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Posting over 16,000 tweets from inauguration into his fourth year in office, President Donald Trump uses back-channel messaging to rally his political base and to coalesce his social media supporters. Clearly, his unorthodox rhetoric and style of engagement have set the agenda of lawmakers, the media, and the public. This study, conducted in three phases, first evaluated the agenda setting power of the president via Twitter on both liberal and conservative media sources, as well as their setting of his agenda, evidenced in handle mentions. Ironically, the media most often eschewed by Trump as “fake” had a far greater effect on his own posts than he did on theirs. This suggests a reverse (up the hierarchy) effect. Subsequently, Trump’s own agenda setting, as evidenced in the enormous number of re-tweets and replies to the president’s posts, is compared to similar activity from lawmakers and the press. Findings indicate Trump’s powerful agenda setting effect on his supporters and detractors alike, greatly exceeded Twitter users in the government and media. 








KEY WORDS:  President Donald Trump, agenda setting, Twitter, tweets, conservative media, liberal media, “fake news,” Twitter handles, re-tweets
Tweet Dreams are Made of This, Who is Trump to Disagree?
The “Fake News” Media Sets Conservatives’ Agendas Three Years Running

Agenda Setting Theory and Research

Research applying the agenda setting lens has a venerable track record through decades of studies, producing hundreds of works, based on the original concept first posited by McCombs and Shaw in 1968. Their seminal hypothesis laid the groundwork for years of follow-up research regarding how news media both narrow the selection of stories for audience consideration and, subsequently, prescribe meaning and importance to the stories they present (see Davie and Maher, 2006). In 1972, McCombs and Shaw pointed out several key relationships between the media and their audiences. First, people increasingly rely on mediated information rather than interpersonal communication with newsmakers (e.g., political candidates). Second, media not only inundate their audiences with information about newsmakers, but also teach them what is significant within stories. Third, by teaching what is significant, media direct audiences toward issues, and, thus, set their agenda for any given news day or news period.
Nevertheless, what Cook et al. (1983) referred to as the “salience” (p. 17) of certain subjects in the minds of audience members relative to media coverage is not necessarily consistent across types of audiences. Specifically, they compared interest group and government-related audiences to the viewing public at large. Their findings indicated that the general audience increased their opinions on public issues more uniformly according to television news media coverage than did special and governmental audiences, both in assessing degree of issue importance and in ranking issue items. In a later study Leff, Protess, and Brooks (1986) specifically focused their agenda setting research on investigative reporting on television. And, like Cook et al. (1983), they compared regular audience members to audience members involved in policy making and found that media effects on issue “salience” (p. 300) were stronger for viewers at large. However, a subsequent study by Pritchard (1986) applied agenda setting theory to specific public officials in order to determine the influence of issue salience on prosecuting attorneys. Pritchard determined that the length of stories about homicide cases in two large metropolitan newspapers affected prosecutorial decisions, at least in one aspect. Shorter stories tended to be followed by prosecutors making negotiations with defendants.
First and Second Level Agenda Setting Effects
More recent studies have also demonstrated the reliability of agenda setting theory. And some have extended the depth and applicability of the theory to a variety of research studies. Wanta, Golan, and Lee (2004) and Coleman and Banning (2006) differentiate between “first-level” (Coleman and Banning, p. 313) and “second-level” (Wanta et al., p. 364; Coleman & Banning, p. 313) agenda setting effects on television news audiences. These effects may be evidenced in viewers’ perceptions of positive or negative characteristics of people and/or places portrayed by the media. Thus, as Wanta et al. point out, this theory can be useful in examining not only how media provide relative salience agendas (i.e., about what to think), but also trait agendas (i.e., about how to think) regarding the subjects of news stories.
