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APPENDIX 1. CODING SCHEME 

Article Characteristics 
Article characteristics are filled out by the first coder. 

1. Full text code  
Name of PDF file of the article as given by first coder  

2. Authors 
Names of all the authors of the article, separated by commas 

3. Year 
Year of first (paper) publication  

4. Journal 
Complete title of the journal in which the article was published 

5. Title 
Full title of the article 

6. Study (when the article reports on multiple studies, the number of 
the study of interest, i.e. the study that has to be coded)   
 

Coding full-text papers 
7. Does the study report on, or test for, at least one dependent 

variable? 
No  = 0 à End of coding procedure 

  Yes  = 1 à Continue coding procedure 
 
Answer yes if the author reports on, or tests for, at least one dependent variable.  
 A variable is an item, factor, characteristic or condition that can be controlled or changed. A 
dependent variable is a variable that can be affected/is affected by an independent variable. The 
independent variable is the variable that is either manipulated by the researcher or kept constant to 
study how it affects the dependent variable of interest. When the independent variable is altered, the 
observation or measure of the dependent variable changes. A study is coded as 1 if the author reports 
on, or tests for at least one dependent variable. This means that for this review we are interested in 
studies that either measure changes in a dependent variable (e.g. experiments), as well as studies that do 
not measure change, but solely report on effects on a dependent variable (e.g. discourse analyses).  
 Studies that do test for an effect of an independent variable on a dependent variable, but do not find 
any effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable(s), are subject of interest and are 
therefore coded as 1. An effect of an independent variable on dependent variable can be measured by 
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exposing people to different levels of the independent variable and by measuring and comparing if and 
how these different levels affect the dependent variable(s) of interest. This is done in experiments, when 
(for example) the effects of using different metaphorical frames on people’s attitude toward an issue are 
measured. For example, when a researcher is interested in the effects of using different words to describe 
the reorganization of a management team on people’s opinion toward that reorganization, the researcher 
can compare the effects of two or more metaphorical frames (e.g. “Swap” and “Shake up”) on attitude 
toward the reorganization. It is also possible that the effects of using 1 or more metaphorical frames (e.g. 
“Swap” and/or “Shake up”) are compared to a control condition (e.g. the non-metaphorical frame: 
“reorganization”).  
 When an author does report on the effects of an independent variable (e.g. using the metaphor 
“shake up” to refer to a reorganization) on a dependent variable (e.g. attitude toward the 
reorganization), but does not measure these effects by comparing the effects of using “shake up” to 
using another metaphor or a control condition, we say the effects of the independent variable on the 
dependent variable are established over time. Code as 0 (no) if the study does not test for or report on at 
least one dependent variable. 

 
8. Is the effect attributed to language material?  

If the study reports on, or tests for, at least one DV (7 is coded as 1), is the effect attributed to the 
language materials studied?  

 
 No  = 0 à End of coding procedure 
 Yes  = 1 à Continue coding procedure 
 
If the reported effect is attributed to language materials (independent variable), code as 1. In this case, 
the author is interested in the effects of certain language (including potential frames) on a dependent 
variable. The language material is predetermined as an independent variable of interest. The effects of 
the language material as independent variable are reported on or tested for. 
 Note: if the author tests for the effects of the language material on one or more DV’s, but does not 
find any effect, code as 1.  
 If the reported effect is attributed to (an)other independent variable(s), such as ‘personal 
characteristics of the participant’(e.g., age, gender, political affiliation, social economic status), 
environmental characteristics (e.g. the economy, climate, nature, political conflicts, participants 
perception of an issue like climate change, immigration etc.), or context  characteristics (e.g. comparing 
the effects of exposing people to a video message versus a newspaper article), code as 0.  
 

Frame 1 
9. Frame 1. What frame is studied?  
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Name the first frame that is used to talk about/describe the issue. Write down the frame as given by the 
author. For example, when the author reports about a study in which a reorganization is called a 
“Shake up”, the frame that has to be written down here is “Shake up”. A frame is defined as: verbal 
communication (written or spoken) that includes a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, 
moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation of an issue. 

 
……………………………………… 
 

10. Frame 1. According to the author, is the frame figurative or not?   
According to the author, is the frame figurative? That is, is does the author call the frame metaphorical, 
hyperbolic or a combination of both types of figurative language? 

 Not figurative = 0 
 Figurative  = 1 
 

11. Frame 1. According to the author, is the frame metaphorical or not? 
 Not metaphorical = 0 

Metaphorical = 1 
 
Metaphorical frame: If the author reports to study metaphorical language or a subcategory or equivalent 
of metaphorical language such as metonymy, personification, allegory, similes, code as 1. If not, code as 
0. Note: only verbal metaphors (spoken or written, no visual metaphors) are topic of interest.  

