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Abstract. Financial influencers have become influential actors in shaping how young 
Indonesians understand money, success, and poverty. Among them, Timothy Ronald 
stands out for blunt, confrontational narratives that frame wealth and poverty as 
products of individual mindset, a framing that risks normalizing the view that poverty 
is a personal failure while obscuring the structural roots of inequality. This study 
analyzes how the discourse of “poor” (miskin) is constructed in Timothy Ronald’s 
YouTube content. The study contributes to the application of critical discourse 
analysis to new media and to scholarship on the representation of poverty by digital 
influencers in Indonesia. It employs a qualitative approach using Norman 
Fairclough’s three-dimensional model of critical discourse analysis, covering text, 
discursive practice, and social practice. Data were drawn from seven purposively 
selected videos that explicitly discuss poverty, the “poor mindset,” wealth, and 
financial success; the videos were transcribed verbatim and coded in two stages by 
two coders and the researcher through consensus coding. The findings show that, at 
the textual level, poverty is represented as an individual fault through pejorative labels 
and metaphors such as “disease,” “virus,” and “competency test.” The speaker builds 
a hierarchical relation with the audience that is legitimized by his wealth, and the 
identity of the poor is constructed as morally and intellectually deficient. These 
patterns articulate an ideology of meritocratic individualism that is amplified by 
YouTube’s platform logic. The study concludes that motivational-financial content is 
not merely educative but ideological, constructing poverty as a personal failure rather 
than a structural problem. 
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1 Introduction 

YouTube occupies a dominant position among social media platforms in Indonesia as a 
space for sharing knowledge, entertainment, and social discourse. The platform is no 
longer merely a site of content consumption; it has become an arena in which social 
meanings and ideologies are constructed, negotiated, and openly contested [1]. With 
more than 143 million active users among Indonesian internet users aged 16–64 [2], 
YouTube plays an important role in shaping public perception of issues including 
education, the economy, and poverty. Within this landscape, financial influencers or 
finfluencers do not only serve as sources of digital financial information; they also 
shape perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes that influence how people make financial 
decisions [3]. 

Among Indonesian finfluencers, Timothy Ronald stands out as one of the most 
influential figures in building discourse on self-development and financial awareness 
among young people. Through a direct, assertive, and unfiltered communication style 
[4], he presents narratives of personal responsibility, hard work, and positive mindset 
as the foundation of financial success, constructing “rich” and “poor” not only as 
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economic conditions but as representations of how one thinks and acts toward life. 
Such narratives reflect a neoliberal-inflected worldview in which success results purely 
from individual effort and poverty from personal failure—a framing that risks 
disregarding structural factors, given that poverty in Indonesia remains significantly 
influenced by economic policy, unequal access to education, and uneven employment 
opportunities [5]. When such narratives become dominant, the public may be 
encouraged to view poverty as a “personal fault” rather than a product of an unequal 
system [6], which matters for communication studies because digital influencers act as 
discourse-shaping actors capable of normalizing particular views of social reality [7]. 

This study uses Norman Fairclough’s model of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), 
which involves three main dimensions: text, discursive practice, and social practice. 
The approach makes it possible to reveal how linguistic choices, sentence structure, 
and social context interact in producing meaning and ideology [8]. It is supported by 
the concept of the social construction of reality [9], which emphasizes that social 
meanings are formed and reproduced through communication, interaction, and media; 
in this context, “poor” is not merely an economic condition but the outcome of social 
construction colored by cultural and ideological values [10]. 

Previous studies provide a relevant foundation: research applying Fairclough’s CDA 
has shown that media are arenas of ideological contestation in corruption reporting 
[11], that language and narrative choices in online media shape public opinion on 
sensitive issues [12], that media hold power in constructing the image of social groups 
[13], that content design on YouTube channels affects public perception of social issues 
[14], and that editorial narratives shape opinion in the press [15]. Studies of Timothy 
Ronald’s own channel, however, have generally applied content analysis to message 
themes, and research that specifically examines the ideological construction of poverty 
in Indonesian finfluencer discourse remains limited. This study fills that gap by asking: 
how is the discourse of “poor” constructed in Timothy Ronald’s YouTube content? 
Accordingly, the objective is to analyze that construction across Fairclough’s three 
dimensions and to examine the ideology and power relations underlying it. 