Both Wanta et al. (2004) and Coleman and Banning (2006) used survey data, in conjunction with content analyses of network TV news stories, to determine whether—and to what extent—both first-level and second-level agenda setting occurred. Wanta et al. found that countries covered more often by the news media were thought to be more vital to U.S. interests than countries covered less often (first-level agenda setting). They also found that countries receiving more negative news coverage also tended to have more negative public opinions about them (second-level, attribute-related agenda setting). Likewise, in their study of public perceptions of Al Gore and George Bush in the 2000 presidential campaign, Coleman and Banning focused mainly on second-level effects. They found that people who saw more positive than negative nonverbal behavior of either candidate were significantly correlated with positive opinions about that candidate. However, negative nonverbal behavior was only significantly correlated with negative impressions about Bush, but not about Gore.
Modern Media and Political Agenda Setting
In fact, academia continues to utilize the principles of agenda setting theory to study an ever-increasing variety of subject matter tangential to the political arena, where it was originally applied by McCombs and Shaw (Tedesco, 2005). Tedesco makes clear that “extensions of agenda setting to measure the influence of the Internet, political advertising, political debates, issues and attributes, and preconditions for effects scratch only the surface of the current research vitality of the agenda-setting hypothesis [sic]” (p. 187). Thus, an analysis of current research using this theory uncovers both traditional dependent variables being measured (e.g., candidate/issue salience) and also overlapping effects (e.g., new technology or civic awareness) for which agenda setting theory may simultaneously facilitate understanding. For example, both Tedesco (2005) and Lim (2006) looked for cross-lagged effects within their agenda setting research. 
Specifically, Tedesco (2005) studied press releases found on the official websites of George W. Bush and John Kerry during their 2004 election campaigns, as well as newspaper articles in three major newspapers, from Labor Day to Election Day. He found that, although no significant agenda setting effect occurred between candidates and journalists on the issues they discussed, “Bush’s issue agenda was more likely to influence the newspaper agendas while the newspaper agendas were more likely to influence the Kerry agenda” (Tedesco, p. 195). Additionally, it seems that newspapers’ campaign agendas more closely matched Bush in October than in previous months, when their agendas were very close to those of Kerry. It was also discovered that Bush’s and Kerry’s agendas each had an influence on the other’s at different times in the campaign. Tedesco called this effect “inter-candidate agenda setting” (p. 199).
Social media privileges the powerful.
Deltell et al. (2013), identified social media as platforms that privilege and empower primarily traditional opinion leaders: politicians, those in authority, and media providers. These leaders now set public agenda on Twitter and Facebook, as they long have via other information outlets. According to Deltell et al. the overabundance of information on social media typically confuses online users, who then seek clarification from established sources, including those already in power. The researchers studied Twitter communication both from and about the late Venezuelan president, Hugo Chavez Frias. They assert he had a greater effect via Twitter than any Spanish-speaking political candidate and far more influence on social media than any leader Latin America has ever seen (Deltell et al.). Eerily foreshadowing the present-day U.S. scene, Deltell et al. (referencing Moreno, 2012) point out that “one of the fiercest criticisms of his [Chavez’] office was, in fact, that he ruled the country by tweets” (p. 712).
Conway, Kenski, and Wang (2015) recently did extensive research which found that social media (Twitter, specifically) are invaluable political tools. Interactive platforms like Twitter are particularly suited for accommodating dialogue between political actors and their followers, as well as greatly expanding the reach of isolated communication events and taking conversations to a national level and beyond. Pointing to previous work in this area, Conway et al. said that “in terms of retweets, politicians and political parties have been labeled ‘influentials’ on Twitter” (p. 4). Wright (2018) used the term “super-posters” (p. 157) to describe individuals who submit at least two percent of the posts in a given discussion forum and who may then have a tendency to “dominate” (p. 157) the discussion, at least quantitatively, and, sometimes, substantively. Regarding the latter, super-posters can be expected to exert greater influence than casual posters on the language used in the discussion, the degree of civility appropriate in each forum, and perhaps even how inclusive the dialogue will be. 
	In light of the research on both agenda setting and on social media privileging powerful voices, and given that President Donald Trump has tweeted prolifically during his three years in office, this study posits the following research questions:
