysis, these percentages remain the same. The most remarkable outcome
is that the AOV demonized a lot during its four years of existence between
1995 and 2011.
Table 2.7 Relative demonization by party politicians/affiliates.
Party name

% demonization

% other news

Total

PvdA

0.2

99.8

100

VVD

0.1

99.9

100

D66

0.1

99.9

100

SP

0.1

99.9

100

CDA

0.0

100.0

100

Groenlinks

0.1

99.9

100

CU

0.1

99.9

100

PVV

0.1

99.9

100

LN

0.2

99.8

100

LPF

0.0

100.0

100

SGP

0.5

99.5

100

AOV

0.5

99.5

100

Table 2.7 presents the relative demonization by party politicians/
affiliates between 1995 and 2011. The first column of table 2.7 shows the
percentage the party demonized as a fraction of the overall news coverage
on the party during its years of existence. The second column indicates how
often the party was mentioned in a news article without a party politician/
affiliate demonizing another party/politician. The parties that demonized
most when their overall news coverage is taken into account are the AOV
and the SGP (both 0.5 per cent). The anti-establishment party LN scores 0.2
per cent. Of ‘the big three’ mainstream parties the PvdA demonized the most:
it demonized twice as much as the VVD. The percentage of demonization as a
fraction of all news coverage of the CDA appears negligible (0.0 per cent due
to round off).
Table 2.8 shows political demonization by party family. Although
several parties merged into one party family (e.g. anti-immigration, Christian38
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democratic/orthodox), the picture largely remains the same: the social
democrats were by far the party family that demonizes most, followed by the
liberal-conservatives and the social-liberals. Despite the fact that five parties
represent the Christian-democratic/orthodox family, this family accounted
for little demonization. The same is true for the anti-immigration party
family. Five parties also represent this family, but this family does not score
very high on demonizing other parties. Note that years of party existence are
not taken into account in table 2.8.
Table 2.8 Demonization by party families.
Family

% demonization

Social-democratic

38.9

Liberal-conservative

16.1

Social-liberal

12.8

Christian-democratic/orthodox

11.6

Socialist

6.0

Anti-immigration

3.5

Ecologic

4.2

Elderly welfare
0.5
Note: the percentages don’t add up to 100% because the category ‘other party’ cannot be ascribed to a single party
family.

Demonization in the media
Five national newspapers and three national opinion weeklies weve searched
for instances of demonization. Figure 2.3 shows that, of all media sources,
demonization was most covered by De Volkskrant (23.6 per cent), followed by
Trouw (20.6 per cent) and NRC Handelsblad (18.3 per cent). The newspaper
that covered demonization the least is De Telegraaf (9.4 per cent), followed by
Algemeen Dagblad (13.1 per cent). Among the opinion weeklies, demonization
was covered most by Elsevier (6.9 per cent), followed by Vrij Nederland (4.7
per cent) and De Groene Amsterdammer (3.3 per cent).23

23 As noted earlier, De Telegraaf has only been included in the analysis from January 2002 onwards, Elsevier
from January 1999 onwards and Vrij Nederland from January 2004 onwards. However, when all newspapers are
included for the same period of time, the general pattern as displayed in figure 2.3 does not change. De Volkskrant
is still the newspaper that most covers demonization (23.8 per cent), and De Telegraaf is still the newspaper that
least covers demonization (12.3 per cent). Nonetheless, the difference between the two is thus somewhat smaller.
In addition, when all opinion weeklies are included for an equal period in time, again demonization is covered most
by Elsevier (41.3 per cent) and least by De Groene Amsterdammer (22.6 per cent).
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Figure 2.3 Percentage of demonization covered per media source.

Occasionally anti-immigration parties have declared that the
Dutch established media are predominantly left-wing orientated and
therefore negatively biased towards anti-immigration parties. In other
words, journalists are suspected of promoting their political preferences.
For example, party members of the LPF accused the established media of
contributing to Fortuyn’s death by providing a platform to demonize him.
Later that year, the media were accused of favoring the social-democratic
PvdA party leader Wouter Bos over LPF party leader Mat Herben (Brants
and Van Praag, 2005). PVV politicians also repeatedly declared that the leftwing media are negatively biased towards their party.24
However, not all written media are suspected of a bias to the left. Some
newspapers, as well as opinion weeklies, are considered as leaning to the right.
For example, De Telegraaf, Elsevier and, to a lesser degree, NRC Handelsblad
and Algemeen Dagblad are allegedly right-leaning. Trouw is most associated
with Christian-democratic politics, and therefore believed to be most aligned
to the Christian parties (CDA, CU and SGP). De Volkskrant, Vrij Nederland
and De Groene Amsterdammer are considered left-leaning.25
Figure 2.4 provides the percentage of the total demonization of
anti-immigration parties covered by each media source (see AIP), and the
percentage of the total demonization of other parties covered by each media
24 See ‘Het kwaad dat zijn de anderen’ De Volkskrant, 24-03-2012.
25 Also see http://www.offerman.com/mediatraining/AOmediatraining4.pdf (visited 12-03-2012)
and http://mens-en-samenleving.infonu.nl/communicatie/25509-journalistiek-de-krant-het-dagblad.html (visited
12-03-2012).
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source (see Other). This shows that the allegedly left-leaning media sources
such as De Volkskrant and De Groene Amsterdammer indeed covered more
demonization of anti-immigration parties compared to their share of coverage
of demonization of other parties. Vrij Nederland, on the other hand, covered
demonization of other parties more. Furthermore, most right-leaning media
covered demonization of anti-immigration relatively less than demonization
of other parties. NRC Handelsblad is the only newspaper that covered the
demonization of anti-immigration parties and other parties relatively to the
same degree. Thus, demonization of anti-immigration parties was somewhat
more covered in some written news media, and somewhat less in others.
But the differences appear limited, and do not suggest severe bias. Above all,
figure 2.4 shows that the distribution of demonization of anti-immigration
parties and/or other parties between different media sources is largely similar
to the distribution of all demonization (see figure 2.3).
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Figure 2.4 Percentage of total demonization of anti-immigration parties (AIP) and Other parties per media source.

Arguments that go with demonization
Coders were also instructed to code the arguments that were made by the
‘demonizers’ using a set of arguments to choose from, as well as the options
‘no argument’ and ‘other argument’. The set of arguments included ideological
arguments (e.g. populism, nativism, (neo) Nazism/fascism), specific
policy arguments (e.g. immigration, integration, animal welfare, abortion,
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euthanasia, taxes), arguments that address organizational aspects of a party
(e.g. structure, membership options or facilitations), and also arguments that
concerned visual aspects of parties/politicians (e.g. facial similarities, use of
party symbols). Coders were asked to describe what the ‘other argument’
entailed when they encountered one. Sometimes this resulted in the creation
of a new category.
Table 2.9 presents the five arguments that were made most. In half
of the cases, no arguments were given, followed by the container category
‘other argument’ (8.2 per cent of the cases). The third overall argument is
‘views on immigration’. This argument implies that a party/politician strove
for immigration policies reminiscent of the policies of the Nazi regime.
The fourth overall argument is the ‘use of Nazist/fascist discursive terms’.
This argument implies that parties/politicians use the same rhetoric as the
Nazis, for example, by creating an ‘us’ versus ‘them’ distinction and/or by
scapegoating a certain out-group for the ills in society. The fifth most given
argument was ‘worshipping traditional Nazism/fascism’, implying that the
party or politician was a (secret) adherent of traditional Nazism/fascism.
Table 2.9 Top five arguments for demonization
Argument

Table 2.10 Main arguments for demonization.
Party Name

Main argument

AOV

worshipping traditional Nazism/fascism

CD

striving for neo-Nazist policies

CDA

views on art

CU

views on Europe

D66

views on ethical issues

Groenlinks

views on ethical issues

LN

applying the Führerprinzip

LPF

views on constitution

PvdA

worshipping traditional Nazism

PvdD

views on Europe

PVV

use of Nazist /fascist discursive terms

RPF

views on homosexuality

SGP

use of Nazist /fascist discursive terms

SP

anti-Semitism

TON

nationalism

Unie55+

party structure

VVD

views on immigration

% all demonization

1. No argument

50.9

2. Other argument

8.2

3. Views on immigration

6.6

4. Use of Nazist/fascist discursive terms

4.8

5. Worshipping traditional Nazism/fascism

4.0

Table 2.10 shows the main arguments made for demonization of all
individual parties. Note that the table excludes the categories ‘no argument’
and ‘other argument’. The anti-immigration parties CD, LPF and the PVV
were actually most demonized with ‘no argument’, and the CDA, Groenlinks,
and LN were also most demonized without the inclusion of an argument.
The Socialistische Partij (SP) was demonized most because of its
presumed anti-Semitism. The SP is known for its pro-Palestinian attitude,
from which it is often concluded that the party is anti-Israel. One particular
incident strengthened this notion, when a prominent party person was filmed
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in a crowd chanting ‘Hamas, Hamas, gas all the Jews’ (Hamas, Hamas, alle
Joden aan het gas) during a political rally in support of Palestine. However,
the party politician denied even having heard these words.

The demonization of the ecological (greens) Groenlinks and socialliberal party D66 was most argued for on the basis of their views on abortion
and euthanasia. When demonized, their policy proposals were linked to the
medical experiments executed by the Nazi physician Josef Mengele.
The argument made most for the demonization of the socialdemocratic PvdA was ‘worshipping traditional Nazism/fascism’. This is
remarkable because the PvdA has no explicit ties to Nazism or fascism. In
general, neither its politicians nor its supporters are known for sympathizing
with Nazi ideology. However, former PvdA Prime Minister Joop den Uyl
(Cabinet Den Uyl 1973-1977) has been accused of flirting with fascism in
the 1930s, a claim made official by the biography authored by journalist Anet
Bleich which caused some controversy around the year 2008 (when the book
was published).26
26 See Bleich, A. (2008) Joop den Uyl 1919-1987 Dromer en doordouwer, Balans: Amsterdam.
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The demonization of the liberal-conservative party VVD was mostly
argued for by referring to ‘views on immigration’. The party has a reputation
for being very strict on immigration. Prominent party personality Frits
Bolkestein called for limits on immigration from the 1990s onwards. In late
2000, the VVD Minister for Integration and Immigration Rita Verdonk caused
controversy by implementing strict anti-immigration policy measures that
earned her the nickname Iron Rita (IJzeren Rita). Due to internal struggles in
the party Verdonk was expelled from the VVD in 2007, going on to found, in
the same year, her own political movement, TON.

all together, arguing that, instead of aiding other EU-countries, governments
should take care of their own people first, and that the EU should not have
the power to make decisions for the nation state. Many EU-opponents fear
that members of poorer EU-countries will invade the richer countries and
steal jobs meant for the nations’ ‘own people’. This nativist discourse (ingroup
versus outgroup) arguably recalls the nativist discourse used by the Nazis.
The demonization of the ecological party PvdD is also mostly based on the
party’s views on Europe. Although the PvdD and the CU were not explicitly
anti-EU parties like the PVV or the SP, they did ‘vote’ against the proposed

The demonization of the Christian-democratic party CDA was
mostly based on the party’s views on art, referring to their governmental
consent (2011) to cut subsidies for cultural institutions while raising taxes.
This policy measure was referred to as the social-cultural Kristallnacht. The
demonization of the Christian-orthodox party SGP was mostly based in its
assumed ‘worshipping of traditional Nazism/fascism’. Although the SGP
is best known for its orthodox Christian beliefs, the party’s (co-)founder,
Reverend Gerrit Kersten, has been linked to anti-Semitism and Nazism.
Kersten is said to believe that God used Hitler as an instrument to punish
sinners. He is also assumed to be guilty of collaborating with the Nazis and
has been accused of publishing Nazi literature during the war. As a result,
Kersten was expelled from parliament after 1945 (see Fieret, 1990). Up until
2012, the SGP never officially distanced itself from Kersten’s behavior. The
argument most made for the demonization of the Christian-democratic party
RPF was the party’s ‘view on homosexuality’. In 1996, RPF party leader Leen
van Dijke was quoted arguing that homosexuals and thieves are similar in
their expression of deviant behavior.27 This caused a public stir, and Van Dijke
had to defend himself in court. The fact that Hitler also specifically targeted
homosexuals, evoked associations with Nazism. 		
The demonization of the Christian-democratic CU was mostly based
on its views on Europe. Since the economic crisis started around 2008, the
European Union (EU) has been increasingly blamed for ills in (national)
societies. Some parties argue for a legal drawback or want to leave the EU

EU-constitution.
The argument made most for the demonization of the antiimmigration party CD is the party’s alleged attempt to implement neoNazist/fascist policies. The CD was a nationalist party standing for policies
that specifically benefited Dutch natives and disadvantaged ‘foreigners’. The
party strongly opposed the idea of a multicultural society. The demonization
of the LPF was based mostly on the party’s view of the constitution. In 2002
Fortuyn was quoted saying the first article in the Dutch constitution that
forbids discrimination should be abandoned. He did this in the context of
another controversial statement he made in the same interview; that the
Islam is a retarded/backward culture.28 Fortuyn felt that he should be allowed
to make such a comment. His appeal to change Article 1 of the constitution
that prohibits discrimination combined with his comments about Islam, was
perceived as a prelude to a discriminatory regime similar to Nazism.
The demonization of the PVV was most argued for by its alleged use
of Nazist/fascist discursive terms. Party leader Wilders often makes bold
provocative political statements directed at Islam. He has proposed a ‘headrag
tax’ (kopvoddentaks, a tax on wearing a head scarf), warned for a tsunami of
Islam, and spoken of Moroccan street scum (Marokkaans straattuig). Wilders
further opposes the option of dual nationality, and argues that, in order to
show with which country their nationality lies, members of government must
choose one nationality. The PVV is also a fierce opponent of the EU. Wilders’
polarizing rhetoric can be considered highly nativist as well as discriminatory

27 See Nieuwe Revu (nr. 27), 24 juni - 3 juli 1996.

28 See ‘Fortuyn: De grens dicht voor islamiet’ De Volkskrant, 09-02-200
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and it often appears to resemble the nativist and discriminative discourse
used by the Nazis.
The demonization of TON was mostly based on its presumed
nationalism. The nationalist character of TON can be seen in its full party
name: Proud of the Netherlands (Trots op Nederland). The official campaign
poster showed party leader Verdonk behind the steering wheel of a ship,
surrounded by the Dutch national colors.
Remarkably, the demonization of both elderly welfare parties AOV
and Unie55+, was most argued for by pointing out their organizational

much less discussion. Nevertheless, the results show that, although to a lesser
degree, demonization is still a topic of discussion.
The party that was demonized most between 1995 and 2011 in Dutch
written media was the anti-immigration party PVV, while the second most
demonized party was anti-immigration party LPF. Still, when it taking into
consideration how many times a party was mentioned in the Dutch written
media in general (as well as the years of existence), the anti-immigration party
CD was demonized most. This arguably reflects the strategy Dutch political
parties and Dutch media pursued in order to destroy the CD (Fennema,

features such as party structure and the Führerprinzip. The same goes for LN.
During their periods of existence all three parties were plagued by internal
struggles over leadership, and it is alleged that their organizations resemble
the organizational features of the Nazi party.
Again, despite the fact that some incidents and/or party features
provide a context for understating the reasoning behind demonization,
it should be noted that all Dutch parties have always officially distanced
themselves from Nazi/fascist ideology.

2003). The political establishment created an informal cordon sanitaire, and
politicians ignored party leader Janmaat when he spoke in Dutch Parliament.
The media also largely ignored the party, but when they did discuss it, they
apparently did so most negatively. In line with these findings, results show
that, of all party families the anti-immigration party family was demonized
most (in absolute numbers, and in relation to the overall news coverage on
this party family).
These results are, in some ways, unsurprising. In Chapter 1, I argued
that anti-immigration parties are most prone to demonization, and also
that these parties have often complained about being demonized. Fortuyn,
for example, declared that he was demonized just like the CD before him.29
However, it must be noted that two anti-immigration parties, TON and EénNL,
were rarely demonized. Consequently, being an anti-immigrant party alone
does not explain the degree to which a party is demonized. Still, an important
and somewhat unexpected finding of these descriptive analyses is that a very
substantial part of the demonization was directed against members of other
party families (38.6 per cent).
Politicians and party affiliates demonized most, followed by public
figures. The party that demonized most is the social-democratic PvdA (38
per cent). This outcome contrasts with the percentage the party was itself
demonized (4.8 per cent, taken into account the years of existence). Other
left wing parties like D66 and SP also score quite high compared to the
degree they were themselves demonized. This confirms the proposition that

Conclusion
The demonization of Dutch parties increased between 1995 and 2011. In
the first two years of the analysis (1995 and 1996), Dutch political parties
were demonized 52 times per year, the last two years (2010 and 2011) Dutch
political parties were demonized 423 times per year. These results confirm the
assumption that is the basis of this dissertation: demonization occurs quite
frequently, and the concept entails more than a false cry for sympathy (while
at the same time not ruling out that actors falsely claim to be demonized).
Despite the increase in actual demonization, results show that
after 2002 the use of the term demonization gradually decreased. This is
remarkable, in that demonization actually increased from 2002 onwards,
leading to the conclusion that the political murder of Pim Fortuyn and his
claim of demonization beforehand is responsible for the peak in the discussion
of demonization in 2002. Clearly, the demonization of other parties sparked
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29 See ‘Niet de beste spreker wint de verkiezingen, maar hij die goed zijn woorden kiest; Framing, een heel andere
vorm van welsprekendheid’ NRC Handelsblad, 15-05-2010.
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left-wing parties are largely responsible for demonization. In this respect,
the findings contrast with those of Van Praag and Walter (2013) who argue
that after 1956 terms such as Goebbels and fascist have disappeared from the
campaign vocabulary of the PvdA.
This chapter also shows that coverage of demonization was not evenly
distributed over all media. Some anti-immigration parties expressed concern
that most media were negatively biased towards them. In general, allegedly
left-leaning media covered demonization of anti-immigration parties indeed
more than allegedly right-leaning media. At the same time, allegedly right-

Chapter 3
Which Kind of Parties Demonize, and When?

leaning media covered demonization of other parties more than demonization
of anti-immigration parties. However, the differences are limited and do not
suggest severe bias. Furthermore, the distribution of demonization of antiimmigration parties and/or other parties between different media sources is
largely similar to the distribution of all demonization.
When we look at the arguments given for demonization, Dutch
political parties appear to have been often demonized without the inclusion of
an argument. Clearly, how demonization is covered by the media may play a
role in this. The lack of argumentation might also indicate that demonization
is used as a political strategy to smear the reputation of the opponent. In
that case, getting the statement heard is more important than explaining the
reasoning behind it. This raises the question of whether demonization occurs
according to the ‘rules’ of negative campaigning in general. This issue will be
addressed in the following chapter.
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Introduction
Chapter 2 shows that between 1995 and 2011 anti-immigration parties were
demonized most. Anti-immigration party politician Wilders (PVV) maintains
that it is the political establishment that repeatedly demonizes his party. The
political establishment has also been accused of demonizing the CD in the
early eighties/nineties (Fennema, 2003). The late anti-immigration party
politician Fortuyn claimed that the political establishment feared the loss of
its authority and therefore tried to eliminate him from the political scene.
Dutch anti-immigration parties are not the only ones to blame the political
establishment, Austrian, Belgian, French and Danish anti-immigration
parties also complain about how they have been treated (Golsan, 2003;
Happold, 2000; Tributsch, 1994; Verbeeck, 2003). In defense, the political
establishment argues that they do not abuse demonization to consolidate
their power, but that they merely try to warn the public (Riemen, 2010; also
see Zwagerman, 2009).
Chapter 1 makes a distinction between ‘demonization as a warning’
and ‘demonization as a strategy’. Demonization as a warning entails that
demonization is motivated by a concern for certain political intentions. In the
context of this study, it implies that the demonizer believes that a politician or
party poses a political threat that is equal to the Nazi-regime. Demonization
as a warning is meant to point to this imminent danger. One can, however,
also consider demonization as another form of negative campaigning: a
strategy parties employ to become or remain the voter’s preferred party.
Jamieson (1992) and Mayer (1996) define negative campaigning as lying
about undesirable characteristics of your political opponent. Walter (2012:
23) defines negative campaigning as “a strategy by which political parties
distinguish themselves from other political parties, by attacking or criticizing
their opponents”. Demonization is then used as a political tool to harm the
electoral opponent, employed only at strategic points in time, for instance
when a competiting party starts posing a threat. In contrast to demonization as
a warning, the demonized party is considered a ‘normal’ political competitor,
e.g. democratic and nonviolent (see Van der Brug et al., 2000).
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The distinction between the two types of demonization is more
blurred in practice than in theory, because reasons for demonization can be
mixed since warnings can also be voiced strategically. However, when political
actors predominantly use demonization strategically, different patterns in the
circumstances under which parties resort to demonization are expected than
when the sole intention is to warn the public. Studying negative campaigning
in the Netherlands between 1981 and 2006, Walter (2012) shows that factors,
such as government status and electoral standing, influence strategic attack
behavior. Thus, when demonization is seen as another form of negative
campaigning, similar factors are expected to explain why some parties are
more likely to demonize than others.
Anti-immigration parties were demonized most, and their
demonization has sparked a public debate in the Netherlands. Although
anti-immigration parties were demonized most, Chapter 2 showed that,
between 1995 and 2010, 38.6 per cent of all demonization was directed
against members of other party families. When only demonization voiced
by political actors is taken into account, 49 per cent was directed against
members of other party families. Thus, a better understanding of the use of
demonization in the political debate can only be reached by explaining which
kinds of parties demonize anti-immigration parties, and also which kinds of
parties demonize members of other party families.
Theories explaining the circumstances under which demonization
of anti-immigration parties takes place have never been empirically tested,
nor has the extent to which demonization of anti-immigration parties can be
explained by factors other than demonization of other parties. This chapter
seeks to increase academic knowledge about which kind of parties demonize,
and when.
Theory
This section is divided in three parts. First relevant theories about negative
campaigning are discussed, and, based on this, hypotheses are developed
about ‘demonization as a strategy’. In this section, demonization is considered
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a specific form of negative campaigning whereby parties employ strategies to
become or remain the voters preferred party. The second section develops
a theory about ‘demonization as a warning’. At this point, all formulated
hypotheses explain both the demonization of anti-immigration parties and
other parties. The third theoretical section discusses the relationship between
the political establishment and anti-immigration parties, introduces the idea
of ‘demonization as a reaction’, and formulates a hypothesis specifically about
the demonization of anti-immigration parties.

