APPENDIX

Are populists sore losers?

Explaining populist citizens’ preferences for and reactions to referendums
The referendum campaign

The referendum was held on 21 March 2018. The referendum was about the Intelligence and Security Services Act 2017, which was to replace the 2002 one. The referendum was organized alongside the municipal elections and was triggered by the efforts of a group of five students who got support from among others, Amnesty International, Bits of Freedom and the popular Dutch comedian Arjen Lubach. The ‘Yes’-camp was mainly represented by the government and the head of the Dutch Intelligence Services, Rob Bertholee. The campaign pitted security concerns against privacy concerns. The ‘Yes’-camp campaigned by stressing that the new law was necessary to prevent terrorist attacks, as the old law was outdated and did not allow for adequate monitoring of information spread via new technologies. It also emphasized that the new law included enough safeguards to prevent misuse of the data collected by the Intelligence Services. 

The ‘No’-camp agreed on the need for new legislation, but disagreed on the assessment that it included enough safeguards. The camp stressed that the new law violated privacy legislation. The ‘No’-camp also argued that the current legislation already allowed the Intelligence Services to collect data spread via new technologies. In the final campaign week, the ‘No’-camp was helped by the Cambridge Analytica and Facebook privacy breach scandals, the revelation that the Dutch bank ING handled sensitive data of its customers in a sloppy way and inconsistencies in the ‘Yes’-campaign’s main messages.

As mentioned earlier, the referendum was initiated through citizens (bottom-up) with only minimal involvement of political parties: late in the signature-collection phase some parties such as DENK declared their support for the signature collection. While the actual campaign itself was not dominated by political parties, most nevertheless took position during the campaign.  Table A3 in the Appendix summarized their positions.
In the end, and somewhat surprising given the consistent lead in the polls leading up to the referendum (Korteweg, 2018), the Yes-camp lost: 49.44% voted ‘No’ while only 46.53% voted ‘Yes’. The voter turnout was 51.54%,
 thereby handsomely passing the turnout threshold of 30%. Earlier, the Electoral Management Body, Kiesraad, had clarified that a plurality was sufficient to constitute a win, and hence the ‘No’-camp won the referendum. In the aftermath of the referendum, the government announced that it would change the legislation.
Generalizability of this case

As with all single case studies, questions of generalizability arise. The Netherlands can generally be considered a typical case of the family of European countries where national referendums are organized occasionally (Müller, 2018) and referendums on the local level occur more frequently ((193 referendums between 1906 and 2014 (van der Krieken, 2015)). Hence citizens are familiar with the referendum as a tool but it is not embedded in standard political decision-making like in countries such as Switzerland or some States in the US (Qvortrup, 2018). In regards to the specific policy issue under study, the Intelligence and Security Services Act 2017 was a moderately salient issue that did not define Dutch public debate prior to the presentation of the law and the subsequent referendum. Accordingly it is different from high profile referendums such as Brexit. While the salience and controversy of a topic can certainly be expected to impact our findings, we find little evidence in our data at hand, as the robustness check on the perceived issue importance shows (see Table A13).
References
Korteweg, A. (2018). Hoe konden de peilers er zo naastzitten bij uitkomst referendum over Wiv? In: Volkskrant. https://www.volkskrant.nl/nieuws-achtergrond/hoe-konden-de-peilers-er-zo-naast-zitten-bij-uitkomst-referendum-over-de-wiv~b753c00a/. Last accessed 21-08-2019.

van der Krieken, K. (2015) Het lokale referendum in Nederland - Een verkenning van de lokale referendumpraktijk in Nederland en scenario’s voor de toekomst. Tilburg University

Müller, B. (2018) sudd - Database and Search Engine for Direct Democracy.
Qvortrup, M. (Ed.). (2018). Referendums around the world. Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan.
Operationalization (translated from Dutch)
Dependent variables
1. Support for the specific referendum (pre-wave): 