 
12. Frame 1. According to the author, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 

 Not hyperbolic = 0 
 Hyperbolic   = 1 
 
Hyperbolic frame: If the author reports to study hyperbolic language or a language phenomenon that 
matches the definition of hyperbole (an expression that is more extreme than is justified given its 
ontological referent), code as hyperbolic frame 1, if not, code as 0. Note: only verbal hyperboles are topic 
of interest. Sign language and visual hyperboles are not coded as verbal hyperbole. 

 
13. Frame 1. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame metaphorical or 

not? 
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Use HIP/MIPVU to analyze the frame (As written down at step 8).  
 Not metaphorical  = 0 

Metaphorical = 1  
 
14. Frame 1. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 

Use HIP/MIPVU to analyze the frame.  
 Not hyperbolic   = 0 

Hyperbolic   = 1  
 

 
15. Frame 1. What is the ontological referent of the frame? 

The ontological referent is the issue, object or subject that is framed. Write down the ontological referent 
as given by the author and as precise as possible. For example when the frame is “Shake up”, the 
ontological referent is “A reorganization”. If the frame is not figurative, the ontological referent can be 
exactly the same as the frame. For example, when the frame is a non-figurative control condition, both 
the frame and its ontological referent can be “A reorganization”.  
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 Furthermore, the ontological referent can be the same for more than 1 frame. If the author, for 
example, uses 3 different frames to refer to 1 issue, the ontological referent is the same for frame 1, 
frame 2 and frame 3.  
 

 …………………………………………………………………….. 
 
Repeat steps 9 – 15 for the other frames.  
See 9-15 for extensive instructions. 
 
Frame 2 
If the author reports on 1 frame only, continue to step 51.  
 

16. Frame 2. What frame is studied?  
 
………………………………………………….. 
 

17. Frame 2. According to the author, is the frame figurative or not?   
 Not figurative = 0 
 Figurative  = 1 
 

18. Frame 2. According to the author, is the frame metaphorical or not? 
 Not metaphorical = 0 
 Metaphorical = 1 
 

19. Frame 2. According to the author, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 
 Not hyperbolic = 0 
 Hyperbolic   = 1 

20. Frame 2. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame metaphorical or 
not? 

 Not metaphorical  = 0 
Metaphorical = 1  
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21. Frame 2. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 
 Not hyperbolic   = 0 

Hyperbolic   = 1  
 
22. Frame 2. What is the ontological referent of the frame? 

 …………………………………………………………………….. 
 
Frame 3 
If the author reports on 2 frames, continue to step 51. 

 
23. Frame 3. What frame is studied?  

 
………………………………………………….. 
 

24. Frame 3. According to the author, is the frame figurative or not?   
 Not figurative = 0 
 Figurative  = 1 
 

25. Frame 3. According to the author, is the frame metaphorical or not? 
 Not metaphorical = 0 
 Metaphorical = 1 
 

26. Frame 3. According to the author, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 
 Not hyperbolic = 0 
 Hyperbolic   = 1 
 

27.  Frame 3. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame metaphorical or 
not? 

 Not metaphorical  = 0 
Metaphorical = 1  
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28. Frame 3. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 
 Not hyperbolic   = 0 

Hyperbolic   = 1  
 

29. Frame 3. What is the ontological referent of the frame? 
 
 …………………………………………………………………….. 
 
Frame 4 
If the author reports on 3 frames, continue to step 51. 

30. Frame 4. What frame is studied?  
 
………………………………………………….. 
 

31. Frame 4. According to the author, is the frame figurative or not?   
 Not figurative = 0 
 Figurative  = 1 
 

32. Frame 4. According to the author, is the frame metaphorical or not? 
 Not metaphorical = 0 
 Metaphorical = 1 
 

33. Frame 4. According to the author, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 
 Not hyperbolic = 0 
 Hyperbolic   = 1 
 

34. Frame 4. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame metaphorical or 
not? 

 Not metaphorical  = 0 
Metaphorical = 1  
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35. Frame 4. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 
 Not hyperbolic   = 0 

Hyperbolic   = 1  
 
36. Frame 4. What is the ontological referent of the frame? 

 
 …………………………………………………………………….. 
 
Frame 5 
If the author reports on 4 frames, continue to step 51. 

37. Frame 5. What frame is studied?  
 

………………………………………………….. 
 

38. Frame 5. According to the author, is the frame figurative or not?   
 Not figurative = 0 
 Figurative  = 1 
 

39. Frame 5. According to the author, is the frame metaphorical or not? 
 Not metaphorical = 0 
 Metaphorical = 1 
 

40. Frame 5. According to the author, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 
 Not hyperbolic = 0 
 Hyperbolic   = 1 
 

41. Frame 5. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame metaphorical or 
not? 

 Not metaphorical  = 0 
Metaphorical = 1  
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42. Frame 5. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 
 Not hyperbolic   = 0 

Hyperbolic   = 1  
 
43. Frame 5. What is the ontological referent of the frame? 

 
 …………………………………………………………………….. 
 