However, for tactical reasons, parties may attack competitors that
are ideologically distant. For instance, anti-immigration party PVV has
considerable electoral support, but at the same time the party faces a great
deal of public animus. Many ideologically distant parties (strongly) oppose
the policy views of the PVV, and we can assume that many voters feel the
same. In this context, demonization is used as a strategy to stand out among
all parties that abhor the PVV. Or, similarly, the right-wing party VVD may
attack the left-wing SP to show right-wing voters that, of all right-wing parties,
they are the best antidote to socialism. Thus, in order to attract voters from

Demonization as a strategy
Müller and Strøm (1999) argue that parties are rational actors who seek three
political objectives: votes, governmental status, and policy influence. One
possible way of achieving these goals is engaging in negative campaigning.
The art of negative campaigning, however, needs a thorough cost benefit
analysis. Although negative campaigning appears effective (see Lau and
Pomper, 2004; Swint, 1998), parties must take into account the possibility of
a backlash or boomerang effect, in which an attack proves counterproductive
(Johnson-Cartee et al., 1991; Walter, 2012) so rational actors are expected to
carefully evaluate the risks before they attack (Walter, 2012).
Haynes and Rhine (1998) maintain that when parties decide to engage
in negative campaigning, ideological proximity influences party competition.
The authors build on Downs’ (1957) spatial theory: parties ideologically close
are each other’s main competitors because they compete for the same group
of voters. Walter (2012; also see Walter et al., 2014) confirms that ideological
proximity explains the most likely targets of negative campaigning in Dutch
parliamentary elections. Being rational actors parties attack ideologically
close opponents, because that provides the best chance of winning votes.
On the basis that ideological proximity provides a tactical advantage, the
following hypothesis is formulated:

parties that are ideologically close, parties attack a party that is ideologically
distant. The logic is as follows: a vote for party X is the best vote against party
Y (also see Kleinnijenhuis, 1998; Meguid, 2005; Walter, 2012). The following
hypothesis is formulated:

H1: Parties are more likely to demonize each other when they are ideologically
close.
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H2: Parties are more likely to demonize each other when they are ideologically
distant.
Irrespective of their ideological positioning, research shows that
opposition parties are more likely to ‘be negative’ than government parties
(Hansen and Pedersen, 2008; Lau and Pomper, 2004; Swint, 1998). Three
reasons are proposed. First, opposition parties have to make clear why they
should replace the parties in government. Second, opposition parties need to
overcome the natural advantage that government parties have. Their status
allows government parties to more easily promote themselves and receive
more media coverage. Third, opposition parties worry less about a possible
backlash or boomerang effect because they have less to lose than government
parties and more to gain from being negative (Walter, 2012; Walter et al.,
2014). Government parties are expected to be most afraid of a possible
backlash effect and thus more prudent, while opposition parties are willing to
take more risk. In addition, government parties are expected to be less eager
in their search for media attention because their position already puts them
in the spotlight. On the assumption that parties make a thorough cost benefit
analysis before they demonize, the following hypothesis is derived:
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H3: Parties in opposition are more likely to demonize than parties in
government.
Damore (2002) maintains that parties employ negative campaign
tactics as a function of their poll standing (also see Skaperdas and Grofman,
1995; Walter, 2012; Walter et al., 2014). The author argues that parties that are
trailing in the polls are more likely to attack. By going negative, these parties
attempt to change how the electorate sees them. Parties that are behind in the
polls have to provide voters with reasons to withdraw their support from their
competitors. Parties that are winning in the polls, on the other hand, have less
of an incentive to go negative, because voters already accept their message.
Furthermore, parties that are behind in the polls are more willing to accept
the risk of a backlash effect because they are losing anyway (Damore, 2002;
Walter, 2012; Walter et al., 2014). The following hypothesis is formulated:
H4: Parties that are losing in the polls are more likely to demonize than parties
that are gaining in the polls.
Demonization as a warning
Dominant social and political mores and values in the Netherlands are
largely established by post–war generation intellectuals, who were all brought
up with the notion that Nazism is the purest form of evil. Guided by the
slogan ‘never again’ non-repetition of this absolute evil became the societal
norm. After the Second World War it became an intellectual task, or to put
it better, a civil task, to spot this evil when it is still in its infancy, in order to
eliminate it (see Zwagerman, 2009; Vuijsje, 2008). Art (2006) concludes that
many German politicians also feel compelled to “react to the slightest sign of
right-wing resurgence” (p, 161). Art calls this a culture of contrition. The fact
that the anti-immigration parties received more attention in scientific work
suggests that academics feel a similar duty (Art, 2006).
When politicians demonize with the intention of warning the public,
policy proposals or public statements of the demonized party are arguably the
main reason for demonization and other party features (status, ideological
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positioning) are of secondary importance. In other words, when a political
party appears as threatening as Nazism, the rules of party competition are
expected to be subordinate. In principle, the chance that parties/politicians
react to this threat is equal for all parties. If the threat is perceived as
monstrous as demonization theoretically implies, most, if not all, parties
recognize this, and take measures accordingly. Arguably however, the degree
to which vigilance is present not only differs between countries, but also
within countries. Art (2006) specifically speaks of elite norms against rightwing resurgence. Zwagerman (2009) and Vuijsje (2008) also emphasize that
it is the intellectual elite that sets the dominant mores and values. The term
establishment refers to the dominant group or elite that holds the power or
authority in a nation. Thus, the political establishment is considered part of the
elite. As a result, the political establishment is most inclined to respond to any
potential revival of Nazism, either detected within anti-immigration parties,
or other parties. This leads to the formulation of the following hypothesis:
H5: Established parties are more likely to demonize than other parties
All hypotheses formulated at this point (H1-5) explain which kinds
of parties are most likely to demonize anti-immigration parties and other
parties. However, when it comes to the demonization of the anti-immigration
party family, the relationship between anti-immigration parties and the
political establishment deserves particular attention. The following section
hypothesizes that established parties are more likely to demonize antiimmigration parties in response to how anti-immigration parties treat them.
Based on this theory, ‘demonization as a reaction’ is introduced. Although H6
predicts similar empirical results as H5, ‘demonization as a reaction’ does not
follow from the idea of a moral obligation to warn the public.
Demonization as a reaction
Several academics argue that anti-immigration parties are characterized by
an explicit populist rhetoric or anti-political-establishment attitude (see

55
5/28/14 9:02 PM

Albertazzi and McDonnell, 2007; Mudde, 2007; Taggart, 1996).30 Accordingly,
Schedler (1996) states that examples of anti-political-establishment
parties exist in abundance in Western Europe because the whole family of
contemporary anti-immigration parties thrives on attacks against the political
establishment. Not all anti-immigration parties are, however, by definition
anti-political-establishment parties. Golder (2003) makes a distinction
between older neo-fascist parties, and more recent populist parties on the far
right. The author concludes that electoral support for the older neo-fascist
parties has remained stable or declined over the decades, while electoral

reflect real situations since the political elite often responds to anti-politicalestablishment attacks with hostility. However, by choosing the role of the
victim anti-immigration parties conceal the “self-chosen nature of their
political isolation” (Schedler, 1996: 300). That is, to incriminate the political
establishment is part of their repertoire.
The political establishment is thus a primary target for anti-immigration
31
parties. At the same time, members of the political establishment regard
anti-immigration parties as dangerous political competitors that need to be
contained. The established parties, the argument goes, have shared political

support for contemporary populist anti-immigration parties has increased.
Thus, although most current anti-immigration parties subscribe to an antipolitical-establishment attitude, some exceptions exist. In addition, the
degree to which an anti-political-establishment attitude is present also differs
between parties. For example, Rooduijn et al. (forthcoming) argue that the
Dutch PVV is more populist than the anti-immigration parties CD, and
LPF. Even so, in general, contemporary anti-immigration parties in Western
Europe are considered anti-political-establishment parties.
Anti-political-establishment parties perceive one specific conflict as
society’s fundamental cleavage: they make a firm distinction between the
‘ruler(s)’ and the ‘ruled’. The ruler is the political establishment, and the
people are the ruled. Anti-political-establishment parties have no regard for
any inter- or intraparty differences; the entire political establishment is seen
as a homogeneous class of corrupt or incompetent people. They believe that
the political establishment forms an exclusionary cartel composed of selfenriching and power-driven villains. Anti-political-establishment parties
consider it their task to liberate both themselves and the people from the elite
(Schedler, 1996).
Anti-political establishment parties further argue that the political
establishment conspires to destroy them. For example, Jörg Haider, late party
leader of the Austrian anti-immigration party Freiheitliche Partei Österreich
(FPÖ) announced that the political establishment had declared political war
on him (Tributsch, 1994). Schedler (1996) points out that these feelings may

power that they do not want to lose. Accordingly, demonization is an effort
by established parties to protect and defend themselves against attacks made
by anti-immigration parties. The political establishment uses demonization
to delegitimize anti-immigration parties, while anti-immigration parties
embrace and exploit the role of political underdog. In short, in response
to the particular attack behavior of anti-immigration parties, the political
establishment is more likely to demonize these parties. This generates the
following hypothesis:

30 An anti-political-establishment or anti-elitist attitude is considered a core component of populism (Rooduijn,
2013).
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H6: Established parties are more likely to demonize anti-immigration parties
than other parties.
Method and data
Five Dutch national newspapers and three national opinion weeklies,
published between 1995 and 2011, were searched for articles on demonization
of political parties by political parties (see Chapter 2 for a detailed description
of the data collection). Since the aim of this chapter is to analyze the attack
behavior of political actors, and not the degree to which the media report
this, repeated coverage of the same instance of demonization is, to the extent
31 The data show that anti-immigration parties seldom demonize political parties (and never a member of their
own party family). Instead, when anti-immigration parties in The Netherlands make use of a reference to Nazism,
they often attack the Islam. This is especially true for the most successful and most recent Dutch anti-immigration
party, the PVV. Its party leader, Wilders, repeatedly stated that the Koran was comparable to Mein Kampf, and that
Islam is a fascist ideology. According to most anti-immigration parties, the political establishment fails to defend
the rights of the national in-group. This, arguably, makes the political establishment, the largest intra-parliament
enemy of anti-immigration parties, while foreign culture/religion is their largest enemy outside parliament.
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possible, excluded from the analysis.32 In total 421 instances of demonization
were selected.
In order to test the hypotheses, a dataset was constructed in
which each instance of demonization was complemented by a number of
observations of non-demonization. These grouped observations result in 421
clusters that each contain one observation of demonization, and a varying
number of observations of non-demonization. For instance, when the VVD
demonized the PVV in April 2010, 10 non-demonizations were inserted as a
score for the remaining parliamentary parties, because, at that point in time,

Independent variables
The variable distance on the left-right dimension indicates, for each party, the
distance on the left/right dimension between the party itself and the demonized
party at the time of demonization. At this point it should be noted that H1 is
tested with the help of two ideological dimensions: the left-right dimension
and the authoritarian-libertarian dimension.33 In order to determine parties’
positions on the left-right dimension, data from the Chapel Hill Expert Survey
(CHES) were used. This survey estimates party positioning on several topics
in a variety of countries, including the Netherlands. The survey was first

these 10 parties did not demonize the PVV (while the VVD did). Thus, the
number of potential political opponents a demonized party had, determined
the number of observations of non-demonization. Between 1995 and 2011
several parties disappeared, and others emerged, so the number of potential
demonizers changed over time. For instance, when the PvdA demonized
the LPF in February 2002, 11 non-demonizations were inserted, because in
February 2002 12 parties were seated in Dutch Parliament (for similar data
analysis see Ridout and Holland, 2010; Walter, 2012; Walter et al., 2014).
Since by definition each cluster contains a single 1 (for the party that
demonizes), and several other values that are 0 (for the parties that do not
demonize), a conditional logistic regression model was estimated with the
dichotomous variable ‘party demonized other party yes/no’ as the dependent
variable.
A conditional logistic regression, however, requires in-group
variation for each variable, making it impossible to include a dummy variable
‘demonized party is anti-immigration party yes/no’. Consequently, in order
to still be able to analyze which kinds of parties are more likely to demonize
anti-immigration parties, the dataset was split into two. The first dataset
consists of 216 clusters of demonization of anti-immigration parties and the
second dataset consists of 205 clusters of demonization of other parties. This
latter group includes the members of all party families, except members of
the anti-immigration party family.

conducted in 1999, and again in 2002, 2006 and 2010. To estimate a party’s
general left-right position, experts were asked to rank each party’s overall
ideology on a scale ranging from 0 (extreme left) to 10 (extreme right). The
party’s final score is the average of these scores (Bakker et al., forthcoming;
Hooghe et al., 2010; Steenbergen and Marks, 2007). All parties in this study
were assigned a left-right score that varied over time, based on the scores
given to them in the 1999, 2002, 2006 and 2010 Chapel Hill Expert Surveys
(see Appendix II).
CHES data were also used to operationalize the variable distance on
the authoritarian-libertarian dimension. In the CHES dataset this dimension
is labeled GAL-TAN (Green, Alternative, Libertarian – Traditional,
Authoritarian, Nationalist). Hooghe et al. (2010) argue that parties’
positioning on the GAL-TAN dimension also provides a valid measurement
of the positioning on the authoritarian-libertarian dimension. The positions
are estimated in the same way as the left-right dimension (see Bakker et
al., forthcoming; Hooghe et al., 2010; Steenbergen and Marks, 2007), (see

32 When a single instance of demonization was covered by several media outlets on the same day, or in the following
days, this instance of demonization has been excluded.
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33 Kriesi et al. (2008) dismiss the notion of a single dimension that structures the party system. Instead, they argue
that two important dimensions can be distinguished: a socio-economic and a socio-cultural one, also referred
to as the left-right dimension and the authoritarian-libertarian dimension (Kitschelt and McGann, 1995). The
authoritarian-libertarian dimension largely classifies parties based on their views on democratic freedom and rights.
Authoritarian parties advocate order, tradition and stability and are cautious about change. They prefer a society
that puts emphasis on respect for authority, hierarchical arrangements, collective norm compliance, and fighting
crime. Libertarian parties value freedom of speech highly, as well as individual freedom in politics and the cultural
sphere (Flanagan and Lee, 2003; Kitschelt and McGann, 1995). According to Kriesi et al. (2008) what they call the
libertarian-authoritarian or the socio-cultural dimension absorbs the issues of immigration and integration.
Despite the fact that a growing number of scholars believe that the relevance of the left-right dimension has declined, it is still prevalent (see Cochrane, 2010). Van Spanje and Van der Brug (2007) indicate that party positions
on immigration and integration issues are still structured by the left-right dimension (also see Van der Brug et al.,
2009; Van Heerden et al., 2014).
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Appendix II). The CHES data were cross validated with data from the
Comparative Manifesto project, the 2003 Benoit-Laver expert survey and the
2002 Rohrschneider-Whitefield survey. Based on this analysis, Hooghe et al.
(2010) conclude that the CHES data are reasonable valid and a reliable source
of information on ideological positioning (Hooghe et al., 2007).
The variable opposition party is a dichotomous variable, indicating
whether a party is in government or opposition at time of the demonization
(1=opposition, 0= government).
The variable relative size in polls indicates for each party the difference
(loss/gain) between electoral seats obtained in the most recent election and
the predicted electoral seats estimated in the last polls before an instance
of demonization took place. Subsequently, the variable is made positive by
adding the maximum seats lost to all values. To control for losses or gains
being different in magnitude for large and small parties, the changes are
divided by the number of electoral seats obtained in the most recent election.
Since some new parties won seats in the polls, without winning any seats
in the previous election, they were attributed a one percent vote share. This
results in the variable being positively skewed. To adjust for that, the log was
taken (also see Walter, 2012).
The variable established is a continuous variable, indicating how many
(rounded off) years a party was in government between 1945 and the year in
which a particular instance of demonization took place. For instance, if an
instance of demonization was coded in 2008, the PvdA scores 41, since it was
in government for 41 years between 1945 and 2008. At the same time, the
LPF scores 1, since it was in government for one year between 1945 and 2008.
Some parties have more access to the media than others, which is
expected to influence the opportunity to publicly demonize other parties.
Therefore a control variable is added. This control variable media coverage
indicates, for each year between 1995 and 2011, how many articles mention
the name of the party or party leader. The same newspapers and opinion
weeklies searched for instances of demonization, were used to obtain these
data.34
34 The variable media coverage highly correlates (0.8) with party size, measured as seats obtained in Parliament.
However, it is most accurate to control for the actual exposure each party had between 1995 and 2011.
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Results
Table 3.1 presents the results of four conditional logit models. To facilitate
interpretation, models were estimated separately for the variables distance leftright dimension and distance authoritarian-libertarian dimension. In addition,
models were estimated based on the two different datasets, one containing
the demonization of anti-immigration parties, the other containing the
demonization of other parties.
Table 3.1 Clogit predictors of parties demonizing ‘anti-immigration parties’ and ‘other parties’.
Model
AIP

1:
SE

Model
OP

2:
SE

Model 3:
AIP

SE

0.00***

0.00

Media

8.50

0.00

0.00***

0.00

Distance l/r (H1/H2)

0.50***

0.06

0.25***

0.06

Distance a/l (H1/H2)

-

-

Opposition (H3)

- 0.12

-0.12

Relative size (H4)

-1.03***
0.05***

Established (H5/H6)
LR X2 (df=5)
Pseudo R2

214.8***
0.25

-

-

-

Model
OP

4:

0.00***
-

SE
0.00
-

-

0.41***

0.06

0.42***

0.07

1.55***

0.26

-1.08***

0.22

1.71***

0.25

0.23

0.14

-0.16

-1.26***

0.23

0.30

0.21

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.03***

0.01

-0.01

0.01

117.8***

179.0***

144.5***

0.18

0.22

0.22

N
216
205
216
205
Note: AIP = Anti-Immigration Parties, OP = Other Parties, SE = Standard Error. * p ≤ 0.05 ** p ≤ 0.005 *** p ≤ 0.001
(two-tailed); - variable is not included in the model.