2 Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Critical Discourse Analysis and Fairclough’s Three-Dimensional Model 

CDA views language as a social practice closely related to power, ideology, and social 
structure, functioning to uncover hidden meanings behind texts and the power relations that 
shape discourse production [16]; discourse can serve as a means of reproducing or resisting 
domination, especially when socio-political inequality is given meaning through language 
[17]. Fairclough asserts that language is never neutral because word choice, sentence 
structure, and mode of delivery always contribute to forming a particular reality [18], and 
CDA reads not only the text but also its purpose, context, and surrounding social conditions 
[19]. In general, CDA rests on three assumptions: language is an instrument of power and 
ideology, discourse is an arena of contestation over meaning, and analysis aims to reveal 
hidden power relations and inequality [20]. 

Fairclough’s dialectical-relational model connects three dimensions [19]. In the text 
dimension, analysis focuses on diction, sentence structure, metaphor, cohesion, modality, 
and style [17]; in this study it is operationalized as representation (how poverty is depicted), 
relation (how power relations among speaker, audience, and object are built), and identity 
(how “the poor” and “the rich” are formed). The discursive-practice dimension covers the 
production, distribution, and consumption of texts [21], which in digital media involves 
platform algorithms, presentation formats, and user interaction. The social-practice 
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dimension concerns the social context, ideology, and power structures behind the discourse, 
showing how discourse can reinforce or challenge dominant ideologies [20]. 

2.2 Poverty as a Social Object 

Poverty is a multidimensional social reality rather than a mere lack of income. Beyond 
monetary measures of per-capita expenditure below the poverty line [22], it involves 
deprivation of access to education, health, and decent living standards [23] and is bound up 
with social structure, values, interaction, and mobility [24]. Research on the working poor 
shows that people can remain poor despite working, because low and unstable wages, 
absent social protection, and limited access to services mean hard work alone does not 
guarantee welfare [25]; class analysis likewise shows that unequal relations between 
owners of capital and workers restrict lower-class access to education, formal employment, 
capital, and networks [26]. Studies of poverty, inequality, and crime in Indonesia caution 
against moral generalizations that blame the poor directly [27], gendered analyses show that 
poor women bear multiple burdens simultaneously [28], and research on zakat and social 
assistance indicates that philanthropy supports poverty reduction but cannot resolve poverty 
structurally without policies expanding access to education, decent work, health, and social 
protection [29, 30]. For communication research these perspectives matter because media 
discourse determines whether the poor are understood as victims of social structure or as 
individuals who have personally failed. 

2.3 Meritocratic Individualism and Digital Media as a Space of Power 

Meritocratic individualism positions the individual as primarily responsible for life success 
or failure [31], understanding social achievement as the outcome of ability, hard work, and 
discipline [32]. Paradoxically, more unequal societies tend to believe more strongly in 
meritocracy, making inequality easier to accept [32], and meritocratic belief is associated 
with judging less successful groups as responsible for their own condition [33]; 
experimental evidence from Indonesia shows this belief weakens when people learn about 
high inequality and low mobility [34]. At the level of discourse, the ideology works through 
language that morally praises the rich as hardworking and brave while condemning the poor 
as lazy and mentally weak [33, 32], and it circulates through popular culture in narratives of 
struggle, risk, and mobility [35]. 

YouTube is an important vehicle for this ideology: the “Broadcast Yourself” promise 
operates within digital capitalism in which user activity, audience data, views, comments, 
and popularity are commodified by the platform [36]. Digital space more broadly is shaped 
by algorithms, economic interests, and actors with the power to direct public attention [37], 
as shown by studies of the buzzer industry [38] and of media control through trolls, doxing, 
and hyper-partisan media [39]; at the same time, hashtag movements demonstrate the 
possibility of counter-narratives [40], though digital opinion movements can also develop 
without control [41]. CDA is therefore used to examine how word choice, titles, slogans, 
and metaphors in digital texts frame issues and marginalize groups [42]. 