Frame 6  
If the author reports on 5 frames, continue to step 51. 
 

44. Frame 6. What frame is studied?  
 

………………………………………………….. 
 

45. Frame 6. According to the author, is the frame figurative or not?   
 Not figurative = 0 
 Figurative  = 1 
 

46. Frame 6. According to the author, is the frame metaphorical or not? 
 Not metaphorical = 0 

Metaphorical = 1 
 
47. Frame 6. According to the author, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 

 Not hyperbolic = 0 
 Hyperbolic   = 1 
 

48. Frame 6. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame metaphorical or 
not? 
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Not metaphorical  = 0 
Metaphorical = 1  
 
49. Frame 6. According to HIP/MIPVU, is the frame hyperbolic or not? 
Not hyperbolic   = 0 
Hyperbolic   = 1  

 
50. Frame 6. What is the ontological referent of the frame? 

 
 …………………………………………………………………….. 
 

51. To what domain does the political issue that is being framed 
belong? 

A political issue can belong to multiple domains. Code 1 for all the domains the political issue belongs 
to. Furthermore, if multiple frames are studied that cover different political issues, code all issues the 
study concerns as 1.  

 
Business & Economy 
Issues considering the activity of making, buying, or selling goods or providing in exchange for money 
and the process or system by which goods and services are processed, sold, and bought in a country or 
region. Examples: issues considering minimum wage, stock markets, subsidies, pension, property taxes.  

 No  = 0 
 Yes = 1 
 
Civil & Human rights 
Issues considering the nonpolitical rights of a citizen, i.e.. Rights that every person should have 
regardless of his or sex, race or religion, and rights (as freedom from unlawful imprisonment, torture 
and execution) regarded as belonging fundamental to all persons. Examples: freedom of speech & press, 
right to vote, right to equality, the right to liberty and freedom.    
 No = 0 
 Yes = 1 
 
Education & Science  



 

 233 

Issues considering the action or process of teaching someone, especially in a school, college or 
university, and issues considering knowledge about or study of the natural world based on facts learned 
through experiments and observation. Examples: public perception of scientific issues, changes in the 
educational system, school drop outs, organization of educational systems. 
 No = 0 
 Yes = 1 
 
Environment & Climate 
Issues considering the natural world, including the land, water, air, plants, and animals, especially 
considered as something that is affected by human activity. Issues considering the average course or 
condition of the weather at a place usually over a period of years.Examples: nature preservation, climate 
change, biodiversity, pollution.  

 No = 0 
 Yes = 1 
 
Immigration 
Issues considering people coming into a country or wanting to come into a country of which one is not 
a native, as a refugee or for permanent residence. Examples: Immigration policy, refugees, asylum-
seekers, integration policy.  
 No = 0 
 Yes = 1 
 
Religion   
Issues considering the belief in a god or in a group of gods and the activities that are related to that 
belief. Examples: religious terrorism, conflicts between religious groups, policies concerning the 
building of religious buildings (churches, mosques).  
 No = 0 
 Yes = 1 
 
Conflicts & Wars 
Issues considering a struggle for power, property, etc. that possibly affects the public.  Issues 
considering a strong disagreement, fight or argument between people, groups, etc. that is publicly 
displayed and possibly affects a lot of people. Examples: terrorism and efforts to end/prevent terrorism, 
wars between countries, struggles (between companies) that affect community and things like stock 
rates. 
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 No = 0 
 Yes = 1 
 
Public health & welfare 
Issues considering the health of people in general, the science of caring for the people of a community by 
giving them basic health care and health information, improving living conditions. Issues considering 
governmental programs for poor or unemployed people that help pay for their food, housing, medical 
costs etc. Examples: bio risks, sexual harassment, health care issues, unemployment issues, contagious 
diseases.  