Model 1 is set up to explain the demonization of anti-immigration
parties, including the predictor distance left-right dimension, and model 3
explains the demonization of anti-immigration parties, including the predictor
distance on the authoritarian-libertarian dimension. Likewise, model 2 is set
up to explain the demonization of other parties, including the predictor
distance on the left-right dimension, and model 4 explains the demonization of
other parties, including the predictor distance on the authoritarian-libertarian
dimension. All models explain a statistically significant part of the variance
(see the Likelihood Ratio (LR) X2 statistics at the bottom of table 3.1). There
are no multicollinearity problems in the data.35
35 Multicollinearity between all predictors in each model is tested with the help of multiple linear regression
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The control variable media coverage has a positive (yet not always
significant) effect on demonization in all models. Overall, parties that appear
more in the media, have more chances to demonize, making it important to
control for.
Model 1 shows that the effect of the predictor distance on the leftright dimension is significant and positive (0.50 significant at p ≤ 0.001). This
indicates that the greater the ideological distance between a potential attacker
and the anti-immigration party, the higher the chance a party is demonized.
Thus, H1 is rejected, while H2 is supported. The effect of opposition is not

Model 3 explains the demonization of anti-immigration parties
with inclusion of the predictor distance on the authoritarian-libertarian
dimension. The effect of ideological distance is again significant and positive
(0.41, significant at p ≤ 0.001). The greater the ideological distance on the
authoritarian-libertarian dimension, the more likely a party is to demonize
an anti-immigration party. As in model 1 and 2, H1 is rejected and H2 is
supported. The predictor opposition has a significant and negative effect
(-1.08, significant at p ≤ 0.001). Parties in government are more likely to
demonize anti-immigration parties, than parties in opposition. The effect is

significant, so H3 is rejected. Relative size in polls has a significant and
negative effect (-1.03, significant at p ≤ 0.001) indicating that the more a
party gains in the polls (in comparison to its actual parliamentary size), the
less likely it is to demonize anti-immigration parties. In other words, parties
trailing in the polls are more likely to demonize anti-immigration parties
than parties that are gaining in the polls. This result supports H4. Finally,
the variable established has a significant positive effect (0.05, significant at p
≤ 0.001). The more established a party, the more likely it is to demonize an
anti-immigration party. These findings provide support for H6.
Model 2 explains the demonization of other parties (i.e. all parties
except anti-immigration parties). The effect of distance on the left-right
dimension is significant and positive (0.25, significant at p ≤ 0.001). As in
model 1, parties are more likely to demonize parties that are further away
on the ideological dimension than parties that are ideologically close. Thus,
again H1 is rejected and H2 is supported. The effect of opposition is significant
and positive (1.55, significant at p ≤ 0.001). Parties in opposition are more
likely to demonize than parties in government. In contrast to model 1, H3
is supported. The effect of relative size in polls is no longer significant. Poll
standing does not have a significant effect on attack behavior. The effect of
predictor established is also no longer significant in model 2. The degree to
which a party is established has no significant effect on the degree to which it
demonizes other parties. Thus, model 2 provides no support for H5.

in opposite direction to what was expected. As in model 1, H3 is rejected.
Also in line with model 1, relative size in polls has a significant negative effect
(-1.26, significant at p ≤ 0.001). Parties that are trailing in the polls are more
likely to demonize anti-immigration parties than parties that are winning in
the polls. This result supports H4, (as in model 1). The effect of the variable
established is significant and positive (0.03, significant at p ≤ 0.001). The more
established parties are, the more likely they are to demonize anti-immigration
parties. This result is similar to the result in model 1. In both models, H6 is
supported.
In model 4, the effect of distance on the authoritarian-libertarian
dimension is also positive and significant (0.42, significant at p ≤ 0.001). The
greater the ideological distance between the potential attacker and the target,
the more likely parties were to demonize other parties. The effect of the
predictor opposition is significant and positive (1.71, significant at p ≤ 0.001)
indicating that parties in opposition are more likely to demonize non-antiimmigration parties than parties in government. Thus, H3 is supported. The
effects of relative size in the polls and establishment are not significant and do
not explain why parties demonize other parties, so H4 and H5 are rejected.
Since the interpretation of (conditional) logistic regression
coefficients may not appear very intuitive table 3.2 shows the odds ratios of
all independent variables.36 These odds ratios are the probability of an event
happening, divided by the probability of an event not happening. Odds ratios
equal to 1 indicate that there is a 50/50 chance an event will occur. When the

models, using a random continuous dependent variable. All Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) scores lie between 1.1
and 3.4 with a tolerance between 0.9 and 0.3. (VIF scores higher than 5 or 10 and/or tolerance scores less than 0.2
or 0.1 indicate a problem with multicollinearity)
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36 Unlike OLS regression the slope coefficients in logistic regression are not the rate of change in Y, as X changes,
but they should be interpreted as the rate of change in odds as X changes.
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odds ratios of predictor A equal 3, then one unit change in Xa makes the event
three times as likely to occur. Odds ratios smaller than 1 indicate that events
are less likely to occur. Table 3.2 thus shows that ideological distance has a
significant positive effect in all models. It has the smallest effect in model 2,
where, per point greater in distance, the odds of parties demonizing other
parties increase by 39 per cent. The largest effect is seen in model 1, where, per
point greater in distance, the odds of parties demonizing anti-immigration
parties increase by 64 per cent.
Table 3.2 Odds ratios of the independent variables.
Model 1: AIP

Model 2: OP

Media

1.000001

1.000288***

Distance l/r (H1/H2)

1.641754***

1.287873***

Distance a/l (H1/H2)

-

-

Model 3: AIP
1.000191***
-

Model 4: OP
1.000422***
-

1.50856***

1.51973***

Opposition (H3)

0.8890619

4.713335***

0.3383292***

5.543313***

Relative size (H4)

0.3573067***

1.15501

0.283985***

1.35302

Established (H5/H6)
1.049727***
1.004231
1.026025***
0.9899073
Note: AIP = Anti-Immigration Parties, OP = Other Parties, SE = Standard Error. * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01; *** p ≤
0.001(two-tailed); - variable is not included in the model.

The kind of effect that opposition has differs between the demonization
of anti-immigration parties and the demonization of other parties. In both
models that explain the demonization of other parties (model 2 and 4), the
effect is significant and positive. Opposition parties are more than 4 and
more than 5 times more likely to demonize other parties than parties in
government. However, in model 3 the effect is also significant, but negative.
For opposition parties the odds of demonizing anti-immigration parties are
about 34 per cent as from parties that are in government. Put differently, the
odds for opposition parties to demonize anti-immigration parties are about
56 per cent less as from parties that are in government.
In models 1 and 3, the effect of relative size in the polls is negative and
significant. For every point gained in relative size, the odds of demonizing
anti-immigration parties are 36 per cent (model 1) and 28 per cent (model
3) compared to parties that lose a point. The effect of this predictor is
insignificant for the demonization of other parties.
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Finally, established parties are more likely to demonize antiimmigration parties. When the predictor distance on the left-right dimension
is included in the model, per year more established, the odds of established
parties demonizing anti-immigration parties increase by 5 per cent. When
the predictor distance on the authoritarian-libertarian dimension is included,
the odds of established parties demonizing anti-immigration parties increase
by 3 per cent per year the party is more established.
Conclusion
The aim of this chapter was to determine which kind of parties demonize, and
when. Two questions are of particular interest. First, are the circumstances
under which demonization takes place similar to the circumstances that
explain why political actors resort to other forms of negative campaigning?
Second, is the pattern behind the demonization of anti-immigration parties
similar to the pattern behind the demonization of other parties?
Anti-immigration parties are most likely to be demonized by
parties that are ideologically distant, by parties that are losing in the polls,
by established parties, and to some extent by parties in government. Other
parties are most likely to be demonized by parties that are ideologically
distant, and by parties in opposition. Walter (2012; also see Walter et al.,
2014) studied negative campaigning in the Netherlands, Germany and
Britain over the past decades and found that opposition parties, and parties
that are trailing in the polls, are more likely to go negative. She also found
that parties are most likely targeted by parties that are ideologically close.
Thus, although similarities are found, demonization considerably differs
from the circumstances under which parties resort to other forms of negative
campaigning. Furthermore, the results indicate that the pattern behind the
demonization of anti-immigration parties is distinct from the pattern behind
the demonization of other parties.
All four models show that parties are more likely to demonize
competitors that are ideologically distant than competitors that are
ideologically close. These findings contrast with the classic Downsian (1957)
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notion that parties most likely attack competitors that are ideologically close.
In fact, these findings support the less-straightforward hypothesis that parties
demonize parties that are ideologically distant to distinguish themselves
from their ideologically close competitors. However, setting strategy aside,
it is possible that parties are more likely to perceive ideologically distant
competitors as dangerous. Often, the greater the ideological distance between
parties, the more they differ on political issues. Parties that are pitted against
each other on most (or even all) political issues are likely to consider each
other unqualified parties on the whole. When another party is already

anti-immigration parties, but not for other parties. The assumption that
parties that are trailing in the polls are more likely to go negative, agrees
with the literature on negative campaigning (Damore, 2002; Skaperdas and
Grofman, 1995; Walter, 2012; Walter et al., 2014). But why are parties that are
trailing in the polls only more likely to demonize anti-immigration parties,
and not other parties? Chapter 1 points out that the conceptualization of
demonization introduces a bias towards the political right, because far
right parties are ideologically closer to the ideology/regime that represents
absolute evil. Conceivably, this makes them an easy target, and thus, it is most

regarded as unqualified, it is easier to consider policy positions of such a
party as alarmingly dangerous. In that respect, these findings also support
the idea of ‘demonization as a warning’.
The outcome that opposition parties are more likely to demonize
other parties than government parties, agrees with literature about party
competition and attack behavior (Hansen and Pedersen, 2008; Lau and
Pomper, 2004; Swint, 1998). However, anti-immigration parties are more
likely to be demonized by parties in government, than by parties in opposition.
Although the effect is significant in only one of the two relevant models (1, 3),
in both models it has a negative direction. Assuming that government parties
are less likely to go negative out of strategic considerations, this suggests that
they use demonization as a warning. As rulers, government parties may feel
more responsible for pointing out dangers to society. Another explanation
is that government parties, like established parties, have a tense relationship
with anti-immigration parties. As stated earlier, anti-immigration parties are
considered anti-political-establishment parties. According to Schedler (1996),
anti-political-establishment parties neglect the basic modern democratic
’binary code’ of government and opposition. This makes all governing parties
a primary target for anti-immigration parties. Consequently, government
parties strike back to defend their position and keep the anti-immigration
parties at bay. In this case, as with established parties, demonization reflects
the strained relationship between government parties and anti-immigration
parties.
The effect of doing badly in the polls is significant for demonizing

credible and effective to demonize anti-immigration parties. In addition, the
anti-immigration parties under analysis are generally successful in the polls,
so there are many votes to reap, or to steal back, from these parties.
The more established a party, the greater the chance of it demonizing
anti-immigration parties. This result supports the idea that a culture of
vigilance is most deeply entrenched in established parties. This does not mean
that other parties do not demonize as a warning, but suggests that the apostles
of a culture of vigilance are most likely to alarm the public. However, the fact
that other parties are not more likely to be demonized by established parties
suggests that demonizing anti-immigration parties is a collective effort by
established parties to delegitimize those parties that hold them responsible
for all ills in society. This is because if established parties are more likely to
react to the slightest revival of Nazi/fascist-ideology, a significant effect in all
four models might be expected. Yet, it can also be argued that other parties
never really pose a credible threat because they are so distant from Nazi/
fascist ideology.
While the results presented in this chapter provide important insights
in the processes leading parties to demonize, this study has some limitations.
As noted earlier, the theoretical distinction between ‘demonization as a
warning’ and ‘demonization as a strategy’ is most tenable in theory. Warnings
can be voiced strategically, and reasons for demonization can be mixed.
In-depth interviews with demonizers in order to examine their reasons
in more detail will help clarify this issue. In addition, the data used for
these analyses were collected from written media, and although attempts
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were made to minimize any distortion caused by the media, add or using
data that are directly obtained from parliamentary debates is desirable.
Furthermore, this study analyzes data from a split sample (the demonization
of anti-immigration parties/ the demonization of other parties) against the
background of general attack behavior. However, it would be most desirable
to compare demonization of anti-immigration parties with general attack
behavior that is also specifically directed against anti-immigration parties.
The same is true for the demonization of other parties. Finally, to explore the
extent to which the findings from this study are validated in other contexts, it

Chapter 4
The Electoral Consequences of Demonization

would be desirable to obtain comparative data.
Despite several shortcomings, this study provides a better
understanding of the circumstances in which parties are most likely to
demonize. Based on these results, for both groups, support for ‘demonization
as a strategy’ is moderate. Parties that demonize, sometimes ignore the basic
rules of negative campaigning, showing that demonization has its own unique
dynamics. Nonetheless, the fact that some predictors related to ‘demonization
as a strategy’ have significant effects, implies that demonization is also
not always used as a warning, but at times as a political tool to slander the
opponent. The differences between the circumstances under which political
actors resort to demonization of anti-immigration parties and other parties
indicate that attack behavior differs depending on who the target is. In that
respect, results in this chapter provide support for ‘demonization as a reaction’
and reflect the strained relationship between the political establishment and
anti-immigration parties.
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Introduction
For almost a decade now, Dutch anti-immigration party PVV has been a
prominent and controversial force in the Dutch political landscape. Between
2004 and 2011 the party became increasingly successful. At the same time, it
was heavily contested, as shown by the degree of demonization (see Chapter
2). The analyses in Chapter 3 did not unequivocally answer the question
whether demonization is morally or politically motivated, but the desired
effect of demonization seems unambiguous: to reduce, restrict or rule out
support for the targeted party. For example, a Dutch political commentator
argued that party support for the PVV might decrease when the party is
portrayed as too radical, because this has also reduced electoral support for
the American Tea Party.37
Downs (2001; also see Husbands, 2002; Widfeldt, 2004) argues that
established parties might pursue strategies of disengagement to decrease
party support for anti-immigration parties. Such strategies concern
legal repression, political repression and/or political isolation. Arguably
demonization is also a strategy of disengagement, since it suggests that the
targeted party is not ‘normal’ and is illegitimate. The effects of strategies of
disengagement are largely underexplored, and initial conclusions appear
contradictory. For example, Fennema (2000), Fennema and Van der Brug
(2006) and Van Donselaar (1995) maintain that strategies of disengagement
have been effective at rolling back the success of anti-immigration parties,
while Downs et al. (2009), Heinisch (2003) and Husbands (2002) conclude
that strategies of disengagement have proven surprisingly ineffective, or even
counterproductive (for example see Van Spanje and De Vreese, forthcoming).
Dutch political commentator Bas Heijne is sceptical. In December 2013 antiimmigration party PVV distributed political propaganda stickers displaying
provocative messages such as ‘Mohammed is a crook’ and ‘The Koran is a lie’.
According to Heijne, this served as bait for the political establishment. The
PVV hoped that one of the established parties would react with a referral to
Nazism/fascism. More specifically, the PVV wants to be demonized because
37 See Buitenhof broadcasted on January 19th 2014.

70
28_5_dissertation.indb 70-71

this might benefit the party. Demonization allows the PVV to play the victim
and win the sympathy vote.38
This chapter seeks to contribute to the existing literature by providing
an empirical analysis of the effect demonization has on the electoral support
for the targeted party. The party analyzed is the Dutch anti-immigration
party the PVV. During its years of existence, the PVV has been considerably
demonized, although to varying degrees. Furthermore, its electoral size and
political role has also changed substantially over time. Ever since the party
was formed, the demonization of the PVV has been publicly contested. Some
Dutch political commentators have speculated that there will be a decrease in
party support, while others have predicted an increase.39 As will be discussed
in the theoretical section below, sound theoretical arguments have been put
forward for both views.
Theory
There are two main strategic responses to electorally weaken antiimmigration parties that established parties can choose from: engage or
disengage (Downs, 2001; also see Husbands, 2002; Widfeldt, 2004). When
established parties opt for strategies of engagement, they seek to ‘tame’ antiimmigration parties by drawing them into the political system and granting
them legislative or governing responsibilities (Downs et al., 2009; also
see Bale, 2003, 2008; Bale et al., 2010; De Lange, 2012). When established
parties opt for strategies of disengagement, they seek to decrease electoral
support for anti-immigration parties by keeping them at bay. One way to
disengage from the anti-immigration party is by ignoring it, thus depriving
it of legitimacy. The anti-immigration party is then treated as nothing more
than a nuisance, unworthy of the establishment’s time, in the hope that, due
to this ‘silent treatment’ the anti-immigration party will gradually grow faint
and disappear. A second strategy of disengagement is to repress or isolate the
38 See ‘Schandaal’ NRC Handelsblad, 21-12-013.
39 Also see‘ Elite knuffelt Wilders nu graag dood: Geert Widers Extreem-rechts of nationaal conservatief? De
Volkskrant, 26-02-2009; ‘Nederland lijdt aan borderline; vier auteurs proberen grip te krijgen op politiek verschijnsel
Wilders’ Trouw, 08-05-2010; ‘Niet de beste spreker wint de verkiezingen, maar hij die goed zijn woorden kiest;
Framing, een heel andere vorm van welsprekendheid’ NRC Handelsblad, 15-05-2010.
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anti-immigration party by legal or political means such as raising the electoral
threshold, outlawing the party completely, or by forming blocking coalitions
to exclude the anti-immigration party from any executive authority. Practical
examples of disengagement strategies are the systemic boycott of the CD in
the Netherlands (Van Donselaar, 1995) as well as the cordon sanitaire around
the Vlaams Blok (VB) in Belgium (Damen, 2001).
Taking Downs’ (2001) typology into account, demonization is
also a strategy of disengagement because, like political isolation and legal
repression, demonization involves the de-legitimation of an opponent.

can considerably reduce the party’s legitimacy, especially when the defendant
is the party leader. The party is then associated with unlawful behavior and
-justifiably or unjustifiably- its record is no longer irreproachable. Clearly,
when the party or politician is found guilty, this is expected to further decrease
the party’s legitimacy. Second, the party’s effectiveness can suffer as a result of
prosecution. This can be either a real, or a perceived loss in effectiveness. Real
loss in effectiveness, for example, can result from the party leader’s absence,
the loss of financial resources spent on trial, or from a reduced willingness
by other political actors to cooperate with the defendant’s party because the

Demonization is also a way to indicate that the party in question must not
be regarded as ‘normal’ but as a dangerous political outcast that threatens
democracy. Other parties distance themselves from the anti-immigration
party by attacking it fundamentally, stressing a division between the ‘good
democrats’ and the ‘malignant outsider’. Focusing on the ‘disengaging’ nature
of demonization, the remainder of this theoretical section will consider the
electoral consequences of strategies of disengagement.

leader has been discredited as a criminal. Although a loss in effectiveness is
not inevitable, voters might still see it that way, leading to a perceived loss in
effectiveness.
The predictions made by Van Spanje and De Vreese (forthcoming) are
supported by the assumption that one of the main reasons that the Dutch
anti-immigration party CD failed to establish itself was that its message was
widely and consistently de-legitimized by relevant political actors and the
media (Fennema and Van der Brug, 2007). Throughout its existence, legal
prosecution and political isolation dogged the CD. Party leader Janmaat
suggested that his party was only able to recruit politicians with a criminal
record (Van Donselaar, 1995). It was also extremely difficult for the party
to hold general meetings. Several municipalities refused to rent out their
accommodations unwilling to facilitate undemocratic organizations (Van
Donselaar, 1995). Public marches and protests were legally prohibited on
the grounds of public order and safety. Janmaat was charged several times
with incitement to hatred and discrimination of foreigners several times.
He was often acquitted, but in 1994 and 1997 he was convicted for inciting
racial hatred, resulting in financial penalties (Fennema, 2000). Besides legal
prosecution, Dutch political parties excluded the CD from all political
collaboration. Whenever Janmaat spoke in Parliament, members of other
parties would either leave, or would ignore him. The media also boycotted
the CD, some refused to discuss the party, while others discussed it mostly
in dismissive terms. Chapter 2 shows that the CD was been demonized more
frequently in the media than latter-day anti-immigration parties like the LPF

Strategies of disengagement: intended effects
Besides other matters, support for anti-immigration parties depends on
voters’ perceptions of the party’s perceived legitimacy and effectiveness (Bos
and Van der Brug, 2010). Legitimacy entails that the party is democratic, and
effectiveness entails that the party is able to affect policies. Voters are only
willing to support anti-immigration parties if they consider the party ‘normal’.
Once anti-immigration parties are considered legitimate and effective, voters
evaluate it by the same standards they use to judge other parties. In other
words, voters are prepared to vote for an anti-immigration party when they
agree with their policies on immigration and integration, provided that they
perceive this party as democratic and able to affect policies (Bos and Van der
Brug, 2010; Van der Brug et al., 2005; also see Eatwell, 2003).
Based on the importance of perceived legitimacy and effectiveness,
Van Spanje and De Vreese (forthcoming) formulate two reasons that predict
a drop in party support for anti-immigration parties once these parties face
legal prosecution. First, if a politician is charged with a criminal offence, this
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and PVV. 40 The loss of its 3 parliamentary seats in 1998 marked the end of the
CD, although the party was not officially abolished until 2002.
Germany provides another example of a case where a strategy of
disengagement had its intended effect. After the Second World War, the
German political establishment adopted a clear strategy of de-legitimation
against any form of Nazi resurgence. A critical examination of the Nazi
past had led to a ‘culture of contrition’ among the political establishment
and other elite actors (Art, 2007). When the anti-immigration party Die
Republikaner managed to enter the Berlin Parliament and the European

the electoral success of anti-immigration parties, Downs et al. (2009) argue
that “the evidence from select countries suggests that strategies of isolation,
ostracism and demonisation prove surprisingly ineffective at rolling back or
even containing threats to the democratic order […]” (p. 152). These authors
further conclude that strategies of disengagement often yield unintended or
undesired consequences, actually increasing support for anti-immigration
parties, instead of decreasing it.
For example, Van Spanje and De Vreese (forthcoming) studied the
electoral effects of hate speech prosecution, taking the decision to prosecute

Parliament in the 1980s, the question of explicit or tacit cooperation was
never raised. Instead, the established Christian-democratic party Christlich
Demokratische Union Deutschlands (CDU) repeatedly opted for unpopular
coalitions in order to bypass Die Republikaner. All German parties followed
a policy of Ausgrenzung. In regional legislatures, for example, politicians
were instructed to vote against any proposal of Die Republikaner. Whenever
politicians violated the policies of the Ausgrenzung, they were expelled from
their parties. The media and other social actors also played a crucial role.
Germany’s largest tabloid newspaper Bild campaigned relentlessly against
Die Republikaner, for example, by portraying the party and its members
as neo-Nazis. German citizens also actively protested against the party by
drawing comparisons between Die Republikaner and Nazism. Eventually, the
combined reactions of the political parties, the media and civil society, led to
the collapse of Die Republikaner (Art, 2007).
To sum up, demonization is a strategy of disengagement that intends
to reduce the legitimacy of anti-immigration parties. By portraying an antiimmigration party as the embodiment of (neo-)Nazism/fascism, the party’s
legitimacy is publicly called into question. When this strategy is effective,
electoral support for the targeted party is expected to decrease.