3 Method 

This study employs a qualitative approach based on Fairclough’s CDA, chosen because it 
allows language use to be examined as a social practice that both reflects and shapes power 
structures, ideologies, and social values across the three interrelated dimensions of text, 
discursive practice, and social practice [21]. 

The primary data consist of verbatim transcripts of seven YouTube videos published by 
Timothy Ronald, selected purposively using criterion sampling from more than one 
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hundred videos on the channel: (1) Kalian Harus Jadi Kaya Sekarang; (2) Penyakit Utama 
Orang Miskin; (3) Hapus Pola Pikir yang Bikin Kamu Tetap Miskin; (4) Mindset Miskin 
Bikin Sengsara; (5) Kenapa Gen Z Itu Miskin; (6) 7 Kebohongan Uang yang Bikin Kamu 
Miskin; and (7) Kenapa Lo Masih Miskin di 2025. Five criteria were applied: the video 
originates from the channel as the main research subject; it explicitly discusses poverty, the 
term “poor,” the mindset of the poor, poor–rich relations, or narratives of financial success; 
it contains sufficiently dominant verbal argumentation that can be transcribed verbatim and 
analyzed linguistically; it can be analyzed through Fairclough’s three dimensions; and it is 
representative of the discourse patterns relevant to the research objective rather than chosen 
for popularity. Secondary data were obtained from scholarly journals, books, and official 
reports, and records of production context (topic, delivery style, tone, forms of address, and 
narrative structure) were kept to support the discursive-practice analysis. 

Coding used a coding sheet in two stages involving two independent coders and the 
researcher: initial selection of relevant quotations, followed by in-depth categorization of 
agreed final quotations into representation, relation, and identity, producing 21 final 
quotations. Final codes were determined through consensus coding (negotiated agreement), 
with differences resolved by discussion against operational definitions and category 
indicators. Analysis proceeded through the three dimensions—textual analysis of diction, 
labeling, metaphor, style, and sentence structure; discursive-practice analysis of production, 
distribution, and audience positioning, including platform characteristics such as titles and 
engagement logic; and social-practice analysis connecting the findings to context, ideology, 
and power—and concluded with a synthesis of how “poor” is constructed, disseminated, 
and normalized in digital space. 

Trustworthiness followed the four criteria of Lincoln and Guba [43]: credibility through 
cross-video pattern checking and theoretical grounding; transferability through thick 
description and verbatim transcription; dependability through an audit trail documented in 
the coding sheet; and confirmability through negotiated agreement, so that findings derive 
from the data rather than researcher bias. 

4 Result and Discussion 

4.1 Textual Analysis 

The seven videos, each between roughly 13 and 23 minutes long and viewed hundreds of 
thousands to more than a million times (Table 1), provided 21 final quotations through the 
two-stage consensus coding. At the level of text, poverty is not positioned as a social or 
structural problem but as an individual fault related to mindset, character, and mental 
attitude, conveyed through direct, harsh, and emotional language that produces an unequal 
power relation between speaker and audience. 

Table 1. Videos analyzed in this study (data per December 2025). 

No Video title Duration Views 
1 Kalian Harus Jadi Kaya Sekarang 15.46 min ±705 thousand
2 Penyakit Utama Orang Miskin 20.13 min ±909 thousand
3 Hapus Pola Pikir yang Bikin Kamu Tetap 20.43 min ±1.04 million 

4 Mindset Miskin Bikin Sengsara 13.42 min ±438 thousand
5 Kenapa Gen Z Itu Miskin 22.20 min ±615 thousand
6 7 Kebohongan Uang yang Bikin Kamu 

Miskin 
13.44 min ±647 thousand

7 Kenapa Lo Masih Miskin di 2025 14.59 min ±301 thousand
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A first pattern is the metaphorical equation of wealth with competence: 

“Miskin itu tes kompetensi. Kalau lu bukan manusia yang kaya, lu gak lulus 
nih standar tes kompetensi. Menurut gua ya, batasnya adalah kekayaan.” 
[Being poor is a competency test. If you are not a rich human being, you have 
not passed the competency-test standard. In my view, the threshold is 
wealth.] (Video 1, 5:10–5:21) 