	RQ1: Did President Trump set the media’s agenda more often than they set his?
		1a. Did conservative media set Trump’s agenda more than liberal media?
		1b. Did Trump set the agenda of conservative media or liberal media more?
	RQ2: In general, did liberal or conservative sources (including Trump) set the other’s 
agenda more?
RQ3: Who set their Twitter followers’ agendas most, President Trump, conservative 
lawmakers and media sources, or liberal lawmakers and media sources?
3a. Did Trump, conservative, or liberal sources have the most re-tweets?
3b. Did Trump, conservative, or liberal sources have the most replies?
Methods
All comments spoken (or written) by the Chief Executive of the United States have an inherent ability to set the agenda of the news media and politicians, both liberal and conservative, and that of supporters and opponents among the public. Thus, the initial aspect of this study tracked all the tweets sent by President Trump in three years and two months in office (i.e., January 21, 2017-March 14, 2020) because the greater the number of tweets, the greater the agenda setting potential. For the initial results, all tweets were collected online from “Trump Twitter Archive” (2020). No tweets were intentionally left out, including some that seemed to be duplicate tweets re-sent by the president with few or no changes from previous versions sent several minutes or a few days earlier.
Although the president has tweeted prolifically throughout his time in office, the last several months covered in this study indicate that he greatly increased his number of tweets to approximately 1,000 per month from November, 2019-March, 2020 (see Figures 1, 2, and 3). At one point in the data collection (January 10, 2020), it was noted that the president had reached the 14,000-tweet mark. On February 6, the 15,000-tweet mark was reached. And on March 10, 2020, the 16,000-tweet mark was reached. These 1000-tweet benchmarks, roughly one month apart, were the basis for the three phases of results reported in subsequent parts of this study. Agenda setting was measured in each of the three phases according to different types of Twitter activity: “handle” mentions, re-tweets, and replies. A series of three tables presents comparative data on each of these activities
In order to answer Research Questions 1-3, Twitter use by politicians and media sources was obtained through the twitter.com website using official (check mark) accounts for each source. The sources compared to Trump were those whose Twitter “handles” (e.g. @nytimes) have appeared frequently in the president’s tweets during his time in office. These handles are live links that take Twitter followers directly to the source’s page and/or to the original story or tweet written by the source. The Twitter “advanced search” function was used with several search parameters, in conjunction with the date range appropriate to each RQ, to obtain the data reported herein. 
Retweets and Replies for each person were grouped into numerical categories, and then counted within those numerical categories. Naturally, Retweets and Replies within the lower numerical categories were more abundant than in the higher categories. For example, people typically had many more tweets that were re-tweeted 5,000 times than they had tweets that were re-tweeted 25,000 times. Moreover, President Trump, who led in all the Retweets and Replies categories (see “Results” below), had so many in the 5,000 and 10,000 categories that his totals had to be estimated (see Tables 2 and 3). This was due to the inadequacy of the computer and search engine being used to determine some tallies, given the enormous amount of results from the Twitter advanced search.
Results
Overall Findings
During President Trump’s three years in office his monthly and daily tweet average, as well as his monthly totals, varied considerably. A cursory examination of Figures 1 and 2 reveals a plateauing of the president’s Twitter activity late in his third year and continuing into his fourth year in office. As indicated above, this study measured agenda setting activity on Twitter at the 14,000, 15,000, and 16,000-tweet marks. What makes these benchmarks noteworthy, particularly in comparison to the same months in years one and two of the administration, is their great departure from normal. For well over two years the president’s monthly tweet totals levelled out under 400, and his daily tweet averages levelled out under 15. However, the summer of 2019 and also the fall of 2019 saw dramatic increases in his tweet totals and averages. These crested at 1,144 in December, 2019—yet another anomaly, compared to previous Decembers (see Figures 1 and 2). The totals then decreased slightly and plateaued at slightly lower, but nevertheless, practically unseen levels (approximately 1000 per month totals and 31 per day averages) in the first three months of 2020 (see also Figure 3). Again, this provided the impetus for the staggered end dates used in the three phases of this study (see below).