PVV party leader Wilders as a case in point. Contrary to the predictions
formulated in the previous section, their analysis suggests that the decision
to prosecute Wilders for hate speech actually increased electoral support for
the PVV.41 The authors provide four explanations for an increase in antiimmigration party support when pursuing legal action. First, the defendant’s
party probably gains a lot of media attention from being prosecuted, and
most research confirms that media attention has an overall positive effect on
the electoral performance of political parties (see Koopmans and Muis, 2009;
Van Aelst et al., 2008; Vliegenthart et al., 2012). In addition, an increase in
media exposure is expected to increase a party’s perceived effectiveness, which
subsequently increases party support (Bos and Van der Brug, 2010). Second,
prosecution can lead to a stronger association between the defendant’s party
and the political issue at stake. A further strengthening of the association
between a party and a political issue amplifies the party’s ‘issue ownership’.
Basically, ‘issue ownership’ relates to the idea that voters associate certain
issues with certain parties, and is considered an important political strength
because parties win votes most easily on the issues they ‘own’ (Petrocik,
1996; Van der Brug, 2004). Third, the electorate perceives an issue as more
important when it gets more media attention (McCombs and Shaw, 1972).
Thus, in this particular case, prosecution would lead voters to add weight
to the issues of immigration and integration, provided that prosecution

Strategies of disengagement: unintended effects
While there are reasons to expect strategies of disengagement to impair
40 When taking into account how often the party was mentioned in the media in general. Also see (Schafraad et
al., 2009).
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41 Despite the fact that dozens of reports were filed against Wilders, the Dutch Public Prosecution Service decided
against prosecution in June 2008. However, in January 2009 the Amsterdam Court of Appeal, proceeding from a
formal complaint made by several individuals and organizations, repealed this decision. Attracting massive media
attention, the trial started in October 2010, resulting in Wilders’ acquittal in June 2011 (Van Spanje and De Vreese,
forthcoming).
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indeed brings more media attention, and voters were exposed to this. Such
an increase in perceived importance would again benefit party support for
anti-immigration parties, since they ‘own’ these issues (Boomgaarden and
Vliegenthart, 2007; Walgrave and Deswert, 2004). For example, in 1991,
Frits Bolkestein, leader of the liberal party the VVD, made a speech in
Luzern in which he warned against the threat of Islam and the dangers of
failed integration. The speech sparked a heated public debate and Bolkestein
came under serious attack from his political opponents, most notably by the
CDA. However, along the way, it became clear that electoral support for the

dissatisfied with the establishment. When demonization is considered merely
‘political’ this may benefit the demonized party. In this context, Downs (2002)
argues that an overeager penchant for political correctness only seems to fuel
support for anti-immigration parties.
Strategies of isolation can also have unintended effects. Turning
a blind eye, for example, can allow the anti-immigration party free rein to
advertise its propaganda and win votes (Downs, 2002). The Belgian political
establishment adopted a strategy of political isolation towards the antiimmigration party VB. Besides, the VB was regularly described as fascist in

VVD actually increased. After Bolkestein’s speech, more than 50 per cent
of the electorate considered immigration as the most important political
issue, compared to less than 10 per cent in 1989 (Van Donselaar, 1995: 5657). So without serious competition from anti-immigration parties at that
point, Bolkestein not only put the issue of immigration high on the agenda,
but he also made the VVD the owner of that issue. Fourth, politicians can
benefit from prosecution by portraying themselves as martyrs for freedom
of speech. Political martyrdom is considered a successful populist strategy
to attract voters who are suspicious of the political establishment (Abedi,
2001). Voters who already lack confidence in the political establishment, may
be increasingly deterred by this repression, and become further alienated
(Capoccia, 2001). In fact, after being cleared of all charges, Wilders publicly
stated that his acquittal was primarily a victory for the freedom of speech.42
The first three explanations for an increase in electoral support for
the targeted party seem also applicable to demonization. However, when a
party is demonized, this does not hinder the party’s/politician’s freedom of
speech. Still, when anti-immigration parties successfully maintain that their
linkage to Nazism is nothing more than a knee-jerk attack, demonization
may also provide an opportunity to exploit the role of the victim. If voters
get the impression that a party is being unfairly attacked, the party becomes
the underdog and wins the voters’ sympathy. Seen as a dishonest attack,
demonization can also attract protest voters, especially those who are already

the Belgian media. However, the systematic boycott and de-legitimation of
the VB did not seem to harm the party’s electoral success. The Economist
writes: “Despite—or perhaps because of—its ostracism by all the mainstream
Belgian parties, its share of the vote continues to go up relentlessly. […]
The Blok’s roots do indeed lie in the resentments of families of former Nazi
collaborators who faced penalties and discrimination long after the war of
1939-45. But by dismissing the Blok as little more than a bunch of Nazis the
Belgian political establishment has talked itself into a corner” (2001:48).43
After labeling the VB as a Nazi force, cooperation between the establishment
and the VB became inconceivable, while the ostracism of the VB also
hindered the political process in general. This situation played into the hands
of the VB, confirming the party’s criticism of the political establishment as an
ineffective, self-serving monopoly (Downs et al., 2009).

42 See ‘Wilders: vrijspraak overwinning voor vrijheid van meningsuiting’, NRC Handelsblad, 23-05-2011 http://
www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2011/06/23/wilders-vrijpraak-is-overwinning-voor-vrijheid-van-meningsuiting/
(visited
December 11th, 2013)
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Timing
The above indicates that the predicted effect of demonization on electoral
support for anti-immigration parties can go two ways. So far the effect of
timing has been ignored, but Art (2007) argues that timing is of crucial
importance when it comes to the effect of strategies of de-legitimation (also
see Husbands, 2002). According to Art (2007) strategies of de-legitimation
are more likely to have a negative effect on anti-immigration parties’ electoral
success when these parties are not yet fully established. In the early stages of
their establishment, then, political newcomers are more vulnerable to elite
43 The Economist (print edition), ‘Belgium A worrying European paradox, July 5th, 2001.
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accusations that the party is illegitimate. However, once party organizations
have become stronger, supporters more loyal, and party officials have
become entrenched in local, state or national legislative bodies, efforts to delegitimate anti-immigration parties are likely to become less productive or
even counterproductive. It becomes harder for the political establishment to
dismiss the party. The effect of attacks against anti-immigration parties is thus
dependent on decisions taken in the past. If the political establishment has
already cooperated with the anti-immigration party, demonization is likely
to become less credible, and thus less effective, or ineffective. Conversely,

also showed its ambivalence towards democratic institutions by proposing
to abolish the Senate. Despite the fact that the party became increasingly
established, voters most likely still considered the PVV a political outsider
(also see Bos and Van der Brug, 2010). During the third period, the PVV held
an overwhelming 24 seats. More importantly, it became the official support
partner of the minority government coalition, of the two established parties
VVD and CDA. In the meantime, Wilders had also become one of the longest
serving members of Parliament, adding to his party’s established status.
Clearly, the PVV fulfilled different political roles in every single

demonization is more likely to have a positive effect on the electoral
success of anti-immigration parties, after the party is established. Once the
establishment has granted them some legitimacy, anti-immigration parties
are more likely to credibly discard demonization as a knee-jerk attack.
The political career of the PVV can be divided in three distinct
periods: the early years when the party had just been founded, up until the
first elections in which it participated (September 2004 - November 2006);
the period in which the party held 9 seats in opposition (November 2006 –
June 2010); and the period after the 2010 elections, when the party had 24
seats in the Dutch House of Representatives and was officially a supporting
partner of the Dutch minority government coalition (June 2010 – December
2011).44
Taking into account the conditional effect of timing, demonization is
expected to decrease the electoral success of the PVV during the first of these
periods. In this period, the party was largely a political outsider. Wilders had
originally gained a parliamentary seat as a member of the VVD but, after
breaking away from this party, he decided to keep his seat to pursue his own
political objectives. Despite the fact that his newly established party sometimes
skyrocketed in the opinion polls (to 29 out of 150), the party was still in its
infancy, and thus very vulnerable to attacks. During the second period, the
PVV had 9 seats, which strongly increased the party’s democratic legitimacy.
However, in line with the general behavior of anti-immigration parties, its
behavior was still characterized by fierce anti-establishment rhetoric. The PVV

period, transforming from a political outsider to a fully established party.
In order to take the possible effect of timing into account, each period is
analyzed separately. The degree of demonization varies considerably within
and between the different periods, and the polling results of the PVV also
vary considerably.

44 The minority government fell in April 2012 after the PVV withdrew their support.
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Method and data
The main objective of this study is to estimate the effect demonization has
on the electoral support for anti-immigration parties. Party support is the
dependent variable, and demonization is the independent variable. Data for
both variables were collected on a weekly basis over three extensive periods
of time. The analysis in this chapter assumes a one-directional relationship,
i.e. demonization precedes a change in party support. To estimate the effect,
time series analysis is employed, which enables us to make strong claims
about causal relationships (Hollanders and Vliegenthart, 2008; Vliegenthart,
2007: 18).
ARIMA-Modeling: step by step
A suitable method for analyzing an one-directional relationship over time
is Auto Regressive Integrated Moving Average (ARIMA) modeling, also
known as Box-Jenkins transfer modeling (Box and Jenkins, 1970; Boef
and Keele, 2008; Vasileiadou and Vliegenthart, 2013). This assumes that a
variable’s own past can explain its current value. Thus, before adding any
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explanatory variables, the series’ endogenous dynamics need to be captured
by way of modeling its own past (Vasileiadou and Vliegenthart, 2013). The
steps necessary in these types of analyses are: 1) testing for stationarity; 2)
correctly accounting for the series own past; 3) adding independent variables
(Vliegenthart, 2007: 23-27).
ARIMA first requires a time series variable to be stationary. A variable
is stationary “if its probability distribution does not change over time” (Stock
and Watson 2012: 579). Stationary series are so-called mean reverting,
implying that even after large shocks, the series reverts to its mean (Hollanders

values of a series can be used to correct for this.48
Since more than one model specification may fulfill the ARIMA
model requirements, the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) is used to
select the most parsimonious model. Generally, the model with the smallest
AIC, has the best fit (Enders, 1995; Vasileiadou and Vliegenthart, 2013). The
model fit indicates how well the complexity of the model and the data under
investigation are attuned to each other, whilst passing the diagnostic tests.
The aim is to specify a model that is as efficient (small) as possible.
Once the ARIMA model is properly specified, the third and last

and Vliegenthart, 2008). The stationarity of a series is generally tested using
the Augmented Dickey-Fuller test. A series might be non-stationary, for
example, when it has a clear downward or upward trend. Usually, a series is
made stationary (the trend is removed) by taking differences. When a series is
differenced, not the absolute values are used in the analysis, but the difference
between the current and previous value is used (Vliegenthart, 2007).
The second step is to make sure that the series’ own past is correctly
taken into account.45 It is important to correct for a series own past, in
order to avoid finding effects of other variables on the series that are in fact
spurious (and thus are actually explained by the predictive power of the series
own past). Adding autoregressive (AR) and moving average (MA) terms to
the model can adequately correct for a series past. AR terms resemble the
effects of previous values of the series on the current value, while MA terms
represent the influence of the residuals from these previous values on the
current value (Vliegenthart 2007).46
In the end, the residuals of the model should resemble ‘white noise’,
meaning that the residuals do not contain any autocorrelation. At this point,
all time related structure in the time series variable is accounted for by the
ARIMA model coefficients. Ideally, the squared residuals of the series also
resemble white noise.47 If the squared residuals of a series contain timerelated structure, it indicates a problem of heteroscedasticity and the logged

step is to add the independent variables. At this point, how many lags
are added to the explanatory variable is also determined. This is mainly a
theoretical consideration of after how many lags (time units) an effect on
the dependent variable is expected. Note that the independent variables also
have to be stationary, and that once the dependent variable is differenced, all
independent variables have to be differenced. Finally, it is required that the
residual of the new model should also resemble white noise, i.e. contains no
time related structure (Vliegenthart, 2007).

45 The underlying idea is that values in a series do not arise out of the blue, but that they are largely dependent on
previous values (Vliegenthart, 2007: 20). For example, the PVV may have more than 20 electoral seats in the polls
this week, partly because it had more than 20 electoral seats in the polls the previous week.
46 Determining how many AR/MA terms are added to the model is strictly an empirical process and not theoretically
driven (Vliegenthart, 2007: 26).
47 The Ljung-Box Q test is used to test whether residuals and/or squared residuals resemble white noise.
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Dependent variable
The dependent variable party support is measured using polling data for
Dutch political parties collected on a weekly basis between September 2004
and December 2011. These data show how many parliamentary seats the PVV
would win if elections were held at time of the polling. Dutch polling institute
Peil.nl collected these data from at least 3000 respondents each week. Other
market research institutes, such as TNS-NIPO and Ipsos carry out polls less
frequently and less structurally over time, making their data less suitable for
this particular time series analysis. The analysis benefits greatly from weekly
48 Log transformation can also correct for series that are not normally distributed. Above all else ARIMA modeling
assumes that the included variables are distributed symmetrically. Statistical tests for normality are often considered
too strict, since even the slightest departments from normality can reject the assumption of a symmetrical
distribution. One alternative is to interpret the skewness (a measure of symmetry) and kurtosis (a measure of the
degree to which a distribution is ‘peaked’) values of a series. As a rule of thumb, a skewness value of > 3.0 indicates
that a series is problematically skewed. Furthermore, a kurtosis value of > 10.0 suggest a problem and a kurtosis of
> 20.0 is considered seriously problematic (Kline, 2011: 63). Thus, at this point corrective action is required because
it is unsound to analyze severely non-normal data with a normal theory method (Kline, 2011: 63). For all series in
the models presented in this chapter, variables have been logged when the skewness of the series was higher than 3.0
and /or the kurtosis was higher than 20.
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polling data, since demonization is expected to take effect shortly after it is
expressed.
Peil.nl uses a self-registered online panel to collect its data, thereby
restricting its respondents to users of the Internet, and, more importantly, to
people who have registered themselves to Peil.nl. Although Peil.nl controls
for these particular attributes, concerns have been raised that some parties
are still structurally over- or underrepresented based on the characteristics
of their potential voters. A structural over- or under representation of PVV
voters, however, poses no problem, as long as the gain/loss estimates from

three national opinion weeklies, published between 2004 and 2011, were
searched for articles that contained demonization of the PVV. Articles were
selected based on the following requirement: the name of the PVV and/
or Wilders was used in combination with a term strongly associated with
Nazism/fascism (see Chapter 2 for a detailed description of how data are
collected). Between 2004 and 2011, 967 instances of political demonization
of the PVV were found.50
Data for the demonization were obtained solely through printed
national news media, clearly limiting the scope of the analysis and introducing

week to week are valid, because in the ARIMA models it is these weekly
changes that are analyzed, not the levels. To verify the data, the Peil.nl
polling data for the PVV were compared to the TNS-NIPO polling data for
the PVV, and although the TNS-NIPO data show substantial gaps over time,
there is a very strong correlation (.93) between the two series. In general,
the polling data are collected very systemically. There are, however, some
missing data particularly during the summer and Christmas holidays. Since
ARIMA modeling requires uninterrupted time series, these gaps were filled
using data interpolation.49 According to Yanovitzky and VanLear (2008),
ARIMA modeling is especially suitable for a time series that includes at least
50 observations. Several time series are analyzed in this chapter, all of which
have a time unit of one week. The shortest series includes 63 weeks (third
period), and the longest series includes 183 weeks (second period). For every
different time period, the dependent series has been uniquely specified.

a possible bias (see Chapter 2). However, this is not considered a serious
problem for two reasons. First, newspapers alone reach about one-third of
the Dutch public (Nommedia, 2013), while they still represent mainstream
politics in the Netherlands (Van der Eijk, 2000). The public is therefore
largely expected to experience demonization as covered by the written media.
Second, the focus is on the increase and decrease in demonization from week
to week, so while levels of demonization may be structurally higher in written
media, they still reflect valid estimates of the fluctuations in demonization
from week to week.
Furthermore, the control variable media attention is added. This
variable shows how often the relevant party is mentioned in the five national
newspapers and opinion weeklies during each week under analysis. The same
newspapers and opinion weeklies searched to obtain data for demonization
were used. In general, increased media attention is expected to benefit a
party’s electoral success. Although conflicting research outcomes have led
to different ideas about the size of the effect (ranging from minimal to very
powerful), most research confirms that the degree of media attention at least
contributes to electoral successes (see Koopmans and Muis, 2009; Van Aelst

Independent variables
The variable demonization reflects how often the PVV was demonized during
each week under analysis. To this end, five Dutch national newspapers and
49 The entire period under analysis for the PVV has 10 missing values (out of 381 observations). There are never
more than two time units missing in a row, while most of the time there is just one missing value. Data interpolation
was used to estimate new values for the missing data. Based on the range of known values, new values were
constructed. Although estimation errors cannot be ruled out, the advantages of this practice are of greater value
than the possible loss in accuracy. Normally, one steers clear of data interpolation when it comes to time-series
analysis because of the risks of artificially inflating the autocorrelation of the series. However, since the missing
values are very limited, and the autocorrelation of the series is not the focus of investigation, data interpolation
was used. Moreover, treating missing as missing in the analysis does not alter the results. In addition, since Dutch
parliamentary recesses largely coincide with these public holidays, relative stable political attitudes can be expected
during these periods, thus relative stable polling results. The fact that most before and after data points do not vary
much vary from each other supports this idea, and choice of data estimation.
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50 Every single count of demonization is not expected to affect the electoral standing of the PVV to the same
degree. In other words, the difference between 0 and 1 count of demonization is expected to be of greater influence
than the difference between 20 and 21 counts of demonization. The logged values of a series deals with this issue,
so that peaks in data are flattened and the series becomes more compact (Vliegenthart, 2007: 82). In other words,
the differences between the scores in the upper values are more compressed than the differences in the lower values
(Kline, 2011: 63). Since this is more suitable to estimating the effect of demonization, the variable demonization was
logged in all models. Nonetheless, for each model, it has also been indicated, whether or not log-transformation
was also required based on technical requirements such as stationarity or acceptable skewness and kurtosis values.
Please note that because the demonization series include scores of 0.00, 1.00 was added to all scores before logtransformation was applied (the logged value of 1.00 is 0.00).
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et al., 2008; Vliegenthart et al., 2012). The degree of demonization is also
expected to influence electoral standing, negatively or positively. Therefore,
it is important to control for media attention. Because, when a party benefits
from a relative large degree of media attention, but is demonized at the same
time, the effect of demonization is possibly cancelled out or enlarged by the
media attention.
Finally, since effects of portrayal in the media are generally strongest
in the short term (Van der Pas et al., 2011) a decrease/increase in party
support for the PVV is expected shortly after demonization took place. In
this respect, it should be noted that it is unclear at what point in the week Peil.
nl executes its survey, as well as in what time span the 3000 respondents fill it
out. This will probably influence the estimation of the effect of demonization.
For example, when demonization occurs at the end of the week, its expected
effect may not be captured by the first following polling results, because data
have been obtained before demonization took place. In order to cover at least
one full week after demonization took place, the effects are estimated both
with a lag of one week and a lag of two weeks in all models. 51
Results
Before the results of the ARIMA models are presented, descriptive information
about the data is provided. Note that figures 4.1 to 4.3 describe the data before
the series were logged and/or differenced.
Figure 4.1 shows party support for the PVV between 2004 and 2011.
Polling outcomes are shown from September 2004 onwards, when Wilders
left the VVD because he disagreed with the party’s lenient position towards
the accession of Turkey to the EU. Still a Member of Parliament, Wilders
established his own party Groep Wilders, a name he later changed to the
51 Besides, the statistical software package Stata divides the year in 52 weeks where the first week always begins on
the first of January, regardless of what day of the week it may be. Consequently, the last week (week 52) may have
more than 7 days. The variables demonization and media attention are collected according to the intervals of the
polling data. Polling data are made public once a week and sometimes this day falls in the middle of a Stata-week
while other times this day falls at the end of a Stata-week, depending on the time period under investigation, and
the day Peil.nl makes his polling data public. Due to this particular function, the time unit ‘week’ could not be fully
adjusted to how weekly polling data has been collected. As a result, the effects of demonization and subsequently
media attention are not always estimated with even intervals. Also for this reason, it is most appropriate to estimate
the effects of demonization or polling results with a lag of one and two weeks.
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PVV. Figure 4.1 shows that Groep Wilders quickly gained electoral support.
In late November 2004, the party was polling an impressive 29 seats in the
Dutch House of Representatives. Estimated support then declined quickly,
but gradually increased again from late 2006 onward. At the general elections
held in November 2006, the PVV won 9 seats.

Figure 4.1 Party support for PVV per week between 2004 and 2011.