Through the metaphor of a “competency test,” wealth is made the measure of a person’s 
success, while the poor are positioned as those who fail; the phrase “the threshold is 
wealth” reduces human value to an economic measure. A second pattern is the explicit 
rejection of structural explanations: 

“Tapi bilang, oh gak bisa karena struktural lu bego. Semua, ya lu miskin itu 
karena lu arogan, lu goblok, lu pemales, udah gak ada lagi yang lain.” [But 
saying, oh, you cannot because of structural factors—you are stupid. All of it: 
you are poor because you are arrogant, stupid, lazy; there is nothing else.] 
(Video 1, 5:48–6:00) 

Here the structural explanation of poverty is declared illegitimate, the poor are assigned a 
negative identity through the labels “arrogant,” “stupid,” and “lazy,” and the absolute 
generalization “there is nothing else” closes off any cause outside the individual. A third 
pattern pathologizes poverty: the speaker “defines” poverty as a “disease” exactly like a 
physical illness (Video 2, 0:00–0:34), rendering the traits attributed to the poor damaged 
and in need of cure, and culminating in the deterministic verdict that whoever combines 
stupidity, laziness, cowardice, and arrogance “will certainly be poor for the rest of your 
life” (Video 2, 11:39–11:46). A fourth pattern reduces the causes of poverty to a single 
factor—“you are poor only because your mindset is poor” (Video 3, 0:14–0:24)—while a 
fifth frames life as a game whose high score is money (Video 4, 4:30–4:37), constructing 
the rich as winners and the poor as losers. A sixth delegitimizes the poor as sources of 
dangerous ideas, describing their views of money as “viruses” and “heretical teaching” 
(Video 6, 0:10–0:20), and slogans with a law-like repetitive structure—“the more you play 
it safe, the poorer you become” (Video 6, 8:41–8:48)—make a reductive cause–effect 
relation sound certain. Not all excerpts are purely individualizing: one acknowledges 
minimum-wage earners trapped in “a cycle that makes the people poorer” (Video 5, 
7:13–7:51), yet even there the speaker redirects attention to the mentalities the individual 
must discard, so structural factors remain background rather than the object of critique. 

Read across the 21 coded quotations, three interrelated patterns emerge. In 
representation, poverty is depicted far more as an individual problem than a structural one, 
its causes attached to mindset, mentality, character, and behavior, while structural factors 
such as inflation, minimum wages, housing prices, and expensive education appear only as 
background to be outsmarted. In relation, the speaker builds a hierarchical relationship with 
the audience through instructive, patronizing, and confrontational language—commands, 
prohibitions, rhetorical questions, and direct verdicts—with his wealth serving as the 
legitimation of his authority. In identity, “poor” is constructed as a negative, deficit identity 
loaded with demeaning moral and intellectual labels (goblok, pemales, arogan, penakut, 
pecundang, sampah, budak, penyakit), while “rich” is constructed as the ideal winner 
identity: competent, brave, informed, and worthy of emulation. Together these patterns 
transform poverty from an economic condition into a shameful social image and establish a 
hierarchy of value in which wealth is the principal measure of a successful life. 
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4.2 Discursive Practice 

In production, the discourse is built on an authoritative persona: the informal lu–gua 
address creates conversational closeness while enabling confrontational and pressuring 
speech, and legitimacy is constructed by making wealth the basis of truth—the speaker 
asserts he is “far richer” and that audiences should therefore listen, so economic status 
determines who is entitled to speak, judge, and direct others. Blaming strategies and 
generalization reinforce production, with structural explanations rejected and replaced by 
lists of negative traits marked by certainty words such as “certainly” and “for the rest of 
your life,” alongside simplifying metaphors (money as “the report card of the real world”) 
and memorable motivational slogans. 