 No = 0 
 Yes = 1 
 
Governmental affairs & elections  
Issues considering affairs within the government (i.e. the group of people who control and make 
decisions for a country, state etc., issues considering the process or manner of controlling a country, 
state etc.) that are not part of the normal routine of governing a country. Issues considering elections in 
which the public votes for new leaders (parliament, president, alderman etc.) or in a referendum, for 
example concerning a legislative proposal. Examples: presidential elections, political scandals, corrupt 
governments/leaders. 
 No = 0 
 Yes = 1 
 
Crime & Justice 
Issues concerning the judicial system of a nation. Issues considering the process or result of using laws 
to prevent people from committing crimes and to fairly judge and punish crimes and people who 
commit crimes. Examples: drug regulation, the introduction of new laws, regulations concerning the 
possession of guns and other weapons. 
 No = 0 
 Yes = 1 
 

52. What type of research was conducted? 
 Experiment    = 1 

Focus groups or interviews  = 2 
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Survey research   = 3 
Discourse analysis/corpus analysis = 4 
 

Answer what type of research was conducted. Only one type can be selected. If the author reports what 
type of research was conducted, check if this indeed matches the criteria given below. In case the coders’ 
judgment conflicts with the author, follow the author, but make a note (notes section). 

 
Experimental research:  
Quantitative research in which participants are randomly assigned to an experimental conditions, and 
one or more variable are manipulated to measure their effects and effect sizes on a variable of interest. 
Experiments provide causal evidence for the effects of the frame on its recipients.  

 
Focus groups or interviews:   
Qualitative research in which participants are questioned by the researcher about a topic or issue  
(interview) or qualitative research in which participants are interacting with each other about a topic 
that was introduced by the researcher and about which questions are asked to the participants. 
Questions are asked about perceptions, beliefs, attitudes etc. and participants are free to talk about with 
other group members in an interactive setting. (focus groups).  

 
Survey research:   
Quantitative research in which a sample of the population is asked to answer a predetermined set of 
questions.  
 
Discourse analysis/Corpus analysis:   
Studies written or spoken natural language data. Discourse/corpus analysis is text-based. Research can 
be either qualitative or quantitative. 

 
53. How many dependent variables, that are affected by the frame, or 

are hypothesized as being affected by the frame, does the author 
report on? 

Count the number of variables that, according to the author, are affected by the figurative language that 
is studied. Only count as a DV if the effect is unequivocally attributed to the figurative language 
(words like the frame affects, does, legitimates etc., are used to describe the effects) or the author(s) 
statistically tests for an effect of the frame(s) on the DV(s) (e.g. in an experimental setting). 
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54. DV definition: what is/are the dependent variable(s) according to 
the author? 

Give the exact definition of the DV (as given by the author) and give each DV a number. For example: 
1. Attitude towards political candidate, 2. Beliefs about issue.  
 

………………………………………… 
 

55. What are the effects reported by the author?  
 
……………………………………. 
 
Write down the effects exactly as reported by the author. Use the numbers given for each DV (54.) and 
name the reported effects of the frame on the DV. Only report direct effects (i.e. the frame directly affects 
the DV). Do not report indirect effects. For example: 1. idate. 2. MF steers people’s beliefs in line with 
the frame.  
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APPENDIX 4. PILOT STUDY 

METHOD 

Our goal was to select two metaphorical expressions that differed from 
each other on a scale of novelty but were perceived as equally apt. 
Participants were given an introduction and were asked for their informed 
consent. Then they were asked how conventional they thought it was to 
use each of the given metaphorical expressions to refer to changing the 
management team of a large company, by rating the conventionality of the 
metaphorical expressions on 7 point rating scales (1 = very conventional – 7 
= Very novel). Consequently, they were asked how appropriate they 
thought it was to use each of the metaphors to refer to the key issue by 
rating the aptness of the metaphorical expressions on 7 point Likert scales 
(1 = very inappropriate – 7 = very appropriate; Pierce & Chiappe, 2008).  
 40 participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 
(www.mturk.com), and were rewarded with $0.50 in exchange for 
participation. We restricted our study to Workers with a hit approval rate 
greater than or equal to 95%, who were located in the United States, were 
native speakers of English and were at least 18 years old. We excluded 2 
participants who indicated not to be native English speakers. The analyses 
were therefore based on 38 participants (20 females, 18 males, Mage 34.30, 
years, SDage = 13.12, range = 23-70 years).  

RESULTS  

Repeated measures ANOVAs were conducted to compare the mean scores 
on perceived novelty and aptness of the metaphorical expressions. Average 
scores and standard deviations are presented in Table 1. A one-way 
repeated measures ANOVA showed a significant difference in perceived 
novelty of the ten metaphorical expressions: F(9, 333) = 12.17, p < .001 ηp

2 = 

.25. For aptness, we found significant differences in perceived aptness of 
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the ten metaphorical expressions: F(5.22, 193.01) = 12.18, p < .01, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .25.27 

We used pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni correction to select 
metaphorical expressions that met our criteria. We found one pair: ‘shake 
up the management team’ and ‘swap the management team’, which 
differed on perceived novelty (Mshake up = 2.66, SDshake up = 1.55; Mswap = 3,79, 
SDswap = 1.68, p < .05), but not on perceived aptness (Mshake up = 5.39, SDshake up 
= 1.42; Mswap = 4.66, SDswap = 1.55, p = .95). 
 