To what extent do you think it is good or bad that a referendum is organized about the information and surveillance bill? (1) very bad – (7) very good

2. Decision Acceptance (post-wave)

On the 21st of March a majority of voters voted against de information and surveillance bill. To what extent do you accept this decision? (1) do not accept it at all – fully accept it (7)

Independent variables
3. Vote choice

If the referendum on the information and surveillance bill would take place today, what would you vote? (Against, in favour, blanco, would not vote)

4. Majority perceptions, calculated using the vote choice variable and the following question:

What do you think, how many citizens will vote against the bill? (0%-100%, don’t know)

Descriptive information
Figure A1. distribution of populist attitudes among referendum losers and referendum winners. 
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 Note: Nloser=339, Nwinner=327.

	Table A1. Party preference in the sample
	
	
	

	Party
	Frequency
	 Percent
	Mean of populist attitudes (1-5)
	Percentage referendum loser

	1  VVD
	104
	16%
	2.95
	80%

	2  PVV
	27
	4%
	4.03
	44%

	3  CDA
	70
	11%
	3.13
	74%

	4  D66
	54
	8%
	2.94
	61%

	5  GroenLinks
	78
	12%
	3.12
	24%

	6  SP
	45
	7%
	3.68
	29%

	7  PvdA
	48
	7%
	3.00
	48%

	8  ChristenUnie
	28
	4%
	3.19
	54%

	9  Partij voor de Dieren
	26
	4%
	3.47
	27%

	10 50 Plus
	25
	4%
	3.66
	56%

	11 SGP
	10
	2%
	3.16
	70%

	13 Forum voor Democratie
	42
	6%
	4.10
	26%

	14 Other
	1
	0%
	3.80
	NA

	17 Blanco 
	4
	1%
	3.55
	NA

	18 don't know
	93
	14%
	3.54
	49%

	19 don't want to disclose
	10
	0%
	3.88
	40%

	Total
	666
	
	3.32
	 


	Table A2. Descriptive information about the sample

	 
	Frequency
	Percent

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	356
	53.46

	Female
	310
	46.54

	Education
	
	

	lower
	140
	21.08

	middle
	247
	37.20

	higher
	277
	41.72

	Age 
	
	

	18-40
	121
	18.20

	40-60
	222
	33.38

	>60
	333
	50.08

	Total
	666
	 


	Table A3. Political parties’ substantive position during the 2018 referendum campaign

	Party name
	Ideology
	Position in the campaign

	VVD
	Conservative liberal
	Pro

	PVV
	Populist radical right
	Neutral (pro)1

	CDA
	Christian democrat
	Pro

	D66
	Progressive Liberal
	Pro

	GL
	Green-left
	Contra

	SP
	Populist radical left
	Contra

	PvdA
	Social democrat
	Neutral (pro)1

	CU
	Protestant 
	Pro

	PvdD
	Animal party
	Contra

	50+
	Party for the elderly
	Pro

	SGP
	Orthodox protestant
	Pro

	DENK
	Ethnic minority party
	Contra

	FvD
	Populist radical right
	Contra

	Referendum outcome
	
	Contra (referendum loser = Pro)


Note: the classification refers to position the party explicitly took during the campaign. 1 PvdA and PVV did not take an explicit position during the campaign, though both parties could be associated to the pro-camp. PvdA had voted in favour of the Wiv in parliament, but took up a neutral position during the campaign. PVV had voted in favour of the Wiv in parliament, but did not campaign (its dominant position being commitment to the referendum outcome in advance).
Analysis

	Table A4.Regression of support for referendums (Pre-Wave)

	
	Main effect (H1)
	Interaction policy pref. (H2a)
	Interaction majority perc.(H2b)

	 
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.

	populist attitudes
	.99
	.000
	.12
	1.17
	.000
	.15
	1.02
	.000
	.17

	policy preference (ref: pro)
	.73
	.000
	.16
	2.23
	.001
	.69
	.73
	.000
	.16

	majority perception
	-.08
	.558
	.14
	-.09
	.520
	.14
	.08
	.904
	.67

	Interaction pop. att. x pol. pref.
	