In distribution, YouTube operates as a technological institution shaping circulation 
through recommendation systems, algorithms, and engagement mechanisms: directive, 
provocative titles act as initial framings that position audiences as being called upon and 
judged before viewing, while the platform’s preference for high-interaction content means a 
confrontational style functions as an indirect distribution strategy by provoking comments 
and debate; the speaker’s symbolic status as a financial influencer and the platform 
economy’s monetization incentives further amplify reach. In consumption—analyzed 
through how the text and platform position viewers rather than through comment 
data—audiences enter the content already framed as parties to be admonished, are 
consistently positioned as needing advice and discipline, and are pressed by demeaning 
diction and single-standard metaphors toward one dominant reading: poverty is primarily 
the individual’s fault and can be fixed through self-change alone, with short slogans 
enabling repeated exposure and internalization. 

4.3 Social Practice 

The discourse emerges in a digital society that treats wealth as an urgent goal, visible in 
pressuring titles and in references to social assistance, inflation, education costs, minimum 
wages, and housing prices that signal economic pressure and competition. The context also 
includes how poverty is measured: official statistics record 8.25 percent of Indonesians 
(about 23.36 million people) as poor in September 2025 against a line of roughly 
Rp609,160 per person per month [5], while the World Bank records more than 60.3 percent 
(about 171.8 million people) below the USD 6.85 per day line for upper-middle-income 
countries [44]. The stark gap shows that poverty is partly constituted by the choice of 
measuring line; when the economically vulnerable population is in fact vast, a discourse 
attributing poverty solely to individual mindset helps conceal the breadth of the problem. 

The dominant ideology articulated is meritocratic individualism: poverty is repeatedly 
explained through wrong mindsets, laziness, fear of risk, and loser mentality, while success 
is positioned as the direct result of individual quality—even though many people work hard 
yet cannot improve their condition, and capital, once owned, generates returns without 
equivalent effort [45]. The discourse also carries the ideology that wealth is the primary 
measure of human worth. The power structure operates on three layers: the symbolic power 
of the speaker, whose displayed wealth licenses him to define who is poor and why; the 
power of classification that places the rich as superior and the poor as inferior objects of 
judgment rather than subjects of their own reality; and the power of the platform, which 
expands and normalizes the message through repeated exposure. Beyond the 
speaker–audience relation, the discourse connects to wider power relations in which 
poverty can be exploited politically, as when social assistance is used for electoral interests 
[46] or binds recipients politically [47]; a discourse that frames poverty as personal fault 
ultimately diverts attention from structural inequality and weakens critical scrutiny of those 
who benefit from its persistence. 
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4.4 Discussion 

Read through Fairclough’s framework, the findings confirm that the “poor” discourse is a 
construction arising through the relationship among text, discursive practice, and social 
practice, in line with the premise that language is never fully neutral [18]. The 
individualizing construction contrasts sharply with the multidimensional understanding of 
poverty [22, 23, 24] and with the working-poor phenomenon, which shows that effort alone 
does not guarantee welfare [25]; it enacts precisely the moral generalization against which 
poverty scholarship warns [27]. The findings also show the ideology of meritocratic 
individualism at work: attributing poverty to wrong mindsets and fear of risk is consistent 
with evidence that meritocratic belief makes less successful groups more readily blamed 
[33] and legitimizes inequality [32], even though the capacity to take risks is unequally 
distributed [34], while the “report card” and “competency test” metaphors echo meritocratic 
narratives circulating in popular culture [35]. 

Finally, the findings underline the role of digital media as the vehicle that spreads the 
discourse and its hidden meanings: provocative titles act as initial framings, short 
memorable sentences circulate readily under the platform’s popularity logic [36], and 
consumption is part of discursive practice in which audiences remember, quote, and use the 
messages to evaluate themselves and others [21]. What appears on the surface as financial 
advice therefore carries a deeper layer of meaning—the naturalization of the view that 
poverty is personal failure—and digital media extend the reach of that meaning [42, 20]. 
These findings extend previous CDA studies of Indonesian media [11, 13, 14] by showing 
that the ideological work performed by mainstream media in constructing social groups is 
now also performed, in a more personal and confrontational register, by individual 
influencers whose authority rests on displayed wealth. 