Table 1 
Average Scores (and Standard Deviations) of Perceived Novelty (1: Very Conventional, 7: Very Novel), 
Perceived Aptness (1: Not apt at all, 7: Very apt) of the Metaphorical Expressions 

 Perceived Novelty Perceived Aptness 

Shake up 2.66 (1.51) 5.39 (1.42) 

Spin 5.26 (1.55) 3.16 (1.55) 

Overhaul 2.76 (1.85) 5.58 (1.54) 

Shift 3.24 (1.72) 4.79 (1.44) 

Swap 3.79 (1.68) 4.66 (1.55) 

Shuffle 3.08 (1.82) 4.92 (1.50) 

Switch  3.03 (1.75) 5.00 (1.43) 

Mix up 3.74 (1.84) 4.87 (1.55) 

Juggle 4.21 (1.60) 3.66 (1.62) 

Rotate 3.53 (1.45) 4.53 (1.56) 

                                                        
27 Since the assumption of sphericity had been violated, χ2 (44) = .02, p < .01, we used a repeated 
measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction. 
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APPENDIX 5. PRETEST AND STIMULI 

We conducted a pretest to test whether (a) our metaphorically framed 
populist statements were likely to be processed by comparison, and (b) our 
hyperbolically framed populist statements were perceived as more intense 
than the non-figurative statements. We used a 3 (frame: metaphorical, 
hyperbolic, non-figurative) x 3 (set of stimuli: 1. ‘economic refugees are 
fortune seekers’, 2. ‘the European union is a failing marriage’, 3. ’economic 
refugees are thieves’) mixed design with frame as a between-subjects factor 
and set of stimuli as a within-subjects factor. 
 Data were collected online through Qualtrics (www.qualtrics.com). 
Each participant (N = 82, 63,2% female, Mage = 30.65, SDage = 13,26, range = 
18 – 61 years) was presented with three political statements, each followed 
by a short questionnaire. First, participants were randomly assigned to one 
of the frame conditions (non-figurative, metaphorical, hyperbolic) from 
stimulus set 1 or 3 (issue of economic refugees). Second, to prevent carry-
over effects, participants read a statement about a different topic, namely 
the European Union, which was framed differently from the first statement 
they read (i.e., when a participant first read a metaphorically framed 
statement, the EU-statement was either hyperbolic or non-figurative). Next, 
participants read the third statement, which was again about economic 
refugees (depending on the first statement they read, this statement came 
either from stimulus set 1 or 3). The third statement was framed differently 
from the first two statements (i.e., when the first statement the participant 
read was metaphorical and the second was hyperbolic, this third statement 
was non-figurative). For this study, only the data from stimulus set 1 and 3, 
which treated the issue of economic refugees, were analyzed.  
 As an indicator for the way the metaphorically framed statements were 
processed, we asked participants to write down the associations the 
statements evoked. If the metaphorically framed statement evoked more 
source-domain related words (i.e., words or phrases related to the 
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metaphorical frames (e.g., stealing is related to thieves) than the non-
figurative condition, we considered the manipulation of the metaphorical 
frames to be successful.  
 To test the manipulation of the hyperbolic frames, we measured 
perceived message intensity by asking participants to rate on 7-point 
semantic differential scales to which degree they perceived the statement 
as forceful (not forceful – very forceful), extreme (not extreme – very 
extreme), intense (not intense – very intense), and exaggerated (not 
exaggerated – very exaggerated). The first three items were derived from 
the perceived language intensity scale (Hamilton & Stewart, 1993). Since 
hyperbole can be defined as an “expression that is more extreme than 
justified given its ontological referent” (Burgers, Brugman, Renardel de 
Lavalette & Steen, 2016, p. 166), we added a fourth item that asked 
participants to which degree they felt the statement to be exaggerated (αset1 
= .81, αset2 = .73, αset3 = .72).  

RESULTS  

Stimulus Set 1. Economic Refugees Are Fortune Seekers.  

A Kruskal-Wallis test28 with type of frame (metaphorical, hyperbolic, non-
figurative) as independent variable and the number of source domain 
related words as dependent variable showed that type of frame affected 
the number of source domain related words, H(2) = 9.56, p < .01. As 
expected, the metaphorical frame did evoke more source domain related 
words than both the hyperbolic frame (p <.05, r = .53) and the non-
figurative frame (p <.05, r = .36). There was no difference between the 
hyperbolic and non-figurative frame (p = .98). Thus, the manipulation of 
the metaphorical frame was successful.   
 To test whether the hyperbolic frame was perceived as more intense, we 
used a one-way ANOVA with type of frame as independent variable and 