	
	
	-.44
	.026
	.20
	
	
	

	Interaction pop. att. x maj. perc. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.05
	.800
	.20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	political trust
	.09
	.066
	.05
	.08
	.112
	.05
	.09
	.067
	.05

	age
	.00
	.789
	.00
	.00
	.787
	.00
	.00
	.789
	.00

	gender (ref: male)
	.04
	.765
	.14
	.03
	.854
	.14
	.04
	.770
	.14

	Education (ref: lower): 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	middle
	-.12
	.537
	.20
	-.12
	.543
	.20
	-.12
	.541
	.20

	higher
	-.24
	.239
	.20
	-.23
	.263
	.20
	-.23
	.248
	.20

	party preference (ref: VVD):
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PVV
	.08
	.846
	.41
	.09
	.832
	.41
	.08
	.844
	.41

	CDA
	.59
	.032
	.28
	.59
	.032
	.28
	.59
	.033
	.28

	D66
	.36
	.222
	.30
	.33
	.270
	.30
	.36
	.227
	.30

	GroenLinks
	-.09
	.746
	.27
	-.20
	.479
	.28
	-.10
	.727
	.28

	SP
	.67
	.045
	.33
	.67
	.044
	.33
	.67
	.045
	.33

	PvdA
	.36
	.249
	.31
	.31
	.329
	.31
	.36
	.253
	.31

	ChristenUnie
	-.57
	.129
	.38
	-.60
	.114
	.38
	-.58
	.125
	.38

	Partij voor de Dieren
	.88
	.027
	.40
	.83
	.038
	.40
	.87
	.029
	.40

	50 Plus
	.72
	.077
	.41
	.67
	.100
	.41
	.72
	.078
	.41

	SGP
	.40
	.500
	.59
	.42
	.476
	.58
	.40
	.496
	.59

	Forum voor Democratie
	.69
	.056
	.36
	.67
	.062
	.36
	.68
	.061
	.36

	Other
	1.85
	.300
	1.78
	1.87
	.294
	1.78
	1.85
	.299
	1.79

	Blanco
	1.03
	.260
	.92
	.99
	.279
	.91
	1.02
	.268
	.92

	don't know
	.56
	.036
	.27
	.53
	.047
	.27
	.56
	.037
	.27

	don't want to disclose
	.45
	.448
	.60
	.33
	.585
	.60
	.43
	.474
	.60

	R2
	.23
	 
	 
	.23
	 
	 
	.23
	 
	 

	N
	666
	 
	 
	666
	 
	 
	666
	 
	 

	Note: Estimates are unstandardized regression coefficients


	Table A5. Regression of acceptance of the referendum outcome (post-wave)

	
	all
	decision loser (H4)

	 
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.

	decision loser
	-1.56
	.000
	.13
	
	
	

	populist attitudes
	.33
	.001
	.10
	.48
	.007
	.18

	political trust
	-.01
	.869
	.04
	.05
	.500
	.08

	education (ref: lower)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	middle
	-.12
	.321
	.12
	-.17
	.413
	.21

	higher
	.00
	.843
	.00
	.00
	.526
	.01

	gender (ref: male)
	.13
	.435
	.16
	.30
	.311
	.29

	age
	.44
	.008
	.17
	.61
	.032
	.29

	party preference (ref: VVD):
	
	
	
	
	