5 Conclusion 

This study concludes that poverty in Timothy Ronald’s YouTube content is predominantly 
constructed as a personal problem of mindset, mentality, character, and life choices rather 
than as an economic and structural condition. At the textual dimension, this is visible in 
harsh, demeaning, and judgmental diction and in metaphors—disease, virus, competency 
test, real-world report card, and the game of life—that together form the meaning that 
poverty is a sign of individual failure. At the dimension of discursive practice, the discourse 
is produced through a firm, confrontational, and authoritative communication style; beneath 
apparent financial advice lies the hidden meaning that poverty is a personal fault, and 
YouTube spreads that meaning widely through provocative titles, short memorable 
messages, and engagement-driven platform logic, positioning audiences as parties to be 
directed, corrected, and disciplined. 

At the dimension of social practice, the construction articulates an ideology of 
meritocratic individualism within a digital culture that measures human worth by financial 
achievement, while structural factors—access to education, decent work, economic 
inequality, and social policy—are pushed out of focus, so that the discourse works through 
the individualization of poverty and conceals its structural complexity. The study 
recommends that audiences receive narratives about poverty, wealth, and financial success 
critically; that content creators exercise care in the language, metaphors, and labels attached 
to the poor so that motivational content does not reinforce stigma; and that future research 
analyze audience responses such as comments, or compare Timothy Ronald’s content with 
that of other creators addressing similar themes. 

Acknowledgments. The authors thank the two independent coders who participated in the coding and 
consensus process of this research, and the Department of Communication Science, Faculty of Social 
Science, Universitas Negeri Malang. 



10             A. Kurniawan and K. S. Ananda

Disclosure of Interests. The authors have no competing interests to declare that are relevant to the 
content of this article. 

References 

1 Cholik, M., Umaroh, S.T., Rijanto, T., Soeryanto, S.: YouTube as an alternative to learning 
media: a case study. Jurnal Pendidikan Teknologi dan Kejuruan 29(1), 86–97 (2023). 
https://doi.org/10.21831/jptk.v29i1.49115 

. 

2 Goodstats: Indonesia masuk jajaran pengguna YouTube terbanyak di dunia 2025 (2025). 
https://goodstats.id/article/indonesia-masuk-jajaran-pengguna-youtube-terbanyak-di-dunia-2025-
7Cvdz 

. 

3 Anastasya, L., Ridha, A., Windarsari, W.R.: Mind over media: moderasi literasi keuangan dalam 
pengaruh finfluencer dan FOMO terhadap keputusan investasi pada investor pemula. Bisman: 
The Journal of Business and Management 8(2) (2025) 

. 

4 Sibuea, Y.E.: Analisis personal branding YouTuber pada konten series “Borong Bitcoin: Eps 1” 
Timothy Ronald. Undergraduate thesis (2025) 

. 

5 Badan Pusat Statistik: Memahami perbedaan angka kemiskinan versi Bank Dunia dan BPS. BPS, 
Jakarta (2025) 

. 

6 Ramadhani, M.F., Anastasia, V., Belinda, B.: Analisis wacana kritis narasi video dan komentar 
terhadap pengungsi Rohingya di YouTube. Communicology: Jurnal Ilmu Komunikasi 12(2), 
244–268 (2025). https://doi.org/10.21009/comm.033.05 

. 

7 Jalaluddin, M.L., Mutaqin, Z.Z.: Biases in a humorous talk show on religious conversion on 
YouTube: critical discourse analysis approach on “Pindah Arah” playlist. Satwika: Kajian Ilmu 
Budaya dan Perubahan Sosial 7(1), 42–54 (2023). https://doi.org/10.22219/satwika.v7i1.24503 

. 

8 Ubaidillah, U., Widiastutik, R.: Virtual tafsir of Indonesian habaib: a critical discourse analysis 
of YouTube-based Qur’ānic interpretation. Al-A’raf: Jurnal Pemikiran Islam dan Filsafat 22(1), 
95–117 (2025). https://doi.org/10.22515/ajpif.v22i1.11443 

. 

9 Berger, P.L., Luckmann, T.: The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology of 
Knowledge. Penguin Books, London (1966) 

. 