Finally, a year-to-year comparison of president Trump’s Twitter activity revealed not only his staggering annual tweet totals, but the dramatic increase in the number of tweets he sent during his third year in office (see Figure 3). Specifically, while Trump’s second year in office saw a considerable increase (i.e., 40%) in the total number of tweets, his third year saw a 118% increase from year two. In fact, year three’s total (7,982 tweets) was 27% larger than that of years one and two combined. Moreover, the average number of daily tweets for each of the three years increased dramatically, from 7.17 average tweets per day (tpd) in year one, to 10.04 average tpd in year two, to 21.87 average tpd in year three. Nevertheless, in the almost eight-week period from January 20-March 14, 2020, for which phases two and three of this study were conducted, Trump tweeted 1,856 times (34.37 average tpd), which, by comparison, is 23% of the third-year total. At this unprecedented rate, his tweet total for 2020 would ultimately be over 11,000, a previously inconceivable number.
Who Has a Handle on the Agenda?
To answer RQ1, the first phase of this study counted Twitter handle mentions by President Trump from his first full day in office (January 21, 2017) through his 14,000-tweet mark (January 10, 2020). These were compared to handle mentions by nine news sources (both “liberal” and “conservative”) across the same time period (see Table 1). The nine news sources in this study set President Trump’s agenda 785 times, with an average of 87.22 mentions by Trump of each news source. This was 119.27% more times than Trump set the collective agenda of these news sources (N = 358), with an average of 39.78 mentions of Trump by each source (see Table 1). As may be expected, the vast majority of mentions by Trump was of Fox News and Fox and Friends, with 300 and 281 mentions, respectively, together comprising nearly three-fourths (74.01%) of all mentions by Trump, and, individually, 38.22% (n = 300) and 35.80% (n = 281) of all mentions by Trump, respectively. However, more surprising are the mentions by Trump of two key adversarial sources, CNN and The New York Times, which had 68 and 67 mentions by Trump, respectively, and which together comprised 17.20% (n = 135) of all mentions by Trump, and individually, 8.66% and 8.54%, respectively. By comparison, mentions of Trump by CNN and The New York Times together comprised only 5.87% (n = 21) and, individually, 5.03% (n = 18) and .84% (n = 3) of all mentions of Trump, respectively (see Table 1).
Regarding RQ2, conservative news sources Fox News, Fox and Friends, The Washington Times, and the New York Post had their agendas set by the other five, more progressive (“liberal”) news sources far more often than they set the agendas of the progressives. Specifically, nearly two-thirds (825 mentions, 63.56%) of all 1,298 mentions by all news sources were mentions by conservatives of progressives. Furthermore, conservative sources Fox News and The Washington Times mentioned the progressive The New York Times 79 and 42 times, respectively, comprising 19.51% and 13.55% of the total mentions by each of these two sources, respectively; however, The New York Times did not mention these two at all over the three-year period in this study. Similarly, The Washington Times mentioned CNN 48 times (15.48% of all mentions by WashTimes), and Fox News mentioned the New York Post 23 times (5.68% of all mentions by Fox News); however, neither CNN nor the Post mentioned their counterpart at all over the three-year period. Finally, Fox News mentioned progressive news sources The Washington Post, CNN, and MSNBC a considerable amount of times over the three-year period, that is, 26, 58, and 23, times, respectively, comprising 6.42%, 14.32%, and 5.68% of all mentions by Fox News; nevertheless, only one of these three sources (MSNBC) mentioned Fox News, and only once at that (see Table 1).
One curious finding was the paucity of mentions by Trump of The Washington Times and the New York Post, both of which seem to align with his political positions, and which he always mentions favorably (though, surprisingly, very infrequently). Altogether, his mentions of these two newspapers comprised only 1.27% (n = 10) of all mentions by Trump of all nine news sources. Nevertheless, these two newspapers did mention Trump frequently over the time period studied. The Washington Times and the New York Post had 134 and 41 mentions of Trump, comprising 37.43% and 11.45%, respectively (and together, almost half) of all Trump mentions in this study (see Table 1). 
Tweets Re-Tweeted