	PVV
	-.76
	.025
	.34
	-.95
	.098
	.58

	CDA
	.37
	.108
	.23
	.48
	.144
	.33

	D66
	.57
	.021
	.25
	.96
	.010
	.37

	GroenLinks
	.27
	.238
	.23
	.25
	.589
	.46

	SP
	.50
	.071
	.28
	.67
	.225
	.55

	PvdA
	-.17
	.518
	.26
	-.24
	.573
	.43

	ChristenUnie
	.09
	.777
	.31
	.38
	.450
	.51

	Partij voor de Dieren
	-.27
	.408
	.33
	-.80
	.264
	.72

	50 Plus
	.39
	.250
	.34
	.55
	.313
	.54

	SGP
	-.02
	.974
	.48
	.04
	.961
	.72

	Forum voor Democratie
	.10
	.749
	.30
	-.05
	.932
	.62

	Other
	.27
	.853
	1.48
	
	
	

	Blanco
	.11
	.882
	.76
	
	
	

	I don't know
	.25
	.259
	.22
	.72
	.045
	.36

	I don't want to disclose
	.36
	.472
	.50
	.44
	.646
	.95

	R2
	.29
	 
	 
	.10
	 
	 

	N
	666
	 
	 
	339
	 
	 

	Note: Estimates are unstandardized regression coefficients
	
	
	


	Table A6.Regression of acceptance of the referendum outcome (Post-Wave) full sample

	
	all
	decision loser

	 
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.

	decision loser
	-1.35
	.000
	.09
	
	
	

	populist attitudes
	.34
	.000
	.06
	.38
	.001
	.11

	education (ref: lower)
	
	
	
	
	

	middle
	.24
	.026
	.11
	.17
	.365
	.18

	higher
	.41
	.000
	.11
	.39
	.033
	.18

	gender (ref: male)
	-.08
	.345
	.08
	-.26
	.058
	.14

	age
	.00
	.862
	.00
	.00
	.497
	.00

	party preference (ref: VVD):
	
	
	
	
	

	PVV
	-.35
	.091
	.21
	-.37
	.267
	.33

	CDA
	.20
	.188
	.15
	.16
	.442
	.21

	D66
	.46
	.009
	.18
	.80
	.003
	.27

	GroenLinks
	.46
	.004
	.16
	.44
	.142
	.30

	SP
	.56
	.003
	.19
	.61
	.090
	.36

	PvdA
	.24
	.189
	.18
	.20
	.523
	.31

	ChristenUnie
	.19
	.366
	.21
	.08
	.813
	.32

	Partij voor de Dieren
	.03
	.898
	.23
	-.14
	.785
	.51

	50 Plus
	.64
	.012
	.25
	.81
	.046
	.40

	SGP
	.32
	.378
	.36
	.21
	.660
	.47

	DENK
	.31
	.712
	.83
	
	
	

	Forum voor Democratie
	.11
	.599
	.22
	-.33
	.393
	.39

	other
	-.26
	.793
	1.01
	
	
	

	do not vote
	.87
	.539
	1.42
	
	
	

	Blanco
	.45
	.443
	.59
	
	
	

	don't know
	.37
	.014
	.15
	.53
	.026
	.24

	do not want to disclose
	-.19
	.545
	.32
	.44
	.537
	.71

	R2
	.26
	 
	 
	.06
	 
	 

	N
	1322
	 
	 
	659
	 
	 

	Note: Estimates are unstandardized regression coefficients
	
	
	


	Table A7. Regression of support for referendums (Pre-Wave) with full populism scale
	

	
	Main effect

	Interaction policy preference
	Interaction majority perception

	 
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.

	populist attitudes
	1.07
	.00
	.12
	1.28
	.00
	.14
	1.10
	.00
	.17

	policy preference (ref: in favour)
	.68
	.00
	.16
	2.31
	.00
	.65
	.69
	.00
	.16

	majority perception
	-.09
	.52
	.14
	-.10
	.48
	.14
	.06
	.93
	.63

	Interaction pop. att. x pol. pref.
	