After those elections, the party never polled below an estimated 10
seats. The PVV did experience a big drop in seats in early/mid 2010, when it
fell relatively quickly from more than 25 seats, to a low point of 16 seats. Dutch
political commentators have speculated that the PVV lost many votes to the
VVD at that time. The financial crisis was one of the most important issues
during this election, and the VVD managed to project itself successfully as
the most competent party on this issue. As it was, at the same time, relatively
tough on immigration and integration, it is likely, that many voters from the
PVV, switched to the VVD. Still, the PVV recovered and won 24 seats in the
elections. Although the VVD was declared the overall winner of the elections,
the PVV suddenly became a major player in Parliament. The PVV became
the official support partner of the minority government coalition, formed by
the VVD and CDA.
Figure 4.2 shows how often the PVV was demonized in Dutch national
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newspapers and opinion weeklies between 2004 and 2011. In general, the
pattern appears fairly similar to party support for the PVV during this period
(see figure 4.1). While the PVV was not often demonized in its early years
the party was demonized almost immediately after it was founded. 52 Peaks
in demonization appear in late 2009, late 2010, and early 2011, when the
PVV was demonized around 30 times a week. Note that these data include
repetition. Different media and different authors repeat a single instance of
demonization, adding to the overall volume of demonization. For example,
the first peak in late 2009 contains many articles that address the same instance

years of existence. Until early 2007 the party is never mentioned in more than
100 articles per week, then media attention gradually increases until it peaks
in late 2010, when the PVV is mentioned in more than 400 articles per week,
after which the volume slowly decreases again to an average of roughly 150
articles per week.

of demonization. This demonization of the PVV was originally expressed on
television, but many written news sources picked it up. Following Koopmans
and Muis (2009), the degree to which a statement is picked up by other actors
is called ‘resonance’. Resonance does not pose a problem, since the more a
voter is exposed to demonization, the larger the effect is expected to be. It
would therefore be a mistake to remove resonance from the data.
Figure 4.3 Media attention for the PVV per week between 2004 and 2011.

Figure 4.2 Demonization of the PVV per week between 2004 and 2011.

Figure 4.3 shows how much media attention the PVV received
between September 2004 and December 2011. Again, the general pattern
appears fairly similar to that of party support and the degree of demonization
(see figure 4.1 and 4.2). The PVV receives the least media attention in its first
52 Since data in the figure have been compressed, Figure 4.2 may slightly distort the degree of demonization
especially during the first period. While the PVV was sparsely demonized during this time, it was demonized in
about 15 per cent of the weeks.
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Table 4.1 shows the estimated effect of demonization on party support
during the first period.53 Model 1a is an univariate ARIMA model, where
the dependent series is modeled so that it correctly takes into account its
own past. More specifically, all time related structure in the dependent series
party support is accounted for by adding an AR term. Model 1a shows that
the ARIMA model coefficient is indeed significant. Model 1b shows that
demonization has a significant negative effect (-1.10, significant at p ≤ 0.01)
on party support in both the first and the second week after demonization
took place in the written media.54 Thus, high levels of demonization have a
negative effect on party support. Compared to model 1a, the model fit (AIC) of
model 1b improved (from 437.13 to 409.87 for model 1b). Model 1c includes
the control variable media attention. Results show that the negative effect of
53 All series in this model have been differenced once. The Augmented Dickey-Fuller test indicates for each included
series that they are stationary, and the Ljung-Box Q test indicates that the residuals are white noise.
54 Note that the effects of logged variables are more difficult to interpret. In this case the independent variable is
logged while the dependent variable is not, suggesting the following interpretation of the coefficient: a 1% increase
in X would lead to a ‘coefficient/100’ decrease in Y. This entails that a 1 % increase in demonization would result in
a 0.011 decrease in party support.
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demonization on party support remains significant, although it becomes a
littler smaller (from -1.10 to -1.00 in week one, and from -0.89 to -0.69 in
week two). Furthermore, in line with the theoretical expectations, model 1c
shows that media attention has a significant positive effect on party support,
however, only with a lag of one week. In other words, attention to the PVV in
the news positively influences the electoral support for this party. Again, the
model fit improves compared to the previous models.
Table 4.1 Influence of demonization, media attention on party support for the PVV between September 2004 and
November 2006.
Period I
Autocorrelation (t-12)

Model 1a
-0.42***

T

Model 1b

T

Model 1c

T

-5.00

-0.38***

-5.21

-0.28***

-3.60

Table 4.2 shows the effects of demonization on party support in the
second period under investigation.56 Adding extra AR or MA terms to account
for the dependent series own past was unnecessary, so model 1a presents the
univariate ARIMA model constant coefficient.
Table 4.2 Influence of demonization and media attention on party support for the PVV between November 2006
and June 2010.
Model 2a
Constant

0.03

Party is demonized (t-1)

T

Model 2b

T

Model 2c

T

-0.25

0.04

-0.34

0.03

-0.25

-

-

0.10

-0.76

0.03

-0.18

Party is demonized (t-2)

-

-

0.07

-0.57

0.04

-0.32

Media attention (t-1)

-

-

-

-

0.01*

-1.99

Media attention (t-2)

-

-

-

-

0.00

-0.24

Party is demonized (t-1)

-

-

-1.10**

-2.84

-1.00**

-2.28

Party is demonized (t-2)

-

-

-0.89**

-3.16

-0.69**

-2.02

Media Attention (t-1)

-

-

-

-

0.02**

-3.19

AIC

614.31

610.17

604.27

Media Attention (t-2)

-

-

-

-

0.01

-1.36

N (obs)

183

181

181

AIC

437.13

409.87

404.53

N (obs)

114.00

112.00

112.00

Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01; *** p ≤ 0.001 (two-tailed); - variable is not included in the model.

Additional models that included multiple dummy variables marking
events expected to have heavily influenced the polling results for the PVV
were analyzed. Results, however, remained very similar. In other words, as
with the inclusion of several event variables, the effect of demonization on
party support remains significant, while the significant positive effect of media
attention on party support persists. These effects are therefore considered
robust. 55
55 An additional model including two event variables expected to heavily influence the polling results for the
PVV during this period was analyzed. The first event is the political murder of Dutch filmmaker Theo Van Gogh
that took place on November 2th, 2004. This murder marked a crucial low point in the immigration and integration
debate in the Netherlands. An Islamic fundamentalist, provoked by the filmmaker’s fierce stance against the Islam,
murdered him in broad daylight on a busy Amsterdam street. The murder caused great social unrest, and severely
affected the debate about the multicultural society and freedom of speech. The second event is the announcement
of a new political party, the Partij voor Rechtvaardigheid, Daadkracht en Vooruitgang (PRVD) in 2005. The
party was founded by Peter R. de Vries, a popular Dutch crime fighter and television personality. De Vries
introduced the party as a strong advocate of a righteous society and hands-on politics. As a prerequisite to enter
Parliament, a self-imposed threshold of 41 per cent of the vote was set. Though in the end, this goal was not met,
his announcement did temporarily stir up political competition. Results show that demonization continued to have
significant negative effect (significant at p ≤ 0.01) in week one, although the effect in week two disappears. The
positive effect (significant at p ≤ 0.01) of media attention in week one also remains. The model also shows that the
murder of Van Gogh had a nearly significant positive effect (1.45 (T= 1.92) p = 0.053) but the effect of the PRVD
was insignificant.
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Note: *p ≤ 0.05; **p ≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001(two-tailed); - variable is not included in the model.

Model 2b shows that demonization had no significant effect on party
support for the PVV when the party was in opposition. However, model 2c
shows that, as in the first period, media attention did have a significant positive
effect (0.01, significant at p ≤ 0.05) on party support in week one. This suggests
that the more attention the PVV receives in the media, the more votes it wins
in the polls. Again, additional models including multiple dummy variables
marking events expected to have heavily influenced the polling results for the
PVV were analyzed. Results, however, remained very similar. In other words,
together with inclusion of several event variables, the effect of demonization
on party support remains insignificant, while the significant positive effect of
Additional models have been analyzed without log-transformation because for this particular times series, it is
theoretically less urgent to take the logged values of demonization because the weekly values of demonization are
structurally low and there were no indications that log-transformation was needed to obtain stationarity or acceptable skewness or kurtosis values. For the results without log-transformation, see Appendix III. These additional
models indicate that the significant negative effect of demonization, and the significant positive effect of media
attention on party support for the PVV persists.
56 The dependent variable is differenced in order to accomplish stationarity. Subsequently, all independent variables
in the models presented in table 4.2 are differenced. In order to reach acceptable skewness and kurtosis values, it
was also necessary to take the logged values of demonization in. The variable demonization had a skweness of 4.6
and a kurtosis of 36.0 before log-transformation; after logging the skewness of demonization is 0.8 and the kurtosis
2.8. The residuals and squared residuals of all models in table 4.2 resemble white noise.
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media attention on party support persists. 57
Table 4.3 shows the effects of demonization on party support for the
third period under investigation. Since it was unnecessary to add AR or MA
terms, model 3a shows the univariate ARIMA model constant.58 The analysis
starts in September when the PVV agreed to formally support the minority
government VVD-CDA.
Table 4.3 Influence of demonization and media attention on party support for the PVV between September 2010
and December 2011.
Model 3a

T

Model 3b

T

Model 3c

T

Constant

-0.08

-0.53

-0.12

-0.75

-0.13

-0.76

Party is demonized (t-1)

-

-

-0.12

-0.69

-0.17

-0.96

Party is demonized (t-2)

-

-

-0.15

-0.66

-0.12

-0.50

Media attention (t-1)

-

-

-

-

0.00

-0.09

Media attention (t-2)

-

-

-

-

0.00

-1.02

AIC

204.27

199.85

201.76

N (obs)

63

61

61

Note: *p ≤ 0.05; **p ≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001( two-tailed); - variable is not included in the model.

Model 3b shows that demonization had no significant effect on party
support for the PVV once the party was a support partner of the government
coalition. In other words, as in the second period under analysis, high levels
of demonization did not influence party support for the PVV. Media attention
also had no significant effect on party support (see Model 3c). In contrast to
the first two periods, more attention for the PVV in the media did not lead
to higher levels of party support. Again, additional analyzes were performed,
taking into account several dummy variables that marked events expected to
have heavily influenced the polling results for the PVV during this period.

57 Several event variables marked controversial statements made by Wilders: in 2007 Wilders stated that the Koran
is equal to Mein Kampf; in 2008 Wilders presented his short film Fitna which declared that the Koran encourages
terrorism, violence against women, Jews and infidels; and in 2009 Wilders proposed a tax on headscarves, which
he pejoratively called a ‘head rag tax’ (kopvoddentaks). None of the variables had a significant effect. Another event
variable marks the appearance of the anti-immigration party TON in 2007, and the model shows that this had a
significant (p ≤ 0.001) negative effect on party support for the PVV. Finally, an event variable was included for the
decision to prosecute Wilders; the effect was, however, insignificant. This result is remarkable since it contrasts with
Van Spanje and De Vreese (forthcoming) who concluded that the decision to prosecute Wilders caused an acrossthe-board increase in probabilities of voting for the PVV. However, their findings cannot be readily dismissed
because they performed a more refined analysis in order to test the effect of prosecution on party support. Finally,
an event variable was added that marked the fall of the government officially supported by the PVV.
58 All variables have acceptable skewness and kurtosis values. However, in order to obtain stationarity all variables
were differenced once. Furthermore, the residuals and squared residuals of all models in table 4.3 resemble white
noise.

90
28_5_dissertation.indb 90-91

The results, however, do not vary significantly.59
Conclusion
This chapter set out to examine the effect of demonization on electoral
support for Dutch anti-immigration party PVV. For almost a decade now,
the PVV has been a prominent and controversial force in the Dutch political
landscape. Between 2004 and 2011 the party became increasingly successful,
winning 24 seats in the general election of 2010 and subsequently becoming
support partner of the Dutch minority government. At the same time, the
PVV was heavily contested, as shown by the degree of demonization (see
figure 2.1). PVV officials and party adherents have criticized the demonization
of their party, fuelling public debate about how anti-immigration parties are,
or should be handled. This debate has prompted speculation about the effects
of demonization. Results indicate that demonization has a negative effect on
electoral support, but only during the early years of the party’s existence. After
the PVV obtained 9 seats in Parliament the negative effect of demonization
diminished. Thus, to be fair, these results also largely support the claim by
Downs et al., (2009) “that strategies of isolation, ostracism and demonisation
prove surprisingly ineffective at rolling back or even containing threats to
the democratic order […]”. In the second and third period the PVV was
demonized substantially, however, to no effect.
These findings add to existing literature in two ways. First, they
provide evidence that strategies of disengagement can have their intended
effect. Second, it confirms that timing is extremely important. Art (2007)
stresses that strategies of disengagement might well prove ineffective or even
have unintended effects, once anti-immigration parties have a loyal group
of supporters, their party organization has become strong, and when their
politicians became entrenched in the local, state, or national governments.
Results suggest that demonization indeed becomes ineffective when the antiimmigration party becomes entrenched in the democratic system. These
analyses thus contradict the claim that party support for the PVV probably
59 An additional model included two event variables that marked the departure of PVV parliamentarians (Eric
Lucassen and James Sharpe) as a result of personal scandals. The model further included an event variable that
marked the acquittal of Wilders in June 2011. None of the variables indicated a significant effect.
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decreases when it gets portrayed as too radical. In short, the argument
proposed is that the impact of demonization on party support is conditional
on the extent of party establishment. However, an alternative conclusion is that
the degree of demonization determines its effectiveness. Note that during the
first period the PVV was demonized relatively little compared to the second
and third period under investigation. Thus, only when demonization was
used sparsely, did it have a significant effect. If the PVV had been demonized
less during the second and third period, demonization might conceivably
have still generated a negative effect.

immigration parties and demonization in the past. In the Netherlands, for
example, demonization became heavily charged after the political murder
of Fortuyn (LPF) in 2002. Many voters had found it disproportionate that
Fortuyn had been portrayed as a Nazi, and not long before his death Fortuyn
had expressed the concern that demonization had placed him in physical
jeopardy. After Fortuyn’s murder, LPF chair Peter Langendam concluded
that ‘the bullet had come from the left’ and accused several political actors of
causing hatred towards Fortuyn. This led to a heated public debate, which may
have caused a strengthened aversion to the use of demonization, hindering

Although media attention is included in the models as a control
variable, its independent results are remarkable. The analyses show that as
long as the party is in opposition, media attention positively affects antiimmigration party support. The variable does not take into account the
content of the messages; it merely indicates how often a party is mentioned
in the written media. The results largely confirm the dictum ‘any publicity
is good publicity’, as well as the notion that media attention for the party
contributes to party success (also see Koopmans and Muis, 2009; Van Aelst
et al., 2008; Vliegenthart et al., 2012). Surprisingly however, once the PVV
became a supporting partner of the minority government, the effect of media
attention becomes insignificant. Perhaps because of their status government
parties receive more media attention than opposition parties (also see
Chapter 3; Walter, 2012; Walter et al., 2014). Government parties do not have
to ‘fight’ their way into the spotlight in order to remind the electorate of their
existence. Since the electorate already expects to read about these parties
in the newspapers, this diminishes the effect of increased media attention.
Another explanation is that the effect of media attention is stronger for
political newcomers than for parties that have been around longer. In the
case of the PVV, this is especially hard to determine, since the party arguably
lost its newcomer status around the same time that it agreed to support the
minority government.
Another issue is the extent to which these findings can be generalized.
In that respect, significant particularities of this case need to be taken
into account. A first relevant factor is how national actors dealt with anti-

the likelihood of demonization having its intended effect.
A second factor that needs to be taken into consideration is the extent
to which demonization is used in combination with other strategies. Van
Donselaar (1995) proposes the use of educational campaigns to draw voters
away from anti-immigration parties. Campaigns that cultivate tolerance
should make the electorate (more) aware of the atrocities that took place
during the Second World War and more vigilant against any resurgence60
(also see Art, 2007; Downs et al., 2009; Husbands, 2002). Clearly, although
such measures take time to materialize, when they coincide with the use
of demonization, they may strengthen a negative effect of demonization
on anti-immigration party support. Besides, demonization can also be
combined with other strategies of disengagement, such as legal repression
and/or political isolation. It is not unlikely that when different strategies are
used together, they influence each other’s effect by reinforcing, diminishing,
or even reversing it.
Finally, although this research considers the implicit assumption
that all respondents have been exposed equally to demonization, this is not
very likely. The question of selective exposure is, however, central in almost
all observational media studies, suggesting further research that takes into
account the actual media content individuals have been exposed to.
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60 In Germany for example, in 2001 the Minister covering Youth Affairs initiated a program called Jugend für
Toleranz und Demokratie -gegen Rechtsextremismus, Fremdfeindlichkeit und Antisemitismus (Husbands, 2002).
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Chapter 5
Demonization and Political Trust
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Introduction
Chapter 4 shows that demonization has no unintended effects on the
electoral standing of anti-immigration parties, and contrary to some
theoretical expectations, demonization does not increase electoral support
for the targeted anti-immigration party. However, demonization can still
have unintended effects in other ways. A large body of literature suggests
a relationship between negative campaigning and political trust (e.g.
Ansolabehere and Iyengar, 1995; Hetherington, 2005; Mutz and Reeves,
2005; Patterson, 1993; Pedersen, 2012; Robinson, 1975). Scholars have found
that negative campaigning decreases political trust, because voters exposed
to negative campaigning become disenchanted with the electoral process. If
negative campaigning leads to lower levels of political trust, demonization
might lead to lower levels of political trust as well, because demonization
can be regarded as the ultimate form of negative campaigning. After all,
demonization represents strong personal attacks, political contestation and
polarization.61
Most scholars regard a decline in political trust worrying because “a
basic level of political trust is considered to be the cornerstone of modernday democracy” (Van der Meer, 2010: 517). Arguably, political trust links
voters to the institutions that represent them (Mishler and Rose, 2001).
In recent decades, political trust has been relatively low or has declined in
most industrial Western societies (see Bovens and Wille, 2008; Dalton, 2004;
Norris, 1999; Pharr and Putnam, 2000). However, compared to other Western
European countries, political trust in the Netherlands remained quite high.
Nevertheless, there was a dip in 2002, after which political trust remained low
for some years. In late 2006 political trust seemed partially restored, but from
2008 onward, it started fluctuating again (Bovens and Wille, 2008; Van der
Brug and Van Praag, 2008).62

61 Demonization is, however, not used strategically by definition. It can also be expressed as a warning (see
Chapter 2 and 3). However, besides Chapter 3 supporting the assumption that demonization is used strategically to
a considerable degree, demonization as a warning also encompasses a negative statement. Thus, on both accounts,
demonization contributes the degree in which the political debate is perceived ‘negative’.
62 Also see SCP rapport Burgerperspectieven 2013 no. 4: http://content1b.omroep.nl/urishieldv2/
l27m2dc41cb122db63ed0052c03e3e000000.6028a027e458086eda5968eec0869b8e/nos/docs/280912_cpb_
rapport.pdf. (visited December 29th, 2013). Also see Legitimiteitsmonitor Democratisch Bestuur 2013 http://
webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:aFvxIjdmwA8J:www.rijksoverheid.nl/bestanden/documenten-
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The aim of this chapter is to analyze the effect of demonization on
political trust among the Dutch electorate. The time period under investigation
is October 2002 until February 2006. During this period, the LPF gradually
faded from the political scene, while the PVV emerged. Although these antiimmigration parties have been demonized substantially during this period,
others have also been demonized (see Chapter 2). Since there is no reason to
expect that only the demonization of anti-immigration parties has an effect
on political trust, the analyses in this chapter will focus on the extent to which
the demonization of all Dutch parliamentary parties affects political trust.
Theory
Political trust entails an evaluation of a political system or its core institutions,
such as the National Parliament. Unlike interpersonal trust, political trust
is a relationship with an “asymmetry of power between the truster and the
trustee”, whereby a basic level of political trust entails that the trustee uses
its granted power competently (Marien, 2011: 3; see Newton, 2007). 63 A
proper functioning of a democratic political system requires high levels of
political trust. Citizens’ support for democracy influences the extent to which
they consider political institutions legitimate. Low levels of political trust
hinder political systems in the implementation of rules for society. Political
trust is therefore imperative to making binding decisions, and to secure the
electorate’s compliance without coercion (Bovens and Wille, 2008; Chanley et
al., 2000; Easton, 1965; Gamson, 1968; Rudolph and Evans, 2005; but see Van
de Walle and Bouckaert, 2003).64
In recent years, many different reasons for a change in political
trust have been proposed. For example, negative perceptions of economic
performance, the occurrence of political scandals/conflict and public concerns
en-publicaties/rapporten/2013/09/02/rapport-legitimiteitsmonitor-democratisch-bestuur/b-19520-bwlegitimiteitsmonitor-db-3.pdf+&cd=2&hl=nl&ct=clnk&gl=nl (visited 15-01-2014).
63 Based on the different nature of interpersonal trust, some scholars have argued for ‘confidence in government’
rather than ‘trust in government’ since “a personal relationship involving trust is far richer and more directly
reciprocal than a citizen’s relationship to government” (Hardin, 2000: 31).
64 Several studies suggest that low levels of trust also have more direct political consequences. For example,
untrusting citizens are more likely to free ride and to have a more lenient attitude towards breaking the law (Marien
and Hooghe, 2011). Low levels of political trust, it is also argued, obstruct economic growth potential (Cherchye
and Moesen, 2004).
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about crime rates, have each been nominated as causes of diminishing political
trust (e.g. Chanley et al., 2000; Citrin and Green, 1986; Hetherington, 1998).
Bovens and Wille (2008) have proposed that decreases in political trust in
the Netherlands are related to a growth of negative political campaigning and
political polarization. For decades Dutch political culture was characterized by
the art of compromise, but the turbulent entry of Fortuyn in 2002 broke with
the prevailing consensus culture. Fortuyn “gave way to a populist emotional
and expressive style in which strong personal attacks were no longer taboo”
(p. 296; also see Brants and Van Praag, 2005). The electoral success of Fortuyn

that: “the tone of political campaigning contributes mightily to the public’s
dwindling participation and growing cynicism” (p. 105; also see Mutz and
Reeves, 2005).67
In addition, Cappella and Jamieson (1997) have demonstrated that
news that emphasizes battle among politicians negatively affects citizens’
political attitudes and behavior. Citizens also become more cynical as a result
of exposure to news coverage framing politics as a strategic game (also see De
Vreese, 2005; Elenbaas and De Vreese, 2008).68
Thus, two types of media messages diminish political trust. First,

paved the way for harsh and adversarial campaign strategies; a political style
that had been considered unfruitful and undesirable before (Van Praag and
Brants, 2008). Van Der Meer (2010) also finds tentative support for the claim
that an adversarial political culture can affect political trust negatively. 65
Robinson (1975), one of the first scholars to argue that how political
disagreement is publicly conveyed shapes government evaluation, showed
that when news coverage on television is largely negative in nature, political
cynicism among viewers increases. 66 Robinson describes this process as ‘video
malaise’ (also see Gross et al., 2004). The central part of his findings have
been validated many times, but theories have broadened into more general
claims, rather than just claims solely about the influence of televised negative
campaigning (e.g. Brader, 2005; Lau et al., 2007; Leshner and Thorson, 2000;
Pinkleton et al., 2002; Thorson et al., 2000). Patterson (1993) has argued
that negative news coverage in all media promotes unfavorable attitudes
towards the political process. Negative news not only leads people to think ill
of politicians, but also of the system they are embedded in. Along the same
line, Ansolabehere and Iyengar (1995) have concluded that people exposed to
negative campaigning express less confidence in the political process, stating

messages that are largely negative in nature, including those in which a
politician or political party is slandered. Second, messages that (truly or
falsely) suggest that politics is nothing more than a tactical interplay between
political rivals. By definition, demonization belongs to the first category, as
it inherently encompasses a dark and extremely negative message because
a party or politician is portrayed as the embodiment of a political regime
that represents absolute evil. Arguably, however, demonization also belongs
to the second category, as it has often been related to political strategy and
discussed as such in the Dutch media (see Chapter 2, 3 and 4).
So how exactly does negative campaigning decrease political trust?
According to Mutz and Reeves (2005) an uncivil discourse often violates
“well-established face to face social norms for the polite expression of
opposing views” (p. 1). The tone of political debate deviates so strongly from
ordinary social norms, that citizens feel alienated from the political process.
Citizens expect politicians to act in a civil manner and when politicians
fail to do so, the public becomes disenchanted with the rules of the game.
Increased polarization causes a decline in good humor, good manners and
general civility within the political debate (King, 2000; also see Dionne,