To answer RQ3a, the second phase of this study counted re-tweets (by others) of President Trump’s tweets from his first full day in office (January 21, 2017) through his 15,000-tweet mark (February 6, 2020). These were compared with tweets from eighteen other sources, some from prominent politicians and some from news media (both “liberal” and “conservative”) across the same time period (see Table 2). President Trump’s tweets were re-tweeted far more than any others counted in this study, compared to both conservative and liberal sources alike. Liberal sources exceeded conservative sources in the number of tweets that were re-tweeted 5,000 times or more. Specifically, liberal sources were higher, both in overall average (i.e., 94.9 vs. 38.6, respectively) and in almost every individual total, as well. This trend continued into the 10,000 (or more) re-tweet numbers, with liberals exceeding conservatives in their overall average (i.e., 24.1 vs. 3.6) and in most individual totals, as well (see Table 2).
Nevertheless, Trump’s re-tweet numbers, estimated at between 6,000-8,000 for both of these lower categories, exceeded the totals of each group by a considerable factor (i.e., between 8 and 276 times). In the next two higher re-tweet categories (25,000 and 50,000) Trump’s total, while not exorbitant, remained noteworthy, compared to both conservatives—who had no re-tweets of 25,000 or higher—and to liberals, only half of whom had any re-tweets at the 25,000 level, all with single-digit totals (the highest two of which each amounted to only 5% of Trump’s total). And liberals had a group average of only 2.6 (at the 25,000 level). At the 50,000 level the liberals’ totals were almost nonexistent. At the 100,000 and 200,000 levels only Trump had any re-tweets, with minimal results, but nonetheless noteworthy at such extraordinary response levels (see Table 2).
Tweets Replied To
	To answer RQ3b, the third phase of this study counted replies (by others) to President Trump’s tweets from his first full day in office (January 21, 2017) through his 16,000+ -tweet mark (March 14, 2020). These were compared with tweets from eighteen other sources, some from prominent politicians and some from news media (both “liberal” and “conservative”) across the same time period (see Table 3). President Trump’s tweets garnered far more replies than any others counted in this study, compared to both conservative and liberal sources alike. However, in this case, liberal sources did not greatly exceed conservative sources in the number of tweets that garnered 5,000 or more replies. Specifically, liberal sources were slightly higher in their overall average (i.e., 19.6 vs. 14.6); nevertheless, the individual totals were comparable between the two groups. In the 10,000 (or more) number of replies liberal sources were, again, slightly higher in their overall average (i.e., 6.2 vs. 3.6), and, again, the individual totals were comparable between the two. It should be noted that one political leader in each group, for both the 5,000 and 10,000 categories, had the lion’s share of replies. These were House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell, whose individual totals greatly raised the averages for each of their groups and were far higher than other individual totals in each group (see Table 3). 
	Nevertheless, Trump’s number of replies, estimated at between 6,000-8,000 for both of these lower categories, exceeded the totals of each group by a considerable factor (i.e., between 41 and 276 times). In the next two higher “replies” categories (25,000 and 50,000) Trump’s total, while not exorbitant, remained noteworthy, compared to both conservatives and liberals, whose totals were almost nonexistent. No replies were found at the 100,000 level or higher, not even for Trump (see Table 3).
Discussion
	Throughout his time in office President Donald Trump has been a prolific user of the social media platform Twitter. And his predilection for engaging his political base and denouncing his opponents via this medium has dramatically increased each year since his inauguration. Nevertheless, despite the president’s barrage of acrimonious tweets railing against what he considers dangerously liberal media, this very media, in fact, set the president’s agenda far more than he set theirs. Thus, the significance of these findings is that the president is inadvertently promoting the very media sources he has for so long labeled “fake news.” The high-profile nature of his position (and influence), along with the increasing frequency of his tweets, means that even his critical comments and insults about these sources will likely mean increased traffic to their social media pages and websites, increased reading and viewership of their posts, stories, and anti-Trump editorials, and increased patronizing of their media product and advertisers. On a more ideological level, it means that the president has at least recognized the points and facts mentioned by these sources, and has enticed even his own political base to read and consider them as alternative, viable perspectives. And the lasting impression readers (or viewers) will glean from these sites, once driven there, will likely be their last (or most recent) impression on the issue, if they do not immediately click backwards to return to Trump’s tweet to re-affirm his criticism of the source and/or story.