10 Ginting, S.A.H.B., Surip, M., Dalimunthe, S.F.: Analisis perbandingan ideologi bahasa iklan 
GoFood dan GrabFood melalui analisis wacana kritis Fairclough. Jurnal Riset Rumpun Ilmu 
Pendidikan 4(3), 464–481 (2025). https://doi.org/10.55606/jurripen.v4i3.6955 

. 

11 Soedarsono, M., Hajar, I., Musriani, M., Kaharuddin, K., Musawir, M.: Benturan ideologi 
TVOne dan Kompas TV dalam konstruksi pemberitaan korupsi. Jurnal Onoma: Pendidikan, 
Bahasa, dan Sastra 9(2), 1506–1512 (2023). https://doi.org/10.30605/onoma.v9i2.2918 

. 

12 Safitri, P., Khotimah, K.: Genosida Israel terhadap Palestina di media massa daring: analisis 
wacana kritis perspektif Norman Fairclough. Artikulasi: Jurnal Pendidikan Bahasa dan Sastra 
Indonesia 4(2), 95–105 (2024). https://doi.org/10.17509/artikulasi.v4i2.69776 

. 

13 Suntoro, S., Rustono, R., Santoso, W.J.: Representasi pengusaha transportasi terhadap kebijakan 
PPKM di media daring: perspektif analisis wacana kritis Norman Fairclough. Fon: Jurnal 
Pendidikan Bahasa dan Sastra Indonesia 18(1), 56–65 (2022). 
https://doi.org/10.25134/fon.v18i1.4969 

. 

14 Satiya, F.D., Ferdiansyah, M.R., Said, M.P.: Wacana edukasi antirasisme pada kanal YouTube 
DramatizeMe. Warta Ikatan Sarjana Komunikasi Indonesia 5(1), 55–71 (2022). 
https://doi.org/10.25008/wartaiski.v5i1.143 

. 

15 Rinjani, A.Q., Astuty, Mulyani, M.: Telaah wacana di awal kepemimpinan Prabowo dalam tajuk 
rencana Kedaulatan Rakyat edisi November. Jurnal Skripta 11(1), 93–106 (2025). 
https://doi.org/10.31316/skripta.v11i1.7464 

. 

16 Ismail, S.: Analisis wacana kritis: alternatif menganalisis wacana (n.d.) . 
17 Fauzan, U.: Analisis wacana kritis dari model Fairclough hingga Mills. Jurnal Pendidik 6(1) 

(2014) 
. 

18 Fairclough, N.: Language and Power. Addison Wesley Longman, London (1989) . 
19 Masitoh: Pendekatan dalam analisis wacana kritis. Edukasi Lingua Sastra 18(1) (2020) . 
20 Eriyanto: Analisis Wacana: Pengantar Analisis Teks Media. LKiS, Yogyakarta (2006) . 
21 Fairclough, N.: Critical Discourse Analysis. Addison Wesley Longman, London (1995) . 
22 Beribe, K.E., Budyanra, D.: Determinan kemiskinan multidimensi rumah tangga di Provinsi 

Banten tahun 2020. Jurnal Kependudukan Indonesia 18(1) (2023). 
https://doi.org/10.55981/jki.2023.1695 

. 



         

(2014) 

23 Sumargo, B., Simanjuntak, N.M.M.: Deprivasi utama kemiskinan multidimensi antarprovinsi di 
Indonesia. Jurnal Ekonomi dan Pembangunan Indonesia 19(2), 160–172 (2019). 
https://doi.org/10.21002/jepi.2019.10 

. 

24 Wardaya, S., Suprapti, A.: Kemiskinan dalam perspektif sosiologi. JSW: Jurnal Sosiologi 
Walisongo 2(1), 71–82 (2018). https://doi.org/10.21580/jsw.2018.2.1.3121 

. 

25 Salam, A., Suwandana, E., Watekhi: Bekerja tetapi tetap miskin, apakah permasalahan 
kemiskinan multidimensi? Jurnal Ekonomi dan Pembangunan Indonesia 24(1) (2024). 
https://doi.org/10.7454/jepi.v24i1.1367 

. 

26 Hendriwani, S.: Teori kelas sosial dan Marxisme Karl Marx. Paradigma: Jurnal Kalam dan 
Filsafat 2(1) (2020) 

. 