                                                        
28 When parametric assumptions were not met, a Kruskal-Wallis test was used (Field, 2013). 
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perceived language intensity as dependent variable. Perceived language 
intensity was significantly influenced by type of frame, F(2, 79) = 4.53, p < 
.05, η2= .32. The metaphorical frame was perceived as more intense than the 
non-figurative frame (p <.05). Although the hyperbolic frame did not 
significantly differ from the metaphorical frame (p = .99), it was perceived 
as marginally more intense than the non-figurative frame (p = .09). Thus, 
the manipulation of the hyperbolic frame was not completely successful.  
 Based on the results of this pretest, we added several extra hyperboles 
to the hyperbolic statements of stimulus set 1. Furthermore, we removed 
the potentially metaphorical related word ‘gift’ from the non-figurative 
frame.   
Stimulus Set 2. Economic Refugees Are Thieves.  

First, we tested whether we successfully manipulated the metaphorical 
statement. A Kruskal-Wallis test with type of frame (metaphorical, 
hyperbolic, non-figurative) as independent variable and the number of 
source domain related words as dependent variable showed that type of 
frame affected the number of source domain related words, H(2) = 21.94, p 
< .001. As expected, the metaphorical frame did evoke more source domain 
related words than both the hyperbolic frame (p <.001, r = .55) and the non-
figurative frame (p <.001, r = .57). There was no difference between the 
hyperbolic and non-figurative frame (p = .56). Thus, the manipulation of 
the metaphorical frame was successful.   
 To test whether the hyperbolic frame was perceived as more intense, we 
used a Kruskal-Wallis test with type of frame as independent variable and 
perceived language intensity as dependent variable. Perceived language 
intensity was significantly influenced by type of frame, H(2) = 14.35, p < .01. 
The metaphorical frame was perceived as more intense than both the non-
figurative frame (p <.05, r = .41) and the hyperbolic frame (p <.01, r = .48). 
The hyperbolic frame and the non-figurative frame did not differ on 
perceived language intensity (p = .56). This indicated the manipulation of 
the hyperbolic frame was not successful.  
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 Based on the results of this pretest we made several changes to the 
political statements of stimulus set 2.  First, we added several hyperboles to 
the hyperbolic statement and replaced some of the hyperboles with the 
more intense ones. Second, we replaced some of the metaphors in the 
metaphorical statements, with metaphors that seem less intense (e.g., 
protect instead of defend). Table 1 provides an overview of the final stimuli 
that were used for the main experiment (in Dutch). An English translation 
of the original Dutch stimuli can be found in Table 2.  
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APPENDIX 7. PRINCIPAL FACTOR ANALYSIS ‘EMOTIONS’ 

EXPERIMENT 1 

A principal factor analysis was conducted on 6 out of 7 ‘emotion’ items 
with oblique rotation (direct oblimin). Compassion was left out the 
analysis since it did either not correlate, or showed only correlations below 
.3, with the other variables (Field, 2013). Table 1 present a correlation 
matric for both experiments. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the 
sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .78 (‘middling’, almost 
‘meritorious’ according to Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). All KMO values 
for individual items, except for ‘compassion’, were at least .76, which is 
well above the acceptable limit of .5 (Field, 2013). Two factors had 
eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and together explained for 77.52% 
of the variance. Table 2 shows the factor loadings after rotation. The items 
that cluster on the same factor suggest that factor 1 represents positive 
motions, and factor 2 represents negative emotions. Reliability was 
excellent for positive emotions (α =. 92), and acceptable for negative 
emotions (α = .77).  

EXPERIMENT 2 

A similar principal axis factor analysis was conducted on 6 out of 7 
‘emotion’ items with oblique rotation (direct oblimin). Again, compassion 
was left out the analysis since it did either not correlate, or showed only 
correlations below .3, with the other variables (Field, 2013). The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, 
KMO = .77 (‘middling’, almost ‘meritorious’ according to Hutcheson & 
Sofroniou), and all KMO items for individual items were greater than .69, 
which is well above the acceptable limit of .5 (Field, 2013). Two factors had 
eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 
74.17% of the variance. The items that cluster on the same factor suggest 
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that factor 1 represents positive motions, and factor 2 represents negative 
emotions. Reliability was excellent for positive emotions (α = .90) and 
acceptable for negative emotions (α =. 70). 
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APPENDIX 9. ADDITIONAL ANALYSES 

To be able to make the comparison between how right-wing populist 
voters and other voters respond to figuratively framed populist statements, 
we conducted the same analyses as we did for populist voters among all 
voters (from experiment 1 and 2) that did not support a right-wing Dutch 
populist party (N = 657). Similar as for our analysis of right-wing populist 
voters, we used experiment as a control variable. 
 First, we tested whether populist metaphors and hyperboles affected 
emotions. The MANCOVA revealed an effect of populist metaphor, Pillai’s 
Trace = .04, F(7,646) = 3.70, p <.01, ηp