	
	
	-.50
	.01
	.19
	
	
	

	Interaction pop. att. x maj. perc. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.05
	.81
	.19

	political trust
	.11
	.03
	.05
	.09
	.06
	.05
	.11
	.03
	.05

	age
	.00
	.78
	.00
	.00
	.77
	.00
	.00
	.78
	.00

	gender (ref: male)
	.04
	.75
	.14
	.03
	.86
	.14
	.04
	.76
	.14

	Education (ref: lower): 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	middle
	-.10
	.59
	.19
	-.10
	.61
	.19
	-.10
	.60
	.20

	higher
	-.22
	.28
	.20
	-.20
	.31
	.20
	-.21
	.29
	.20

	party preference (ref: VVD):
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PVV
	-.07
	.86
	.41
	-.05
	.89
	.41
	-.07
	.86
	.41

	CDA
	.57
	.04
	.27
	.57
	.04
	.27
	.57
	.04
	.27

	D66
	.37
	.21
	.29
	.33
	.26
	.29
	.37
	.21
	.29

	GroenLinks
	-.09
	.75
	.27
	-.21
	.44
	.27
	-.09
	.73
	.27

	SP
	.59
	.07
	.33
	.60
	.07
	.33
	.60
	.07
	.33

	PvdA
	.35
	.25
	.31
	.29
	.35
	.31
	.35
	.26
	.31

	ChristenUnie
	-.55
	.14
	.37
	-.57
	.12
	.37
	-.56
	.14
	.38

	Partij voor de Dieren
	.84
	.03
	.39
	.78
	.05
	.39
	.84
	.03
	.39

	50 Plus
	.70
	.08
	.40
	.63
	.12
	.40
	.70
	.08
	.40

	SGP
	.36
	.53
	.58
	.39
	.50
	.58
	.37
	.53
	.58

	Forum voor Democratie
	.58
	.10
	.36
	.55
	.12
	.35
	.57
	.11
	.36

	Other
	1.70
	.34
	1.76
	1.74
	.32
	1.76
	1.71
	.34
	1.77

	Blanco
	.90
	.32
	.90
	.88
	.33
	.90
	.89
	.33
	.91

	don't know
	.53
	.05
	.26
	.49
	.06
	.26
	.52
	.05
	.26

	don't want to disclose
	.37
	.53
	.59
	.20
	.74
	.59
	.35
	.56
	.60

	R2
	.24
	 
	 
	.25
	 
	 
	.24
	 
	 

	N
	664
	 
	 
	664
	 
	 
	664
	 
	 

	Note: Estimates are unstandardized regression coefficients
	
	
	
	


	Table A8. Regression of acceptance of the referendum outcome (Post-Wave) with full populism scale

	
	all
	decision loser

	 
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.

	decision loser
	-1.55
	.000
	.13
	
	
	

	populist attitudes
	.31
	.003
	.10
	.50
	.005
	.18

	political trust
	-.01
	.788
	.04
	.06
	.491
	.08

	education (ref: lower)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	middle
	.13
	.442
	.16
	.32
	.279
	.29

	higher
	.44
	.009
	.17
	.63
	.028
	.29

	gender (ref: male)
	-.12
	.327
	.12
	-.18
	.399
	.21

	age
	.00
	.883
	.00
	.00
	.535
	.01

	party preference (ref: VVD):
	
	
	
	
	

	PVV
	-.76
	.027
	.34
	-.99
	.093
	.59

	CDA
	.37
	.110
	.23
	.48
	.142
	.33

	D66
	.57
	.021
	.25
	.97
	.010
	.37

	GroenLinks
	.27
	.237
	.23
	.25
	.590
	.46

	SP
	.50
	.074
	.28
	.66
	.232
	.55

	PvdA
	-.17
	.508
	.26
	-.25
	.564
	.43

	ChristenUnie
	.10
	.742
	.31
	.39
	.444
	.51

	Partij voor de Dieren
	-.27
	.408
	.33
	-.80
	.265
	.72

	50 Plus
	.40
	.237
	.34
	.54
	.320
	.54

	SGP
	-.03
	.955
	.49
	.05
	.948
	.72

	Forum voor Democratie
	.09
	.753
	.30
	-.06
	.923
	.62

	Other
	.25
	.866
	1.48
	
	
	