65 The study by Van der Meer (2010) offers explanations for cross-national differences in trust in parliament
between 26 countries. His analyses show that a winner-takes-all electoral system obstructs trust in parliament.
Although the Netherlands has an electoral system of proportional representation, its political culture took up some
characteristics typical to the winner-takes-all systems, like polarization and confrontational leadership.
66 Arguably, political trust and political cynicism are two sides of the same coin because the presence of political
cynicism is interpreted as an absence of political trust (Miller, 1974, also see Jackson, 2011). Furthermore,
Pedersen (2012; also see Agger et al., 1961) also maintains that cynicism is typically defined as a lack of trust.
Thus, when political cynicism increases, political trust decreases. Moreover, “In contrast to healthy skepticism,
political cynicism is defined as a corrosive attitude that leads to political alienation.” (Cappella and Jamieson, 1996
in Thorson et al., 2000: 19).

67 Several studies emphasize that regardless of the actual tone of the debate, the media increasingly cover politics
in an adversarial and uncivilized manner. From this perspective, the increasing tabloidization of the media is to
be blamed for an increase in adversarial and contentious political reporting (Jamieson, 1992: Patterson, 1993; also
see Brants and Van Praag, 2005). Although media coverage can increase or decrease the degree to which politics
is perceived contentious, this poses no serious problem for the analysis presented in this chapter, since the public
largely experiences the political debate as it has been covered by the media.
68 Scholars are divided about the question of to what extent the pervasiveness of negative campaigning plays a role.
Cappella and Jamieson (1997) maintain that subjects do not need to be exposed to a lot of negative news coverage
in order to see its effects (also see Ansolabehere and Iyengar, 1995; Mutz and Reeves, 2005) while De Vreese
(2005) argues that effects on political cynicism are actually dependent on the level of strategic news reports (also
see Elenbaas and De Vreese, 2008).
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1991). As a consequence of mudslinging and name-calling the public learns
that “politicians in general are cynical, uncivil, corrupt, incompetent and
untrustworthy.” (Ansolabehere and Iyengar, 1995: 110). In short, an uncouth
political debate disenchants the electorate and decreases its political trust
(King, 2000).69 Besides, negative messages appear more memorable than
positive campaigning (Brians and Wattenberg, 1996; Chang, 2001), which
may further enhance its impact. The following hypothesis is formulated:

data, however, particularly during the summer and Christmas holidays. Since
ARIMA modeling requires uninterrupted time series, these gaps were filled
using data interpolation.71
The data retrieved from Peil.nl were verified by comparison with
data from Eurobarometer, which show a similar trend in political trust in
Dutch Parliament during this period in the Netherlands (for more detail see
Appendix IV).

H1: When demonization of parties and politicians increases, political trust

Independent variables

decreases.

The variable demonization indicates how often Dutch parliamentary parties/
politicians were demonized during each week under analysis. Dutch written
media were searched for articles that contain demonization (see Chapter
2 for a detailed description of how these articles have been selected and
obtained; also see Chapter 4 for the argument that Dutch written media
provide valid estimates of the increase/decrease in demonization from
week to week). Between October 2002 and February 2006, 431 instances of
political demonization were found in Dutch written media. The party that
was demonized most during this period was the VVD, followed by the LPF,
CDA and PVV (see Appendix V).
A control variable populist parties in the media was also included in
the model. Arguably, when populist messages increase, political trust among
the electorate decreases. A prominent feature of populist parties is that they
portray the elite as a morally corrupt, power-driven, incompetent political
class that fails to serve ordinary citizens. Although it is often assumed that
populist rhetoric attracts disenchanted voters, Van der Brug (2003) has
demonstrated that at the same time populist rhetoric can also fuel discontent
among voters of these parties. Moreover, from a negative and distrustful

Method and data
The main objective of this study is to estimate the effect of demonization of
Dutch parliamentary parties/politicians on political trust. Political trust is the
dependent variable and demonization is the independent variable. Data for
both variables were collected on a weekly basis over an extensive period of
time: between October 2002 and February 2006. The analyses in this chapter
assume a one-directional relationship: i.e. demonization of Dutch political
parties precedes a change in political trust. A suitable method for analyzing
one-directional relationships over time is ARIMA modeling (for a detailed
description of ARIMA modeling, see Chapter 4.)
Dependent variable
The dependent variable is political trust. Data were obtained through Dutch
market research institute Peil.nl (also see Chapter 4). 70 Between October 2002
and February 2006, respondents were asked to indicate their level of political
trust in Dutch Parliament using a 10-point scale (1-10), with 1 indicating
‘very low trust’ and 10 indicating ‘very high trust’. There are some missing
69 At this point it should be noted that attacks do not always have to be considered foul play or in conflict with
social norms. For example, people may consider demonization as stating the truth, and thus perceive it as a
legitimate statement. (This is also true for other forms of negative campaigning, however). Nonetheless, in this
case a negative effect would still be expected. In this respect, it is not merely the expression of a coarse message
that diminishes political trust, but rather its distressing content. In other words, the fact that a political party or
politician of this nature took place in parliament is also expected to disenchant the voter and subsequently to lower
his or her political trust.
70 Unfortunately Peil.nl stopped collecting data about political trust after February 2006.
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71 The entire period under analysis has 23 missing values out of 181 observations. Data interpolation was used to
estimate new values for the missing data. Based on the range of known values, new values were constructed. Simply
put, the rounded up average of the first value before, and the first value after the missing value, became the new
value. Although estimation errors cannot be ruled out, the gain with this practice is of greater value than the possible
loss in accuracy. Normally, one steers clear from data interpolation with time-series analysis because there is the risk
of artificially inflating the autocorrelation of the series. However, since the missing values are somewhat limited, and
the degree of autocorrelation is not the topic of analysis, data interpolation has been used. More importantly, when
missing values are treated as missing in the analysis, the results are not altered. Besides, since Dutch parliamentary
recesses largely coincide with these public holidays, relative stable political attitudes can be expected during these
periods, and thus relative stable polling results. The fact that most before and after data points vary minimally from
each other supports this, and the choice of data estimation.
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stance towards the political establishment, the electorate may infer that the
entire democratic process is flawed, not just the targeted parties or politicians
(see Ansolabehere and Iyengar, 1995). Since voters seem receptive towards
messages that convey politics is corrupt and functioning poorly, it is likely
that when populist messages increase, political trust among the electorate
decreases.
The variable was measured by way of how often populist parties were
visible in Dutch written media each week under analysis. During the period
under investigation, five populist parties were present: SP, TON, EénNL, LPF

ARIMA modeling.
Figure 5.1 shows average levels of political trust in Dutch Parliament
between October 2002 and February 2006. Political trust in the Dutch
Parliament among the electorate shows a clear peak in February 2003. At
this point, political trust scores 5.8 on a 10-point scale: 1 indicates ‘no trust at
all’ and 10 indicates ‘very high trust’. This peak occurs right after the general
elections took place, suggesting that the prospect of a new government/
parliament boosted political trust. However, this effect was short-lived,
and political trust fell back to an average score of 4.3 in April 2003. In the

and PVV. With the help of digital database LexisNexis, articles that mention
either one of these party names, or the names of their leaders, were selected.
These data were obtained from the same media sources used to collect data
about demonization of Dutch parliamentary parties/politicians (see Chapter
2).
Finally, Keele (2007) maintains that when political trust falls as a
function of a decline in interpersonal trust, the effect will not show immediately,
but will occur gradually across time. However, if trust is expected to respond
to performance or public display, it will show almost immediately. Van der
Pas et al. (2011) also state that effects of portrayals in the media are generally
strongest in the short run. Thus, an effect of demonization on political trust
is expected to occur quickly after demonization takes place. As explained in
Chapter 4, the point in the week at which Peil.nl conducts its survey, as well
as in what time span the 3000 respondents fill it out, is unclear. Since this is
likely to influence the estimation of the effect of demonization, and in order
to cover at least one full week after demonization took place, the effects are
estimated with both a lag of one week and a lag of two weeks.72

remainder of the period, the level of trust varied less and remained rather
stable, with a score little higher than 4.0. The low point in political trust
occurs around October 2004, when the average level of political trust is
3.7. From January 2005 onwards until February 2006, the level of political
trust gradually recovered to a score that remained more or less stable above
4.0. Overall, the level of political trust appears relatively low. Only in the
beginning does political trust score above 5.0. The remainder of the time, the
levels of trust remain below 5.0, an apparently unsatisfactory score on a scale
that ranges from 1 to 10.73

Results
First, some descriptive data are presented. Note that figure 5.1 and figure 5.2
present the data series before they were made stationary as a requirement to

Figure 5.1 Weekly levels of political trust in Dutch Parliament between October 2002 and February 2006.

72 As also explained in Chapter 4, due to a particular time series function in Stata, the time unit ‘week’ could not be
adjusted to the manner in which weekly polling data is collected. Consequently, the effects of demonization and/or
populist party visibility are not always estimated with even intervals, and it is most appropriate to estimate the effects
of demonization or polling results with both a lag of one week and a lag of two weeks.

73 Along the same line, Eurobarometer indicates that in 2003 and 2004 a minority of the Dutch respondents tended
to trust Parliament (41 and 49 per cent), opposed to a majority in 2001 (62 per cent). Political trust in Dutch
Parliament remained relatively low during 2005 and 2006. In these years 50 to 55 per cent of the respondents tended
to trust in Dutch Parliament (see Appendix IV)
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Figure 5.2 shows weekly levels of demonization between October 2002
and February 2006. Of particular interest is the peak in demonization that
occurs in June 2004, a peak largely explained by the demonization of VVD
Minister for Integration and Immigration, Rita Verdonk. Verdonk proposed
using vignettes to depict the extent to which migrants had been integrated.
The term ‘vignette’ met strong emotional resistance, and prominent VVD
politician Hans Dijkstal related the proposal to the use of Stars of David
that marked Jews under the Nazi regime. Verdonk demanded apologies and
rectification, further fueling media attention for her proposal. In general,
demonization occurred around 0 to 9 times a week, with the exception of one
week in March 2004, when demonization occurred more than 10 times.

ARIMA model, where the dependent series political trust correctly takes into
account the series’ own past. More specifically, all time related structure in
the dependent series is accounted for by adding an AR term. Model 1a shows
that the ARIMA model coefficient is indeed significant (-0.17, significant
at p ≤ 0.01). Furthermore, the residuals and squared residuals of all models
presented in table 1 resemble white noise.
Table 5.1 Influence of demonization on levels of political trust in Dutch Parliament between October 2002 and
February 2006.
Model 1a
AR (t-1)

T

Model 1b

T

Model 1c

T

-0.17**

-2.10

-0.19**

-2.37

-0.18**

-2.18

Demonization (t-1)

-

-

-0.03**

-2.11

-0.03**

-2.24

Demonization (t-2)

-

-

-0.01

-0.73

-0.01

-0.56

Populist visibility (t-1)

-

-

-

-

0.00

-1.37

Populist visibility (t-2)

-

-

-

-

0.00

-0.66

AIC
N

-212.43

-212.76

174

172

-210.52
172

Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01; *** p ≤ 0.001 (one-tailed); - variable is not included in the model.

Figure 5.2 Weekly degree of demonization of Dutch parliamentary parties between October 2002 and February
2006.

Table 1 shows the results of three separate ARIMA models. Before
discussing the results, it should be noted that all variables have been differenced
once in order to make the series stationary.74 Model 1a is an univariate
74 Every single count of demonization is not expected to affect the electoral standing of the PVV to the same degree.
In other words, the difference between 0 and 1 count of demonization is expected to be of greater influence than
the difference between 20 and 21 counts of demonization. Taking the logged values of a series deals with this issue.
Log-transformation changes the series in such a way that peaks in data are flattened and the series becomes more
compact (Vliegenthart, 2007: 82). Thus, the differences between the scores in the upper values are more compressed
than the differences in the lower values (Kline, 2011: 63). Since it is a more suitable way of estimating the effect of
demonization, the variable demonization was logged (also see Chapter 4). The unlogged variable demonization
has a skweness of 7.3 and a kurtosis of 75.6. Skewness values higher than 3 and kurtosis values higher than 20 are
considered a serious problem. At this point, corrective action is required since this severely violates the ‘normality’
assumption of the ARIMA model. Log-transformation deals with this problem: after logging the skewness of
demonization is 0.5 and the kurtosis 3.2. All other variables did not require log-transformation in order to reach
acceptable skewness and kurtosis levels.
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Model 1b shows that demonization does have a significant negative
effect on political trust with a lag of one week (-0.03, significant at p ≤ 0.01)
but the effect becomes insignificant with a lag of two weeks. 75 The effect is also
rather small and it should be kept in mind that interpretation is a little less
straightforward since the variable demonization has been logged.76 However,
results indicate that each time a Dutch party or politician is demonized,
political trust among the electorate diminishes a little. In other words, the
more parties and politicians are demonized, the lower the level of political
trust.
In order to test the robustness of these findings, the control variable
populist parties in the media has been added to the model, again with a
lag of one week, and a lag of two weeks. Model 1c shows that, contrary to
expectations, the visibility of populist parties (SP, TON, EénNL, LPF, and
75 Additional models that only included a lag of one week have been run. The effect in the first week remains
significant, also when the control variable ‘visibility of populist parties’ is included.
76 The independent variable is logged while the dependent variable is not. This suggests the following interpretation
of the coefficient: a 1% increase in X would lead to a ‘coefficient/100’ decrease in Y. Thus, a one per cent increase in
demonization would result in a 0.0003 decrease in political trust.
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PVV) in the media has no significant effect on political trust. Nevertheless,
results do indicate that the significant negative effect of demonization on
political trust remains (-0.03, significant at p ≤ 0.01).
Additional models have been estimated that included variables that
capture key events (Dutch general elections, murder of Theo van Gogh,
cabinet crisis) that attracted considerable media exposure and which are
expected to have also influenced political trust among the electorate. In all of
these additional models, the negative effect of demonization on political trust
remained significant with a lag of one week.77 This leads to the conclusion

and when politicians fail to do so, the public becomes embittered with the
rules of the game. Moreover, with a deeply negative stance towards political
competitors, the electorate may infer that the entire democratic process is
flawed, not just the targeted parties or politicians (see Ansolabehere and
Iyengar, 1995; King, 2000; Mutz and Reeves, 2005). Also, these findings
provide further evidence for the claim made by Bovens and Wille (2008;
also see Van der Meer, 2010) that an increasing polarizing and adversarial
political culture can explain a decline in political trust.
These findings are likely to be of particular interest to those wishing to

that this effect is robust, and H1 is supported.

safeguard the stability of democratic political systems. A decline in political
trust has been related to all kinds of democratic ills. When political trust
is low, the effectiveness and legitimacy of government action come under
pressure. Almond and Verba (1963) claim that political trust is an essential
component of civic culture and, according to Easton (1965), political trust
is crucial to diffuse support for democracy. Moreover, since “the dominant
view in scholarly debate is that low levels of political trust should be a major
reason for concern” (Marien and Hooghe, 2011: 267) it can be concluded that
demonization can have far-reaching unintended consequences.
Based on this outcome, analyzing other potential consequences of
demonization could be of interest. There is substantial evidence that negative
campaigning also negatively affects the sense of political efficacy, as well as
that it can negatively affect the public mood (Lau et al., 2007). Future research
could examine the extent to which demonization has diminishing effects on
political efficacy and the public mood.
Finally, this study has some limitations. First, it uses aggregated
data, which entails that the analyses indicate that overall the electorate’s
political trust declines after being exposed to demonization in the media. It
also examined a general pattern, and estimated an average effect, so fails to
expose individual, or lower group level relationships between demonization
and levels of political trust. For example, previous research has indicated that
effects of negative campaigning differ between men and women (King and
McConnell, 2003), while other studies have indicated that effects of negative
campaigning differ depending on the age, level of education and ideological

Conclusion
Academic literate suggests that certain types of media messages diminish
political trust. This is especially true of messages that are largely negative
in nature, for example, messages in which a politician or political party is
slandered. Demonization certainly belongs to this category, as it involves
a deeply negative message where a party or politician is portrayed as the
embodiment of a political regime that represents absolute evil. In addition,
demonization has often been related to political strategy and discussed as
such in the Dutch media.
In this chapter, the effect of demonization on political trust in Dutch
Parliament was examined. The results suggest that demonization has a
negative effect: when demonization of Dutch political parties and politicians
increases, political trust in Parliament among the Dutch electorate decreases.
The outcome of this study suggests that voters are indeed disenchanted by an
uncivil discourse that violates the well-established social norms of political
expression. Apparently, citizens expect politicians to act in a civil manner,
77 In a further attempt to check the robustness of these findings, three variables were added to capture the effect
of key events. The first event variable marks the Dutch general elections that took place on January 22nd, 2003.
Results indicate that in the week after the general elections, political trust significantly increased. The second event
variable marks the murder of Theo Van Gogh. The direction of the effect is negative, but not significant. The third
event variable marks the cabinet crisis that took place in March 2005. Despite the disruptive character of the crisis,
it had a near significant positive effect (p = 0.0551). More importantly, results show that the effect of demonization
on political trust remains significant and negative. Besides, when a control variable that captures the peak in
demonization induced by Verdonk’s proposal, is also added, the effect of demonization remains significant in week
one, removing concern that it is only this peak that caused the significant negative effect.