2 = .03, and populist hyperbole, Pillai’s 

Trace = .03, F(7,646) = 2.44, p <.05, ηp
2 = .03. No interaction effects between 

metaphor and hyperbole were found, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(7,646) = 1.08, p = 
.38. Subsequent univariate analyses showed that metaphor increased the 
negative emotions of fear, F(1,652) = 15.36, p <.001, ηp

2 = .02, anger, F(1,652) = 

11.58, p <.01, ηp
2 = .02, and sadness, F(1,652) = 11.31, p <.01, ηp

2 = .02, and 

decreased the positive emotions of enthusiasm, F(1,652) = 8.31, p <.01, ηp
2 = 

.01, hope, F(1,652) = 9.98, p <.01, ηp
2 = .02, and contentment, F(1,652) = 8.75, p 

<.01, ηp
2 = .01. Metaphor did not affect compassion. F(1,652) = .45, p =.83. 

Hyperbole did not affect negative emotions of fear, F(1,652) = 3.17, p =.08, 
anger, F(1,652) = 1.25, p =.26, sadness, F(1,652) = 11.31, p <.01, ηp

2 = .02, but 

decreased the positive emotions of hope, F(1,652) = 4.03, p <.05, ηp
2 = .01, 

and contentment, F(1,652) = 7.91, p <.01, ηp
2 = .01. Enthusiasm was not 

affected by hyperbole, F(1,652) = 2.72, p =.10. 01, ηp
2 = .01, but compassion 

was, F(1,652) = 4.66, p <.05, ηp
2 = .01. We found an effect of experiment, 

Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(7,646) = 2.66, p <.05, ηp
2 = .03.  

Overall, experiment 2 evoked less positive emotions and more negative 
emotions than experiment 1.29 
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 Next, with a 2 x 2 ANCOVA tested whether populist metaphor and 
hyperbole increased message intensity. Populist metaphor, F(1,652) = 56.74, 
p <.001, ηp

2 = .08, and populist hyperbole. F(1,652) = 21.45, p <.001, ηp
2 = .03. 

We found no interaction between metaphor and hyperbole, F(1,652) = .88, p 
=.35. Experiment affected perceived message intensity, F(1,652) = 15.34, p 
<.001, ηp

2 = .02. Overall, experiment 2 was perceived as more intense than 

experiment 1.30 
 Next, we conducted a 2 (populist metaphor: present, absent) x 2 
(populist hyperbole: present, absent) MANCOVA with the elements of 
political persuasion as dependent variables, and experiment as a covariate. 
The MANCOVA revealed an effect of populist metaphor, Pillai’s Trace = 
.05, F(3,650) = 12.28, p <.001, ηp

2 = .03, and populist hyperbole, Pillai’s Trace 

= .02, F(3,650) = 3.67, p <.05, ηp
2 = .02. No interaction effects between 

metaphor and hyperbole were found, Pillai’s Trace = .001, F(3,650) = .21, p = 
.89. Subsequent univariate analyses showed that metaphor decreased 
policy attitude, F(1,652) = 8.50, p <.01, ηp

2 = .01, decreased attitude towards 

the politician, F(1,652) = 29.73, p <.001, ηp
2 = .04, and decreased likelihood to 

vote, F(1,652) = 14.60, p <.001, ηp
2 = .02. Hyperbole did also decrease policy 

attitude, F(1,652) = 8.20, p <.01, ηp
2 = .01, attitude towards the politician, 

F(1,652) = 10.32, p <.01, ηp
2 = .02, and likelihood to vote, F(1,652) = 9.85, p 

<.01, ηp
2 = .02. We did detect an effect of experiment, Pillai’s Trace = .03, 

F(3,650) = 7.30, p <.001, which showed that overall, within experiment 2, 
participants were less positive about the politician and the proposed 
policy.31 
 A final MANCOVA revealed effects of populist metaphor, Pillai’s Trace 
= .06, F(2,651) = 20.37, p <.001, ηp

2 = .06, and an effect of populist hyperbole, 

Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(2,651) = 4.25, p <.05, ηp
2 = .01. We found no interaction 

effect between metaphor and hyperbole, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(2,651) = 1.47, 
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p = .23. Subsequent univariate analyses showed that metaphor increased 
novelty, F(1,652) = 40.81, p <.001, ηp

2 = .06, and decreased aptness, F(1,652) = 

23.66, p <.001, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .04. Hyperbole also increased novelty, F(1,652) = 5.23, p 

<.05, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .01, and decreased aptness, F(1,652) = 8.51, p <.01, 𝜂𝑝

2 = .01. We did 

detect an effect of experiment, Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(2,651) = 13.81, p <.001, 
which showed that overall the populist metaphors and hyperboles from 
experiment 2 were perceived as more novel and less apt than those from 
experiment 1.32 These analyses showed similar findings as the hypotheses 
tests with all participants. 