Similarly, conservative media sources mentioned their liberal counterparts considerably more than the other way around. This piggybacks on the previous concept of the president inadvertently promoting liberal media because, even though his tweets drive followers more often to Fox News, it is likely that from there they will also be steered to the liberal sources, as in the process described above. Very seldom do the liberal sources mention, let alone direct their Twitter followers to, conservative sources. Therefore, the ironic imbalance in persuasive potential lies not in the White House-conservative media echo chamber, but with the much-maligned “fake” press. The greater the effort to discredit and stifle alternative viewpoints, the greater the self-defeating tendency to promote the voices and outlets the president so despises.
	Nevertheless, as subsequent parts of this study have determined, the president has been quite successful in generating re-tweets and replies to his Twitter messages. Herein is a more direct and perhaps more potent agenda setting process, in that it takes his daily messages directly to the public, to both supporters and detractors alike. In this regard, Trump far surpasses even the most prolific Twitter user in both the government and the mass media. General indications are that liberal sources exceeded conservative sources in re-tweets and replies; however, the president’s incomparable engagement of his readers amounts to grass roots policy negotiation and implementation, running around the gatekeepers in the press and feeding into Congress through the backdoor channels of constituent mobilization. His disdain for the democratic process is most evident in this circumvention of even his own party’s mechanisms through which he feeds the appetites of an unwitting proletariat. Thus, concerns about the overarching power and dominance of the president’s messages over other voices and viewpoints demand scrutiny now more than ever.
However, despite the president’s limitless potential for crowding out other voices with his dominance of the Twittersphere, there is a ray of hope. In his thousands of tweets little time or effort is being placed in message uniqueness and authenticity. More importantly, the apparent lack of self-reflection in the content means that numerous competing ideologies and alternate group identities are being inadvertently promoted. This may be the Achille’s heel in the president’s dominant rhetoric: the potential for up-the-hierarchy (reverse) agenda setting by not only the liberal media, as in this case, but also by citizen groups and disenfranchised parties. If a marginalized group can get its agenda taken up by the president and promulgated in his tweets, even with negative mentions, this should lead to a greater coverage of the group’s concerns and platforms, as well as a greater overall following of the group’s name, membership, and social media accounts.
Conclusion
This study is premised on the theoretically-grounded principle that the frequency and cumulative total of media messages—social media being no exception—increase the agenda setting effect of those messages, and increasingly so, as the frequency and total of messages increase. This effect is likely strengthened when media sources have great reach, political influence, authoritative stature, and/or are easily and regularly accessed by their recipients. Thus, this research has focused on the number of tweets sent by President Trump, compared to prominent media and political sources often mentioned by him, over the course of his time in office to date. Furthermore, several complementary approaches have been taken to assess how much Twitter activity these sources have provided and/or inspired. And this has been the basis for determining which ones did the most agenda setting within each context. 
	Future endeavors to assess and compare presidential agenda setting to that of contemporary political and media sources would do well to employ more powerful computer software which can incorporate a greater number of national, regional, and local social media accounts for greater comparative possibilities. It is also suggested that comparisons be made across numerous social media platforms, as well as between social media and “traditional” outlets, to determine to what extent the interface, technological sophistication, ease of access, trustworthiness, and other factors contribute to the agenda setting effect. This could result in a hierarchy of media effectiveness by type, independent of the frequency and cumulative totals of messages. It may also provide valuable information on the varying levels of media literacy among users, giving some indication of how aware people are that their agendas are being set—and to what extent. Thus, a more sophisticated, multi-level study could be constructed to address these processes.
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Figure 1.  37 Months in Office: Monthly Tweet Totals by President Trump
    *Jan. 2017 was 11 days.