106
28_5_dissertation.indb 106-107

107
5/28/14 9:03 PM

standing of the respondent (Ansolabehere and Iyengar, 1997; also see Elenbaas
and De Vreese, 2008; Garramone and Atkin, 1986). In addition, this chapter
involves the implicit assumption that all voters have been exposed equally
to demonization. However, that is not realistic, so research about lower level
relationships will provide a deeper understanding of the underlying processes.
Second, the findings cannot be generalized without taking into
consideration the context of the study. The period under analysis followed
the political murder of Fortuyn (May 2002) relatively quickly. Before his
death, Fortuyn had repeatedly stated that his demonization had put him in

Chapter 6
Conclusion and Discussion

danger. After his murder, several public and political actors were accused
of fomenting hatred against him, and creating a climate in which Fortuyn
was likely to be killed. These accusations led to a heated public debate, and
demonization became heavily charged. This may have strengthened a negative
effect on political trust.
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Introduction
This study set out to explore the demonization of Dutch political parties
between 1995 and 2011. The first aim was to conceptualize demonization.
Next, the study sought to determine the circumstances in which demonization
is used, and to what effects.
Examining demonization was considered urgent because
demonization was repeatedly discussed in the public debate, but the debate
lacked a rigid conceptualization and empirical knowledge. In other words,
the public prominence of demonization was high, while the understanding
of demonization was low. This dissertation has sought to help scholars and
politicians the verify claims that have been so hotly debated (e.g. are parties/
politicians really demonized? Who demonizes? Does demonization decrease/
increase party support?). Moreover, since several democratic ills have been
attributed to a negative political debate, such as a decline in political trust (see
Lau et al., 2007), this dissertation also sought to expose potential detrimental
side effects of demonization.
In this concluding chapter, I will first briefly summarize the
main findings of my thesis, after which I will elaborate on the theoretical
implications. Subsequently, I will make suggestions about directions for
further research. Finally, I will discuss the societal relevance of the findings.
Summary of the findings
Chapter 1 presented the conceptualization and operationalization of
demonization. Based on earlier work by Van Praag (2005) demonization was
conceptualized as portraying an actor as the embodiment of absolute evil. The
concept should be seen as an empty vessel, whose exact operationalization
varies, depending on the context in which it takes place. Taking the specific
context of this study into consideration (the Dutch political domain between
1995 and 2011), demonization has been defined as follows: portraying a
political actor as the embodiment of Nazism/fascism. This view is not universal,
because in different historical and cultural contexts different images may exist
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of what constitutes ‘absolute evil’, but contextual analysis strongly points to a
predominance of the conception that Nazism/fascism is the political regime
that represents absolute evil within post-war Netherlands.
Chapter 2 presented descriptive analyses of demonization in the
Netherlands between 1995 and 2011 and discussed how data on demonization
were collected. Five Dutch national newspapers and three national opinion
weeklies were scrutinized for instances of demonization. In total 2512 cases
of demonization were found. Descriptive analyses indicated that members of
the anti-immigration party family were demonized most. They also showed
that members of the social-democratic party family demonized most. Of all
parties, the PVV was demonized most (as a total of all demonization between
1995 and 2011, and as a total of demonization during years of existence
between 1995 and 2011). However, in terms of the percentage of demonization
as a proportion of the overall news coverage about a party during the years
the party existed between 1995 and 2011, the CD was demonized about
four times more than the PVV (10.3 per cent versus 2.6 per cent). Chapter
1 further demonstrated that, in 50.9 per cent of the cases, no argument was
provided for demonization. The single most provided argument was ‘views on
immigration’, followed by ‘use of Nazist/fascist discursive terms’. Descriptive
analyses also showed that, of the five national newspapers, demonization was
covered most by De Volkskrant and least by De Telegraaf. In the three opinion
weeklies demonization was covered most by Elsevier, and least by De Groene
Amsterdammer. Analyses further showed that, compared to the coverage of
demonization of other parties, demonization of anti-immigration parties was
covered somewhat more in De Volkskrant and De Groene Amsterdammer and
somewhat less in NRC Handelsblad, Algemeen Dagblad, De Telegraaf, Vrij
Nederland and Elsevier.
Chapter 3 established the circumstances in which parties were most
likely to demonize. The period under investigation was January 1995 to
December 2011. Two questions guided the analyses. First, does the practice
of demonization show the same patterns and regularities as those observed
in research on negative campaigning? Second, is the pattern behind the
demonization of anti-immigration parties similar to the pattern behind the
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demonization of other parties? Analyses indicated that anti-immigration
parties were most likely to be demonized by parties that are ideologically
distant, by parties that are trailing in the polls, by established parties, and
by parties in government. The study further demonstrated that other parties
were most likely to be demonized by parties that are ideologically distant,
and by parties in opposition. These findings largely deviated from other
studies that examined attack behavior in relation to more general forms of
negative campaigning in the Netherlands. The findings also showed that the
circumstances under which demonization took place considerably differed
depending on the target in question. Thus, Chapter 3 demonstrated that
demonization has its own unique dynamics compared to the general attack
behavior.
Chapter 4 examined the effect of demonization on party support for
anti-immigration party PVV. The period under investigation (September
2004 to December 2011) was divided in three separate periods: first, the
period in which the PVV emerged as a new party and held no seats in Dutch
Parliament; second, the period that the PVV held 9 seats and was a party in
opposition; third, the period in which the PVV was the official support party
of the minority government formed by VVD-CDA. The results showed that
demonization had a negative effect on party support during the first period,
while no significant negative effects were found in the second or third period.
Thus, demonization had a negative effect on party support only when the
targeted party emerges. Chapter 4 also analyzed the effect media coverage
had on party support. The results indicated that media attention had a
positive effect on party support during the first two periods. However, this
effect diminished once the PVV became a support partner of the government
coalition.
Chapter 5 examined how demonization affected political trust.
Previous research suggested that negative campaigning decreases political
trust among the electorate. The period under investigation was from October
2002 to February 2006. The research question guiding the chapter was: does
demonization of Dutch political parties negatively affect political trust in
Dutch Parliament? In contrast to the previous chapter, the demonization of
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all Dutch parliamentary parties served as an independent variable. Analyses
demonstrated that demonization has a significant negative effect on political
trust among the Dutch electorate. The analyses also showed that attention
towards populist parties in the media did not affect political trust.
Contribution to existing research
This dissertation adds to different strands of literature in five broader themes.
Each contribution is discussed in a separate subsection.
Conceptualization
Several previous scientific studies have examined the concept of demonization
(see Alon and Olmer, 2005; De Luca and Buell, 2005; Schafraad et al., 2009;
Van Praag, 2005). First of all, this dissertation builds upon the study by Van
Praag (2005) by using his definition as a basis for the theoretical framework
presented in Chapter 1, and extends Van Praag’s work by providing elaborate
argumentation for the definition. It also adds to Van Praag (2005) by
emphasizing that the exact operationalization of demonization is inherently
related to the context in which it is studied.
Furthermore, I fully agree with Schafraad et al., (2009; also see De
Luca and Buell, 2005) that due to its normative nature (see Chapter 1),
demonization is hard to conceptualize and measure. However, this is the
case for every form of negative political communication, like blaming and
stigmatization. My study shows that such a normative component does not
necessarily prevent making theoretical distinctions between different forms
of negative political communication. Building upon work from different
disciplines, such as the psychological study of Alon and Omer (2006) and
the sociological study of Goffman (1963), demonization is embedded in a
more general framework of negative political communication. By making
a distinction between stigmatization and demonization on three accounts
(range, origin and implication), this dissertation advances the conceptual
theory of negative political communication.
Thus, this dissertation synthesized insights from the previous
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studies, while also adding new perspectives, providing an adequate
conceptualization of demonization. In addition, the theoretical foundation
and operationalization of demonization made it possible to systematically
collect data measuring this concept, leading to a unique dataset that includes
a refined and longitudinal measurement of the concept.
Increase in negative campaigning
This work shows that demonization took off rapidly in 2001, peaked in
2003, and declined somewhat thereafter. However, from 2005 onwards,
demonization steadily increased again, mounting to unprecedentedly high
levels in 2010. These findings extend the body of literature that argues that
negative campaigning, trait attacks specifically, increased in Western Europe
(e.g. Farell, 2005; Van Praag, 2005; Van Praag and Brants, 2008; Mughan,
2000; Walter, 2010), while contradicting works that reject the notion that
negative campaigning is on the rise (e.g. Buell and Sigelman, 2009; Lau and
Pomper, 2004). My findings specifically add to Walter (2012), who studied
the degree of negative campaigning in several European countries between
1980 and 2006 and concluded that parties and politicians are no more likely
to ‘go negative’ than approximately 25 years ago. However, an important part
of the demonization observed in this dissertation, was beyond the scope of
Walter’s investigation. Moreover, Walter analyzed officially approved election
broadcasts and televised election debates, which –as argued by the authormeans that increased negativity in the news may not have been picked up
(also see Walter and Vliegenthart, 2010).
This dissertation also suggests that the emergence of anti-immigration
parties instigated an adversarial political culture. It shows that demonization
has increased ever since anti-immigration parties successfully entered the
Dutch political arena. That is, anti-immigration parties such as the LPF
and PVV are also considered populist, and a defining feature of populism
is the emphasis on a sharp juxtaposition between the populist party and
the political establishment. Populist rhetoric is further known for being
highly confrontational, contentious and provocative (see Albertazzi and
McDonnell, 2007; Bos, 2012; Mudde, 2007; Rooduijn, 2013; Schedler, 1996;
114
28_5_dissertation.indb 114-115

Taggart, 1996). Hence, this dissertation supports the idea that Pim Fortuyn
and the LPF encouraged a political culture in the Netherlands that resembles
the characteristics of a winner-takes-all system, which hardened the overall
tone of the political debate (see Bovens and Wille, 2008; Van der Meer, 2010;
Van Praag and Brants, 2008). In this respect, it must be noted that, from 2001,
not only the demonization of anti-immigration parties increased, but also the
demonization of other parties.
Party competition and attack behavior
This dissertation also contributes to the literature about party competition
and attack behavior. Müller and Strøm (1999) state that parties are rational
actors that seek three political objectives: votes, governmental status, and
policy influence. One possible means of achieving these goals is to engage
in negative campaigning. Walter (2012; Walter et al., 2014) advanced the
knowledge of negative campaigning by examining it outside the US context
and demonstrating that, in multi-party systems, the cost-balance analysis for
attack behavior is more complex than in two–party systems (also see Hansen
and Pedersen, 2008). This dissertation further adds to this in three ways.
First, it deepens the understanding of attack behavior by examining a specific
form of negative campaigning in a multi-party system. Findings show that
demonization has a distinct pattern of attack behavior. In other words, in
contrast to studies about other forms of negative campaigning, this study
shows that parties are more likely to demonize parties that are ideologically
distant, instead of those that are ideologically close (e.g. Downs, 1957; Haynes
and Rhine, 1998; Walter, 2012; Walter et al., 2014). Second, this dissertation
refines existing research by analyzing attack behavior targeting different
groups of parties; i.e. a distinction is made between the demonization of
anti-immigration parties and other kinds of parties. For example, findings
here show that parties in opposition are more likely to demonize other kinds
of parties. This corresponds with previous studies that demonstrate that
opposition parties are more likely to go negative (Hansen and Pedersen, 2008;
Lau and Pomper, 2004; Swint, 1998; Walter, 2012). However, at the same time,
findings indicate that government parties are more likely to demonize anti115
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immigration parties. These findings contribute to existing research by showing
that the target of negative campaigning also influences attack behavior. Third,
this dissertation deepens the understanding of attack behavior by exploring
the possibility that negative appeals can also be intended as a warning, rather
than a political tool to win votes.
Challenging anti-immigration parties
This dissertation extends the literature that analyses how and to what effect
anti-immigration parties are combated. Since the rise of anti-immigration
parties across Western Europe, political opponents have sought ways to
hinder their electoral success. According to Downs (2001; 2002; et al., 2009),
opponents can choose between two strategies: to engage or disengage (also
see Capoccia, 2004; Husbands, 2002; Kestel and Godmer, 2004; Widfeldt,
2004). Scholars are divided over the question which strategy is most
effective. For example, Art (2007) concludes that the successful suppression
of Die Republikaner in Germany was a result of broad societal and political
condemnation, while the Austrian FPÖ flourished under the political attempt
to ‘tame’ the party by cooperation (also see Albertazzi and McDonnell, 2010).
However, Downs (2002; et al., 2009; also see Heinisch, 2003) maintains that
when anti-immigration parties are granted some governing responsibilities,
the parties’ successes seem to diminish slightly. Furthermore, when antiimmigration parties are largely ignored, isolated or outlawed, this often has
unintended effects. For example, the decision to prosecute Wilders (PVV)
for hate speech actually increased support for his party (see Van Spanje and
De Vreese, forthcoming). Thus, Downs (2002; et al., 2009) concludes that
strategies of engagement more effectively hinder anti-immigration parties
than strategies of disengagement.
The dissertation allowed empirical testing of the claim made by
Downs (2002; et al., 2009), and thus adds further to the ‘engagement versus
disengagement’ debate. Downs et al., (2009) specifically state “that strategies
of isolation, ostracism and demonisation prove surprisingly ineffective at
rolling back or even containing threats to the democratic order […]”. On
the one hand, the findings in this dissertation reject this claim, arguing that
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demonization can be effective, but only in the period briefly after the antiimmigration party emerges. On the other hand, the findings support this
claim, since demonization has been ineffective ever since the PVV took place
in Dutch Parliament. In addition, the findings do not support the notion that
over time demonization may become counterproductive (see Downs, 2002; et
al. 2009). That is not say that other forms of disengagement are not eventually
counterproductive. Van Spanje and De Vreese (forthcoming) suggest that the
decision to prosecute Wilders contributed to the party’s electoral success. The
decision to prosecute took place in January 2009, when the PVV was already
fairly established. Although demonization did not produce unintended effects
during this period, the unintended effect of legal repression does support
the proposal that strategies of disengagement are more likely to become
counterproductive once a party is more established.
Thus, above all, this dissertation shows that contextual factors such
as timing can influence the effect of strategies of disengagement (Art, 2007;
Husbands, 2002). It also raises the question of to what extent timing may also
be relevant to strategies of engagement. For example, when the LPF was still
in its infancy, assuming office proved destructive for the party since it was
unready to fulfill such responsibilities (De Lange and Art, 2011). Thus, the
effect of strategies of engagement may be stronger when anti-immigration
parties are still in an early stage of development, and probably less organized
than established anti-immigration parties.
Consequences of negative campaigning for the political system
Many studies have examined the popular claim that a negative tone in the
political debate exerts a heavy toll on democracy. The best-known example
of such an undesirable effect is that negative campaigning depresses voter
turn-out (Lau et al., 2007; e.g. Ansolabehere et al., 1994). However, a metaanalytical reassessment of more than 60 studies indicates that existing research
provides no general support for the assumption that negative campaigning
depresses voter turn-out (Lau et al., 2007). Nevertheless, general support is
found for a decrease in the sense of political efficacy (e.g. Goldstein, 1997), a
‘darker’ public mood (e.g. Leshner and Thorson, 2000; Rahn and Hirshorn,
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1999), and lower political trust (e.g. Brader, 2005; Craig and Kane, 2000).
It should be noted, however, that the body of literature about the negative
effects on political trust is not extensive, and not all findings point in the same
direction.78 In total 8 studies find support for the hypothesis that negative
campaigning diminishes political trust (Brader, 2005; Craig and Kane, 2000;
Globetti and Hetherington, 2000; Leshner and Thorson, 2000; Pinkleton
et al., 2002; Thorson et al., 2000; Wanta et al., 1999). Still, all these studies
examined the relationship between negative campaigning and political trust
in US context, and most relied on experimental pre-/post-tests or regression

the more character traits become a central point, mostly at the expense of
issues. It would therefore be of interest to further examine to what extent
demonization differs between different communication channels and to what
effect. Such additional analyses would provide a more comprehensive picture
of demonization. For example, a recent study War in Parliament (Piersma et
al., forthcoming) examined how and to what extent politicians referred to the
Second World War during parliamentary debates between 1930 and 1995.79
The researchers studied the official proceedings of the Dutch Parliament, thus
using data that has not been treated by the media. Clearly, this dissertation

models with observations at a single point of time.
This dissertation specifically adds to this body of literature in two
ways. First, it appears to be the only study that suggests that demonization
(i.e. an extreme form of negative campaigning) lowers political trust by
means of a time series analysis, a method that allows for strong claims on
causal relationships (Vliegenthart, 2007). Second, it shows that the largely
US-orientated literature on negative campaigning and political trust is also
applicable to a Western European context.

and War in Parliament complement each other, and a comparison is likely to
provide new insights.
Second, it may also be interesting to examine demonization in other
ways. For example, in-depth interviews conducted with party officials,
campaigns strategists, attackers and targets of demonization may provide
additional insights into the conceptualization of demonization, as well as
the reasons behind it. Another serious limitation of this dissertation is that
the effects of demonization are based on the assumption that all respondents
are exposed equally to demonization. This is clearly unrealistic. One way to
deal with this problem is to examine the effect of demonization by means of
controlled experiments. In political communication studies, this is a common
method to test effects of negative advertising (e.g. Ansolobehere and Iyengar,
1995, Chang, 2003; Garramone et al., 1990).
A third line of additional research would be to refine analyses. For
example, it would be interesting to examine whether effects of demonization
differ depending on which kind of actor demonizes (e.g. politician, Dutch
public figure, pundit). Such analyses however would require a larger dataset.
It would be equally interesting to examine to what extent demonization
has different effects on different groups of voters (e.g. male/female, highereducated/lower-educated). Furthermore, effects probably vary, depending on
which party is targeted in combination with the ideological placement of the
voter. Another suggestion is to examine the interaction between two parties
over time, in order to capture the dynamics of demonization. For example,

Directions for future research
The aim of this dissertation was to provide the first preliminary research
on demonization of Dutch parties and politicians. While this aim has been
achieved, clearly much more research is needed in order to obtain a more
comprehensive picture of the use of demonization and its consequences.
This dissertation provides several directions for future research about
demonization in the political domain.
First of all, this dissertation was restricted to analyses of demonization
in one specific communication channel: newspapers and opinion weeklies.
Walter and Vliegenthart (2010) demonstrated “that the levels of control
politicians can exert over how messages are published affects the degree,
content and target of negative campaigning. […]” (p. 455). For example, the
less control political actors have over the way their message is presented,
78 For example, Lau and Pomper (2004) and Geer (2006) did not find a negative effect on political trust, while
Martinez and Delegal (1990) found a positive effect on political trust.
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Lau et al. (2007; also see Lau and Pomper, 2004) argue that attacks almost
always provoke counter attacks, and that attacks may arise from self-enforcing
dynamics in a campaign (Walter, 2012). Consequently, more research is
needed to further disentangle the relationship between the demonizer and
the demonized.
Finally, this dissertation is a single country case study. Although a
single country case study has its merits (see Gerring, 2007), knowledge about
demonization would greatly benefit from comparative research. However,
examining demonization in different contexts raises important and complex

precedes the attack is more complex in multi-party systems where coalition
governments are formed. In other words, in contrast to two-party systems, in
multi-party system a delicate trade-off has to be made between vote-seeking
and office-seeking strategies (Strøm and Müller, 1999; Walter 2012, Walter
et al., 2014; also see De Lange, 2012). Also, given that anti-immigration
parties are demonized most of all party families in the Netherlands, it would
be interesting to study demonization in counties where anti-immigration
parties have been relatively unsuccessful (for example in Germany and the
United Kingdom).

questions about the conceptualization of demonization. Chapter 1 stated
that demonization should be regarded as an empty vessel that varies in its
exact content dependent on the context in which it is placed. Thus, it is
possible that the political regime that represents absolute evil differs between
countries. Furthermore, it cannot be ruled out that demonization cannot
be operationalized in certain contexts, because there is no political regime/
incident/actor that represents absolute evil. Thus, on a theoretical level,
what should be categorized as demonization is determined, but practical
conceptualization might not always be straightforward. This may hinder
comparative research.
In this respect it would be most feasible to compare demonization in
the Netherlands to demonization in other Western European countries, such
as Belgium, France, Austria, Germany and/or the United Kingdom. Arguably,
in all these countries Hitler can be regarded as the ultimate demonic figure
and the Holocaust as the ultimate consequence of absolute evil. For example,
the strong legal repression of Nazism/fascism in Western Europe is indicative
of such a powerful cultural-historic connection. Pels (2003) also argues that,
in all of Western Europe, Nazism/fascism is considered absolute evil, since
the horrors originated and took place on their soil and in their political
communities.
Provided that demonization can be examined in this comparative
setting, it would be interesting to look at the effects of political systems,
because it largely determines how many rivals a party can attack without
jeopardizing its own interest (Van Spanje, 2010). The cost-benefit analysis that

Comparative research could also address the different ‘coping
cultures’ between countries. Art (2006: 161) states that elite norms against the
resurgence of Nazism/fascism are probably more developed and entrenched
in some countries than in others. For example, in Germany a critical
examination of their Nazi past had led to a ‘culture of contrition’ among the
political establishment and other elite actors, while in Austria decades of
“public amnesia about the Nazi period” produced a ‘culture of victimization’
(Art; 2006: 338). Arguably, in the Netherlands there is a ‘culture of vigilance’
where actors feel compelled to react to the slightest revival of Nazism (also
see Van Donselaar, 1995; Vuijsje, 2008; Zwagerman, 2009). Future research
may examine the extent to which these differences in culture influence the
degree, content and target of demonization.
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Societal relevance
The introduction of this dissertation stated that one reason for examining
demonization was to provide the Dutch public clarity about a topic that has
been so hotly debated. This dissertation provides rigorous information about
which parties have been demonized, by whom, and to what effect. Therefore,
it helps the public to reach a better assessment of the contest of power, interests
and ideas related to demonization. However, not only is basic information now
available, the findings are also relevant to democratic politics. This specifically
concerns the finding that demonization lowers political trust in Dutch
Parliament. Whether demonization is intended as a warning or as a strategy,
121
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its purpose is to diminish support for the demonized party. This dissertation
shows that demonization has no negative effect on party support for the PVV
once the party is in parliament. This finding agrees with multiple studies
that dismiss the claim that negative campaigning actually works. There is no
consistent evidence that negative campaigning achieves the electoral results
attackers desire. And although the attacker may benefit from demonization,
in general this hypothesis is also rejected (see Lau et al., 2007). Thus, once
parties are in parliament, demonization appears to be ineffective for both the
attacker and targe (at least, when the target is an anti-immigration party).
However, at this point, demonization does lower political trust. Furthermore,
there are strong indications that demonization negatively affects the public
mood and lessens the sense of political efficacy (for example see Leshner and
Thorson, 2000; Pinkleton et al., 2002; Thorson et al., 2000). Thus, even when
demonization is intended as a warning and seeks to protect the democratic
system, it seems to be only effective when the targeted party is in its infancy.
After that, demonization may harm democracy in several ways. In the
long run this could prove worrisome, especially because demonization has
increased in recent years. This dissertation therefore suggests that campaign
strategists, politicians and/or other civil society actors should make a careful
cost-benefit analysis before engaging in demonization.
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APPENDICES
Appendix I
Search string for articles that refer to the Second World War:

(Achterhuis OR Anne Frank OR appeasement! OR Auschwitch OR Auschwitz OR Auswei! OR Auswitz OR befehl
OR de bevrijding OR bloed en bodem OR bruin! OR Chamberlain OR collaborat! OR concentratiekamp! OR
davidsster! OR deport! OR derde rijk OR Eichmann OR Ein Reich OR Ein Führer OR Ein Volk OR Endlösung OR
Eva Braun OR fascis! OR final solution OR Fuhrer OR gaskamer! OR gestapo OR gewusst OR Goebbels OR Göring
OR hakenkrui! OR Heydrich OR Holocaust OR hongerwinter OR Himmler OR Hitler OR jaren dertig OR jaren
veertig OR jod! OR kampbeul! OR Kristallnacht OR Lebensraum OR Luftwaffe OR Mein Kampf OR Mengele OR
Moffen OR Mussert OR Mussolini OR nationaal socialist! OR national-socialist! OR nazi! OR NSB OR NSDAP OR
Nuremberg OR onderduike! OR pogrom OR Ravensbrück OR razzia! OR Ribbentrop OR Seyss-Inquart OR Shoah
OR allcaps(SS) OR Sturmabteilung OR swastika OR Tertii Imperii OR Tweede Wereldoorlog OR untermensch OR
vergas! OR Waffen OR Wehrmacht OR Weimar OR Westerbork OR zes miljoen OR 6 miljoen)

Appendix II
A.1 Party position on left-right dimension
1999

2002

2006

2010

AOV

.