29 Without controlling for experiment, the MANOVA revealed similar effects. The MANCOVA revealed an 
effect of populist metaphor, Pillai’s Trace = .04, F(7,647) = 3.54, p <.01, η$% = .04, and populist hyperbole, 
Pillai’s Trace = .03, F(7,647) = 2.38, p <.05, η$% = .03 on emotions. No interaction effects between metaphor and 
hyperbole were found, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(7,647) = 1.08, p = .38. Subsequent univariate analyses showed 
that metaphor increased the negative emotions of fear, F(1,653) = 15.11, p <.001, η$% = .02, anger, F(1,653) = 
11.14, p <.01, η$% = .02, and sadness, F(1,653) = 10.84, p <.01, η$% = .02, and decreased the positive emotions of 
enthusiasm, F(1,653) = 7.96, p <.01, η$% = .01, hope, F(1,653) = 9.54, p <.01, η$% = .02, and contentment, F(1,653) = 
8.38, p <.01, η$% = .01. Metaphor did not affect compassion. F(1,653) = .04, p =.85. Hyperbole did not affect 
negative emotions of fear, F(1,653) = 3.03, p =.08, anger, F(1,653) = 1.10, p =.30, sadness, F(1,653) = .17 =.68, 
and the positive emotions of hope, F(1,653) = 3.71, p =.06, and enthusiasm, F(1,653) = 2.49, p =.12, but did 
affect contentment, F(1,653) = 7.47, p <.01, η$% = .01, and compassion, F(1,653) = 4.54, p <.05, η$% = .01 
30 Without controlling for experiment, the ANOVA revealed similar effects. Populist metaphor, F(1,653) = 
54.58, p <.001, η$% = .08, populist hyperbole, F(1,653) = 54.58, p <.001, η$% = .08, did affect perceived message 
intensity, F(1,653) = 20.21, p <.001, η$% = .03. No interaction effects between metaphor and hyperbole were 
found, F(1,653) = .87, p = .35. 
31 Without controlling for experiment, the MANOVA revealed similar effects. The MANCOVA revealed an 
effect of populist metaphor, Pillai’s Trace = .05, F(3,651) = 11.80, p <.001, η$% = .05, and populist hyperbole, 
Pillai’s Trace = .02, F(3,651) = 3.35, p <.05, η$% = .02. No interaction effects between metaphor and hyperbole 
were found, Pillai’s Trace = .001, F(3,651) = .21, p = .89. Subsequent univariate analyses showed that 
metaphor decreased policy attitude, F(1,653) = 7.88, p <.01, η$% = .01, decreased attitude towards the 
politician, F(1,653) = 28.05, p <.001, η$% = .04, and decreased likelihood to vote, F(1,653) = 13.81, p <.001, η$% = 
.02. Hyperbole did also decrease policy attitude, F(1,653) = 7.47, p <.01, η$% = .01, attitude towards the 
politician, F(1,653) = 938, p <.01, η$% = .01, and likelihood to vote, F(1,653) = 9.11, p <.01, η$% = .01. 
32 Without controlling for experiment, the MANOVA revealed similar effects. The MANCOVA revealed 
effects of populist metaphor, Pillai’s Trace = .06, F(2,652) = 19.18, p <.001, η$% = .06, and an effect of populist 
hyperbole, Pillai’s Trace = .01, F(2,652) = 3.80, p <.05, η$% = .01. We found no interaction effect between 
metaphor and hyperbole, Pillai’s Trace = .004, F(2,652) = 1.46, p = .23. Subsequent univariate analyses 
showed that metaphor increased novelty, F(1,653) = 38.40, p <.001, η$% = .06, and decreased aptness, F(1,653) 
= 22.08, p <.001, η$% = .03. Hyperbole increased novelty, F(1,653) = 4.58, p <.01, η$% = .01, and decreased 
aptness, F(1,653) = 7.61, p <.05, η$% = .01. 
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APPENDIX 12. ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS 

We used the Process Macro v3.0 for SPSS statistics (Hayes, 2017; 5,000 
bootstrap samples) to analyze whether party-identification strength 
moderated the indirect effects of metaphor on political persuasion, via 
novelty and/or aptness, and of hyperbole on political persuasion, via 
novelty. For all conducted moderated mediation analyses, the moderated 
mediation index showed that party-identification strength did not 
moderate the indirect effects of figuratively framed statements, via novelty 
and aptness. Table 1 presents the moderated mediation indices for all 
analyses. 
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