Figure 2.  38 Months in Office: Daily Tweet Averages per Month by President Trump
    *Jan. 2017 was 11 days. March, 2020 was 1-14 only.
Figure 3.  First Three Years, Trump Tweet Total by Each Year: 2017, 2018, 2019+1856

    *2017-18 began on Jan. 21, 2017, and 2019-20 ended on Jan. 20, 2020.
    (The following seven weeks, Jan. 21-Mar. 14, 2020, are also included.)


	Agenda Setters
	TRUMP
	NYTimes
	WashPost
	CNN
	MSNBC
	NBC News
	FoxNews
	Fox &
Friends
	WashTimes
	NYPost
	SUMS
	AVES

	TRUMP
	--
	3
	7
	18
	12
	5
	90
	48
	134
	41
	358
	39.78

	NYTimes
	67
	--
	5
	9
	50
	0
	79
	0
	42
	1
	253
	28.11

	WashPost
	18
	7
	--
	0
	43
	4
	26
	0
	13
	0
	111
	12.33

	CNN
	68
	2
	0
	--
	0
	0
	58
	0
	48
	0
	176
	19.56

	MSNBC
	22
	0
	4
	0
	--
	156
	23
	0
	10
	0
	215
	23.89

	NBC News
	19
	0
	0
	1
	145
	--
	18
	0
	2
	0
	185
	20.56

	FoxNews
	300
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	--
	20
	61
	0
	382
	42.44

	Fox/Friends
	281
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	88
	--
	0
	0
	370
	41.11

	WashTimes
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	--
	0
	4
	0.44

	NYPost
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	23
	0
	0
	--
	29
	3.22

	SUMS
	785
	12
	16
	28
	252
	165
	405
	68
	310
	42
	2083
	

	AVES
	87.22
	1.33
	1.78
	3.11
	28.00
	18.33
	45.00
	7.56
	34.44
	4.67
	
	


Table 1. Agenda-setters (Column 1) and those who mentioned them (Columns 2-11, Rows 2-11).
  January 21, 2017-January 10, 2020 (14,000 Trump tweets)



	Min. # of Re-tweets
	5,000
	10,000
	25,000
	50,000
	100,000
	200,000

	@RealDonaldTrump
	6-8000
	6-8000
	156
	25
	6
	1

	@GOP
	43
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@TheDemocrats
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@FoxNews
	48
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@FoxandFriends
	30
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@LouDobbs
	39
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@seanhannity
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@TuckerCarlson
	81
	21
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@SenateMajLdr
	57
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@NYPost
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@NYTimes
	80
	11
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@CNN
	86
	41
	7
	2
	0
	0

	@NBCNews
	121
	36
	8
	0
	0
	0

	@Guardian
	9
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@WolfBlitzer
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@Acosta
	156
	38
	3
	1
	0
	0

	@AndersonCooper
	4
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@SpeakerPelosi
	     302 
	64
	4
	0
	0
	0

	@SenSchumer
	     181
	45
	4
	0
	0
	0


Table 2. Retweets of Twitter Handles by Count Groupings (January 21, 2017-February 6, 2020)

















	Min. # of Replies
	5,000
	10,000
	25,000
	50,000

	@RealDonaldTrump
	6-8000
	6-8000
	216
	22

	@GOP
	22
	8
	1
	0

	@TheDemocrats
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@FoxNews
	13
	0
	0
	0

	@FoxandFriends
	3
	0
	0
	0

	@LouDobbs
	4
	1
	0
	0

	@seanhannity
	2
	1
	0
	0

	@TuckerCarlson
	8
	1
	0
	0

	@SenateMajLdr
	62
	18
	3
	1

	@NYPost
	3
	0
	0
	0

	@NYTimes
	8
	0
	0
	0

	@CNN
	11
	1
	0
	0

	@NBCNews
	8
	2
	0
	0

	@Guardian
	1
	0
	0
	0

	@WolfBlitzer
	0
	0
	0
	0

	@Acosta
	41
	12
	2
	0

	@AndersonCooper
	1
	1
	0
	0

	@SpeakerPelosi
	83
	42
	0
	0

	@SenSchumer
	43
	4
	0
	0


Table 3. Replies to Twitter Handles by Count Groupings (January 21, 2017-March 14, 2020)


Monthly Tweet Totals	
jan-17*	Apr-17	Jul-17	Oct-17	Jan-18	Apr-18	Jul-18	Oct-18	Jan-19	Apr-19	Jul-19	Oct-19	Dec-19	Jan-20	Feb-20	62	152	245	291	208	257	338	389	369	431	691	1026	1144	944	900	



Daily Tweet Averages by Month	
jan-17*	apr-17	jul-17	oct-17	jan-18	apr-18	jul-18	oct-18	jan-19	apr-19	jul-19	oct-19	dec-19	jan-20	feb-20	mar-20*	5.64	5.07	7.9	9.39	6.71	8.57	10.9	12.55	11.9	14.37	22.29	33.1	36.9	30.45	31	30	



Tweet Totals by Each Year in Office	
2017-2018*	2018-2019	2019-2020*	Jan. 21-Mar. 14, 2020	2617	3663	7982	9838	