.

.

.

CD

9.4

.

.

.

CDA

5.2

6.1

6.1

6.3
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.

6.6

6.0

5.4

D66

4.4

4.6

4.5

5.0

GL

2.6

2.5

2.2

2.6

GPV

6.7

.

.

.

LN

.

.

.

.

LPF

.

8.4

.

.

PVDA

3.8

4.0

3.7

3.9

PVDD

.

.

.

3.4

PVV

.

.

8.8

8.6

RPF

6.8

.

.

.

SGP

7.7

8.0

.

7.8

SP

1.1

1.6

1.6

1.6

TON

.

.

.

.

UNIE55

.

.

.

.

VVD

6.9

7.4

7.5

7.9

Source: Chapel Hill Expert Surveys
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Appendix IV

A.2 Party position on authoritarian-libertarian dimension
GAL/TAN

1999

2002

2006

2010

AOV

.

.

.

.

CD

9.3

.

.

.

2001 Spring

62

2001 Autumn

n/a

2002 Spring

58

2002 Autumn

n/a

2003 Spring

51

2003 Autumn

41

2004 Spring

43

A.4 Percentage of people that trust in Dutch Parliament.

CDA
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.
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7.4
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2.5

1.6
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1.9

1.4
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1.9

GPV
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.

.

.
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.

.

.

.
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.

5.4

.

.

2005 Spring
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PVDA

3.6

3.3

3.7

4.0

2005 Autumn

50
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PVDD

.

.

.

3.8

2006 Spring

PVV

.

.

6.6

7.2

2006 Autumn

53

RPF

8.6

.

.

.

2007 Spring

77

SGP

9.4

9.4

.

9.4

SP

5.0

3.3

5.2

5.2

TON

.

.

.

.

UNIE55

.

.

.

.

VVD

4.9

5.6

5.1

4.8

2007 Autumn
54
Source: Eurobarometer, please see: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/index_en.htm

Respondents were asked the following question: I would like to ask you a question about how
much trust you have in certain institutions. For each of the following institutions, please tell
me if you tend to trust it or tend not to trust it?

Source: Chapel Hill Expert Surveys

Appendix V

Appendix III
A.3 Influence of demonization and media attention on party support for the PVV between
September 2004 and November 2006 (variable demonization not logged).
Model 1c

T

A.5 Rounded up percentage of total demonization per party between February 2002 and
October 2006.
VVD

43

LPF

29

CDA

7

PVV

7

Period I

Model 1a

T

Model 1b

T

AR (t-12)

-0.42***

-5.00

-0.38***

-5.31

-0.28***

-3.65

Party is demonized (t-1)

-

-

-0.73**

-2.96

-0.69*

-2.41

PVDA

4

Party is demonized (t-2)

-

-

-0.63***

-3.60

-0.50*

-2.28

Other

10

Media Attention (t-1)

-

-

-

-

0.02**

-3.07

Total

100

Media Attention (t-2)

-

-

-

-

0.01

-1.39

AIC

437.13

408.78

403.6

N (obs)

114

112

112

Note: *p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01; *** p ≤ 0 .001 (two-tailed); - variable is not included in the model.
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NEDERLANDSE SAMENVATTING
Introductie
Sinds 1980 zijn er in verschillende West-Europese landen succesvolle antiimmigratie partijen op het toneel verschenen, zoals bijvoorbeeld Front
National (FN) in Frankrijk, Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs (FPÖ) in Oostenrijk
en Vlaams Belang (VB) in België. Over het algemeen werden deze partijen
met argusogen bekeken door de gevestigde orde (Fennema en Maussen,
2005). In Nederland leek dit type partij lange tijd geen voet aan de grond
te krijgen. De Centrumpartij (CP, later CD) behaalde op haar hoogtepunt
3 parlementaire zetels, maar raakte daarna snel in verval. De gevestigde
politieke orde en media hadden de partij, zo het leek, effectief doodgezwegen
en juridisch bestreden. Ook in andere West-Europese landen probeerde de
gevestigde orde anti-immigratie partijen de kop in te drukken aan de hand
van delegitimering en uitsluiting, al was dit met wisselend resultaat (e.g.
Downs, 2001; Husbands, 2002; Widfeldt, 2004).
In reactie op de behandeling van anti-immigratie partijen spreekt
Golsan (2003) van de demonisering van Le Pen (FN). Volgens Golsan
gebruikt de Franse elite demonisering als strategie om FN klein te krijgen.
Voorts spreekt Mouffe (2005) van de demonisering van Haider (FPÖ):
door Haider te portretteren als hedendaagse Nazi, probeert de gevestigde
orde stemmen terug te winnen. De term demoniseren wordt ook in andere
wetenschappelijke studies aangehaald om de moeizame relatie tussen
gevestigde partijen en anti-immigratie partijen te illustreren (e.g. Downs et
al., 2009; Schafraad et al., 2009; Van Praag, 2005; Van Praag en Walter, 2013;
Walter en Van Holsteyn, 2006).
In 2002 werd de term demonisering onderdeel van het Nederlandse
vocabulaire, met name na de opkomst van Pim Fortuyn. Begin dat jaar had
Fortuyn als lijsttrekker van Leefbaar Rotterdam een ongekend electoraal
succes behaald in de gemeenteraadsverkiezingen. Zijn landelijke partij Lijst
145
28_5_dissertation.indb 144-145

5/28/14 9:03 PM

Pim Fortuyn (LPF) stond hoog in de peilingen en overrompelde daarmee
de gevestigde orde. Fortuyn was een excentriek politicus die controversiële
uitspraken niet schuwde. Dit kwam hem op veel commentaar te staan van
journalisten en politici. Hij werd bijvoorbeeld omschreven als iemand met de
intelligentie van Hitler en het charisma van Himmler.80 In reactie op dit soort
aanvallen stelde Fortuyn dat hij werd gedemoniseerd.
Negen dagen voor de landelijke verkiezingen werd Fortuyn vermoord
door een politiek activist. De moord leidde tot veel discussie. Sommigen
stelden dat de demonisering van Fortuyn het klimaat had geschapen voor de

is demonisering gedefinieerd als het afschilderen van een persoon als de
belichaming van het absolute kwaad.
De logische consequentie hiervan is dat demonisering verschillende
verschijningsvormen kan hebben, die contextafhankelijk zijn. In dit
proefschrift wordt gekeken naar demonisering binnen het politieke domein
en specifiek naar demonisering van politici en politieke partijen in Nederland
tussen 1995 en 2011. Gegeven de Nederlandse politieke geschiedenis wordt
beargumenteerd dat in deze context het Nazi-regime het absolute kwaad
vertegenwoordigt. Het Nazi-regime staat in naoorlogs Nederland op eenzame

moord. Hoewel deze claim praktisch niet valt te bewijzen of te weerleggen,
geeft het aan dat er over demoniseren niet lichtzinnig wordt gedacht. Sinds
2002 heeft de discussie over demoniseren zich in Nederland grotendeels
doorgezet. Ook Geert Wilders, politiek leider van de meer recente antiimmigratie partij Partij voor de Vrijheid (PVV), beklaagt zich over de
demonisering van zijn partij. Ondanks de aanhoudende publieke aandacht
voor demonisering is de wetenschappelijke aandacht vooralsnog beperkt
gebleven, het concept is nauwelijks onderzocht. Het doel van dit proefschrift
is om deze lacune te vullen.
Hoewel demonisering niet een exclusief Nederlands fenomeen
is, limiteert deze studie zich tot onderzoek naar de demonisering van
Nederlandse politieke partijen tussen 1995 en 2011. Gedurende deze periode
zijn er in Nederland meerdere anti-immigratie partijen opgekomen (en
ondergegaan) die zich hebben beklaagd over demonisering. Nederland lijkt
zich daardoor uitstekend te lenen voor een eerste analyse.

hoogte wanneer het gaat om politieke verschrikking en terreur. Binnen de
maatschappij is een diepe morele, historische, juridische en institutionele
afkeer verankerd jegens dit regime. Zodoende wordt demoniseren binnen
de context van deze studie gedefinieerd als het afschilderen van een politieke
actor als de belichaming van het Nazi-regime.
Binnen het domein van de politieke communicatie behelst
demonisering de meest extreme belediging mogelijk. Gegeven de ernst van
de beschuldiging, onderscheidt demonisering zich van mildere vormen
van kritiek. Het onderscheid tussen demonisering en stigmatisering is
waarschijnlijk het minst duidelijk. Niettemin valt er op drie punten een
onderscheid te maken: bereik, oorsprong en implicatie. Het laatste onderscheid
betreft dat demonisering, in tegenstelling tot stigmatisering, impliceert dat
de gedemoniseerde vernietigd moet worden, aangezien deze het absolute
kwaad vertegenwoordigt. Stigmatisering impliceert dat een actor vermeden
of buitengesloten moet worden, maar vernietiging is niet noodzakelijkerwijs
een logische consequentie.
In hoofdstuk 2 komen de beschrijvende analyses aan bod, maar
allereerst wordt in dit hoofdstuk aangegeven hoe de data zijn verzameld.
Vijf nationale kranten en drie nationale opiniebladen zijn doorzocht voor
gevallen van demonisering. Er is alleen gekeken naar demonisering van
Nederlandse politieke partijen die zitting hadden in de Tweede Kamer tussen
1995 en 2011.81 In totaal zijn 2512 gevallen van demonisering geconstateerd.
Anti-immigratie partijen zijn het meest gedemoniseerd en sociaal-

Bevindingen per hoofdstuk
In hoofdstuk 1 wordt het begrip demonisering uiteengezet. Van Praag
(2005: 30) definieert demonisering als “het afschilderen van een persoon
als de personificatie van het kwaad.” In dit proefschrift wordt deze definitie
overgenomen, al wordt er op basis van de etymologische betekenis van
demonisering de term absoluut toegevoegd. Demoniseren verwijst tenslotte
naar de duivel, en die vertegenwoordigt het absolute kwaad. Zodoende
80 Zie ‘Pim en Frank’ Trouw, 22-12-2001.
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democratische partijen hebben het meest gedemoniseerd. De PVV is het
meest gedemoniseerd van alle partijen, ook wanneer er gecontroleerd werd
voor de jaren dat een partij bestond tussen 1995 en 2011. Wanneer gekeken
wordt naar het percentage demonisering in verhouding tot media aandacht
voor de partij in het algemeen, dan is de CD het meest gedemoniseerd.
Hoofdstuk 2 laat ook zien dat in meer dan vijftig procent van de gevallen
geen argument wordt gegeven voor de demonisering. Wanneer er wel sprake
is van argumentatie dan valt deze het vaakst in de categorie ‘standpunten
met betrekking tot immigratie’. In de vijf kranten komt demonisering het

Tweede Kamer, 2) de periode waarin de partij oppositie voerde en 9 zetels
had in de Tweede Kamer, en 3) de periode waarin de partij met 24 zetels
de officiële gedoogpartner was van het minderheidskabinet VVD-CDA. Drie
afzonderlijke tijdreeksanalyses laten zien dat demonsering enkel in de eerste
periode een negatief effect heeft op het electorale succes van de PVV. In de
daaropvolgende periodes leidt demoniseren niet tot een afname in partijsteun.
In hoofdstuk 4 is ook het effect van media-aandacht (alle berichtgeving, dus
positief en negatief) op het electorale succes van de PVV onderzocht. De
analyses tonen aan dat de PVV in de eerste en tweede periode gebaat was

meest voor in De Volkskrant en het minst in De Telegraaf. In de opiniebladen
komt demonisering het meest voor in Elsevier en het minst in De Groene
Amsterdammer. In vergelijking met demonisering van andere partijfamilies,
wordt demonisering van anti-immigratie partijen iets meer verslagen in De
Volkskrant en De Groene Amsterdammer en iets minder in NRC Handelsblad,
Algemeen Dagblad, De Telegraaf, Vrij Nederland en Elsevier.
In hoofdstuk 3 wordt bekeken onder welke omstandigheden politieke
partijen overgaan tot demoniseren. Twee vragen staan centraal. Allereerst,
verloopt demonisering langs dezelfde lijnen als algemene negatieve
campagnevoering? Ten tweede, is het patroon van demonisering van antiimmigratie partijen gelijk aan dat van andere partijen? De uitkomsten van
conditionele logistische regressiemodellen laten zien dat anti-immigratie
partijen eerder gedemoniseerd worden door partijen die ideologisch ver
van hen af staan, door partijen die verliezen in de peilingen, door gevestigde
partijen en door regeringspartijen. Daarnaast wordt aangetoond dat andere
partijen eerder worden gedemoniseerd door partijen die ideologisch ver van
hen af staan, en door oppositiepartijen. De resultaten geven niet alleen aan
dat het patroon van demonisering in hoge mate bepaald wordt door het
doelwit (wel/niet anti-immigratie partij), maar ook dat demonisering een
unieke dynamiek heeft in vergelijking met negatieve campagnevoering in het
algemeen.
In hoofdstuk 4 is het effect van demonisering op het electorale succes
van de PVV geanalyseerd. Drie verschillende periodes zijn onderzocht: 1)
de periode waarin de partij net was opgestart en niet gezeteld was in de

bij media-aandacht. In de derde periode, toen de partij gedoogpartner was,
verdween dit positieve effect.
In hoofdstuk 5 is bestudeerd in hoeverre demonisering van
politieke partijen invloed heeft op vertrouwen in het Nederlandse
parlement. Wetenschappelijk onderzoek heeft aangetoond dat negatieve
campagnevoering politiek vertrouwen onder kiezers verlaagt (e.g. Lau et al.,
2007). In tegenstelling tot het voorgaande hoofdstuk is demonisering van alle
politieke partijen met vertegenwoordiging in het parlement de onafhankelijke
variabele. De tijdreeksanalyse (oktober 2002 tot februari 2006) laat zien
dat demoniseren inderdaad een negatief effect heeft op vertrouwen in het
parlement. Tevens toont de analyse aan dat aandacht voor populistische
partijen in de media geen effect heeft op parlementair vertrouwen onder het
electoraat.
Hoofdstuk 6 is het concluderende hoofdstuk. In dit hoofdstuk
worden de onderzoekbevindingen samengevat, de wetenschappelijke en
maatschappelijk relevantie besproken, en de beperkingen en suggesties
voor verder onderzoek behandeld. Ik noem hier kort de wetenschappelijke
en maatschappelijke relevantie. Om te beginnen draagt de uiteenzetting
van het begrip demonisering bij aan de theorievorming rondom politieke
communicatie. Specifiek breidt dit proefschrift het werk van Van Praag (2005)
verder uit. Daarnaast heeft de operationalisering van demonisering geleid tot
een uniek databestand, waarbij het concept gedurende een aanzienlijke tijd
nauwkeurig is gemeten.
Ten tweede ondersteunen de bevindingen studies die suggereren
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dat er een toename is in negatieve campagnevoering, en met name
karakteraanvallen, binnen verschillende West-Europese landen (e.g. Farell,
2005; Van Praag, 2005; Van Praag en Brants, 2008; Mughan, 2000; Walter,
2010). Tevens ondersteunen de bevindingen het idee dat de komst van
Pim Fortuyn en zijn LPF een confrontatiegerichte politieke cultuur heeft
geïntroduceerd in Nederland, waarbij de toon van het politieke debat verhard
is geraakt (zie ook Bovens en Wille, 2008; Van der Meer, 2010; Van Praag en
Brants, 2008).
Ten derde draagt dit proefschrift bij aan literatuur over partijcompetitie

negatieve campagnevoering leidt tot een lagere opkomt bij verkiezingen (e.g.
Ansolabehere et al., 1994), het versomberen van de publieke gemoedstoestand
(e.g. Leshner en Thorson, 2000; Rahn en Hirshorn, 1999), en het verlagen van
doeltreffendheid van de politiek (e.g. Goldstein, 1997). Daarnaast laat deze
studie zien dat de hoofdzakelijk Amerikaans georiënteerde literatuur ook van
toepassing is op de West-Europese context.
De maatschappelijk relevantie van dit proefschrift is tweeledig.
Allereerst verschaft het proefschrift duidelijkheid over een kwestie die de
afgelopen tijd maatschappelijke commotie heeft veroorzaakt. Het biedt lezers

en aanvalsgedrag. De bevindingen breiden de vooralsnog hoofdzakelijk
Amerikaans georiënteerde literatuur uit en illustreren dat aanvalsgedrag in
meerpartijenstelsels complexer is dan in tweepartijstelsels (zie ook Walter,
2012; Walter et al., 2014). Daarnaast wordt deze literatuur aangevuld door
een specifieke vorm van negatieve campagnevoering te onderzoeken, door
te kijken naar doelwitafhankelijk aanvalsgedrag, en door de mogelijkheid te
onderzoeken dat aanvallen primair als waarschuwing bedoeld zijn.
Ten vierde bevordert deze studie literatuur over aanvalsstrategieën
gericht tegen anti-immigratie partijen. Over het algemeen bestaan er twee
soorten strategieën: betrekken/legitimeren of uitsluiten/delegitimeren
(Cappocia, 2004; Downs, 2001; 2002; et al., 2009; Husbands, 2002; Kestel en
Godmer, 2004; Widfeldt, 2004). Onderzoekers zijn verdeeld over de vraag wat
de gevolgen zijn van de verschillende soorten strategieën. Dit proefschrift test
specifiek de claim van Downs et al. (2009) dat delegitmeringsstrategieën zoals
demonisering electoraal gunstig kunnen zijn voor anti-immigratiepartijen.
Dit proefschrift toont enerzijds aan dat demonisering gedurende twee
periodes inderdaad geen effect had op het electorale succes van de PVV.
Tegelijkertijd tonen de resultaten ook dat demoniseren wel een negatief effect
heeft op electorale steun wanneer de partij zich nog in de beginfase bevindt.
Tenslotte versterkt dit proefschrift de literatuur over de ‘bijwerkingen’
van negatieve campagnevoering. Het voegt zich niet alleen bij studies
die aantonen dat negatieve campagnevoering leidt tot minder politiek
vertrouwen (e.g. Brader, 2005; Craig and Kane, 2000; Globetti and
Hetherington, 2000), maar in bredere zin ook bij studies die aantonen dat

bijvoorbeeld de mogelijkheid om beter in kaart te brengen welke partijen
zijn gedemoniseerd, hoe vaak, wanneer en waarom. Ten tweede stelt dit
proefschrift de demoniseerder in staat de consequenties van demoniseren
beter in te schatten. Het demoniseren van anti-immigratie partijen kan de
partij in de beginfase schade toebrengen, maar daar hangt wel een prijskaartje
aan: over het algemeen heeft demoniseren een negatief effect op vertrouwen
in het parlement, met alle gevolgen van dien.
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