	Blanco
	.08
	.921
	.76
	
	
	

	I don't know
	.25
	.252
	.22
	.71
	.046
	.36

	I don't want to disclose
	.36
	.475
	.50
	.35
	.717
	.95

	R2
	.29
	 
	 
	.11
	 
	 

	N
	664
	 
	 
	338
	 
	 

	Note: Estimates are unstandardized regression coefficients
	
	
	


	Table A9. Interaction between Pop. Attitudes and Issue Importance explaining decision acceptance (Post-Wave)

	
	all
	decision loser

	 
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.

	decision loser
	-1.46
	.00
	.14
	
	
	

	populist attitudes
	.44
	.13
	.29
	.99
	.04
	.48

	issue importance
	.15
	.27
	.14
	.32
	.18
	.24

	interaction: pop. att. x iss. imp.  
	-.02
	.61
	.04
	-.08
	.24
	.07

	political trust
	-.01
	.74
	.04
	.04
	.62
	.08

	education (ref: lower)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	middle
	.15
	.35
	.16
	.36
	.22
	.30

	higher
	.46
	.01
	.17
	.66
	.02
	.29

	gender (ref: male)
	-.13
	.25
	.12
	-.19
	.36
	.21

	age
	.00
	.61
	.00
	.00
	.48
	.01

	party preference (ref: VVD):
	
	
	
	
	

	PVV
	-.75
	.03
	.34
	-1.00
	.09
	.59

	CDA
	.34
	.13
	.23
	.46
	.16
	.33

	D66
	.55
	.03
	.25
	.93
	.01
	.37

	GroenLinks
	.30
	.19
	.23
	.30
	.53
	.47

	SP
	.53
	.05
	.28
	.70
	.21
	.55

	PvdA
	-.14
	.59
	.26
	-.21
	.62
	.43

	ChristenUnie
	.12
	.71
	.31
	.43
	.40
	.51

	Partij voor de Dieren
	-.22
	.50
	.33
	-.77
	.28
	.72

	50 Plus
	.40
	.24
	.34
	.58
	.29
	.54

	SGP
	-.02
	.97
	.48
	.12
	.87
	.73

	Forum voor Democratie
	.16
	.59
	.30
	-.07
	.92
	.63

	Other
	.08
	.96
	1.47
	
	
	

	Blanco
	.06
	.94
	.76
	
	
	

	I don't know
	.28
	.20
	.22
	.72
	.05
	.36

	I don't want to disclose
	.41
	.41
	.49
	.53
	.58
	.95

	R2
	.30
	 
	 
	.11
	 
	 

	N
	666
	 
	 
	338
	 
	 

	Note: Estimates are unstandardized regression coefficients
	
	


Additional hypothesis
In the context of this project we also formulated and tested a fourth hypothesis which we could not include in the manuscript due to the space constraints of the letter format. Hence we present the reasoning and analysis here. 
Theory

Citizens with populist attitudes might be more likely to change their beliefs about referendums in general after experiencing loss. From prior studies, we know that in general, electoral losers are likely to at least partially blame the system for their loss (Daniller, 2016). The same seems to hold for referendums. In an analysis of Bavaria, Finland and the Netherlands, Brummel (2018) finds that referendum losers become less supportive of referendums in general. What role might populist attitudes play here? Given that citizens with a higher degree of populist attitudes are more likely to blame the elites for their loss, this could spill-over to a stronger reduction in referendum support when they are compared to other losers. While referendum support is typically seen as a way to bypass the elites, a referendum loss may shake that belief and prove to such citizens that elites are also able to ‘hijack’ referendums. We therefore expect:
Hypothesis 4. The higher the degree of populist attitudes, the higher the decrease in support for referendums in general among referendum losers.
General support for referendums was measured in the pre and post wave with the following question: 
Some decisions that are important for our country should be taken directly by citizens trough referendums (1) fully disagree – (5) fully agree
Analysis

We were interested in citizens’ change in support for referendums in general after losing a referendum, particularly among citizens with populist attitudes. To this end we calculate the change in the general support for decision-making through referendums between the pre- and the post wave. We first show an analysis of this change in support for the whole sample in Table A17. We see that neither losing by itself nor populist attitudes are significantly related to changes in support for referendums. Turning to the subgroup of decision losers, we also find no significant relationship between populist attitudes and a change in general support for referendums. Accordingly, citizens with high populist attitudes that just lost the referendum did not change their general preference more than citizens with low populist attitudes. 

Interestingly, in both the analysis of decisions acceptance and changes in support for referendums we see a negative effect of majority perceptions (significant for decision losers). Accordingly, individuals that expected to win and then lost are less accepting of the outcome and become less enthusiastic about referendums as a decision-making mechanism. It seems that while losing itself initiates no change in citizens’ general support for this decision-making tool, the unfulfilled expectation of being a winner does change one’s opinion on referendums. 

	Table A10. Regression of change in general support for referendums (pre and post-wave)

	
	all
	decision loser (H4)

	 
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.
	Coef
	p
	Std. err.

	decision loser
	-.10
	.178
	.07
	
	
	

	populist attitudes
	.05
	.389
	.06
	.05
	.595
	.09

	majority perception
	-.12
	.084
	.07
	-.25
	.014
	.10

	political trust
	.01
	.783
	.02
	.04
	.310
	.04

	education (ref: lower)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	middle
	-.01
	.887
	.07
	-.08
	.404
	.10

	higher
	.00
	.134
	.00
	.00
	.210
	.00

	gender (ref: male)
	.05
	.620
	.09
	.22
	.109
	.14

	age
	.05
	.586
	.09
	.16
	.246
	.14

	party preference (ref: VVD):
	
	
	
	
	

	PVV
	.17
	.363
	.19
	.09
	.753
	.27

	CDA
	.07
	.563
	.13
	.04
	.795
	.16

	D66
	.16
	.244
	.14
	.32
	.075
	.18

	GroenLinks
	.13
	.311
	.13
	.10
	.654
	.22

	SP
	.25
	.105
	.16
	.22
	.392
	.26

	PvdA
	-.24
	.106
	.15
	-.22
	.286
	.20

	ChristenUnie
	.24
	.176
	.18
	.40
	.104
	.25

	Partij voor de Dieren
	.04
	.823
	.19
	.13
	.704
	.34

	50 Plus
	-.18
	.342
	.19
	-.34
	.191
	.26

	SGP
	.29
	.291
	.27
	.43
	.208
	.34

	Forum voor Democratie
	.08
	.635
	.17
	.27
	.358
	.29

	Other
	.22
	.788
	.83
	
	
	

	Blanco
	.12
	.772
	.43
	
	
	

	I don't know
	-.19
	.133
	.12
	-.13
	.447
	.17

	I don't want to disclose
	.42
	.137
	.28
	.89
	.048
	.45

	R2
	.05
	 
	 
	.09
	 
	 

	N
	657
	 
	 
	334
	 
	 

	Note: Estimates are unstandardized regression coefficients
	
	
	


Referendum loser





Referendum winner








� One of the government parties, D66, campaigned for the Yes-camp, but its campaign spokesman Kees Verhoeven previously was a vocal opponent of the law.


� The referendum was held concurrently with local elections, which is likely to have affected the referendum turnout, though it is unlikely to have affected the vote choice and policy preference of citizens in the referendum. Indeed the local elections dealt with local competences and issues that lay far away from the privacy and security issues the referendum dealt with. 
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