27 Sugiharti, L., Purwono, R., Esquivias, M.A., Rohmawati, H.: The nexus between crime rates, 
poverty, and income inequality: a case study of Indonesia. Economies 11(2) (2023). 
https://doi.org/10.3390/economies11020062 

. 

28 Alie, A., Elanda, Y., Retnowati, R.: Relasi gender pada keluarga perempuan miskin di Kelurahan 
Wonokusumo Kota Surabaya. Journal of Urban Sociology 7(2) (2023) 

. 

29 Choiriyah, E.A.N., Kafi, A., Hikmah, I.F., Indrawan, I.W.: Zakat and poverty alleviation in 
Indonesia: a panel analysis at provincial level. Journal of Islamic Monetary Economics and 
Finance 6(4), 811–832 (2020). https://doi.org/10.21098/jimf.v6i4.1122 

. 

30 Rama, A., Putri, P.S., Mynbayeva, E.: Multidimensional poverty in Indonesia: the role of 
economic, social, educational, and political factors. Etikonomi 24(2) (2025). 
https://doi.org/10.15408/etk.v24i2.44640 

. 

31 Tibo, P.: Menganalisis praktik individualisme dalam masyarakat demokratis di Indonesia. Jurnal 
Filsafat Indonesia 8 (2025) 

. 

32 Mijs, J.J.B.: The paradox of inequality: income inequality and belief in meritocracy go hand in 
hand. Socio-Economic Review 19(1), 7–35 (2021). https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwy051 

. 

33 Kuppens, T., Spears, R., Manstead, A.S.R., Spruyt, B., Easterbrook, M.J.: Educationism and the 
irony of meritocracy: negative attitudes of higher educated people towards the less educated. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 76, 429–447 (2018). 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.11.001 

. 

34 Mijs, J.J.B., Hoy, C.: How information about inequality impacts belief in meritocracy: evidence 
from a randomized survey experiment in Australia, Indonesia and Mexico. Social Problems 
69(1), 91–122 (2022). https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spaa059 

. 

35 Carbone, L., Mijs, J.: Sounds like meritocracy to my ears: exploring the link between inequality 
in popular music and personal culture. Information, Communication & Society 25(5), 707–725 
(2022). https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2021.2020870 

. 

36 Febriyanti, S.N., Ida, R.: Digital capitalism behind the “Broadcast Yourself” tagline: study of 
digital discourse on the popularity in Indonesia’s YouTube content industry. Jurnal Komunikasi 
15(1) (2023). https://doi.org/10.24912/jk.v15i1.20919 

. 

37 Nurfitriani, I., Maulana, I., Muhaimin, R.: Media sosial dan perkembangan demokrasi di 
Indonesia: sebuah eksplorasi bibliometrika. Jurnal Masyarakat dan Budaya 26(1) (2024) 

. 

38 Sugiono, S.: Fenomena industri buzzer di Indonesia: sebuah kajian ekonomi politik media. 
Communicatus: Jurnal Ilmu Komunikasi 4(1), 47–66 (2020). 
https://doi.org/10.15575/cjik.v4i1.7250 

. 

39 Masduki: Media control in the digital politics of Indonesia. Media and Communication 9(4), 
52–61 (2021). https://doi.org/10.17645/mac.v9i4.4225 

. 

40 Sidauruk, E.R., Azizah, R.R., Fahrezi, I.A., Evandy, M., Fatkhuri, F.: X as a catalyst for change: 
mass mobilization through the #PeringatanDarurat hashtag in Indonesia’s digital democracy. 
Jurnal Pemerintahan dan Kebijakan 6(3), 166–177 (2025). 
https://doi.org/10.18196/jpk.v6i3.24960 

. 

41 Miftakhul Huda, A., Fahmi Nurwahid, A., Firmannandya, A., Mahesa Miarta, W., Nizar 
Syahputra, A., binti Ismail, A.: Digital movement of opinion analysis in social media X: the 
Rohingya refugees. Jurnal Komunikator 17(2) (2025). https://doi.org/10.18196/v17i2.27344 

. 

42 Pribadi, R., Lustyantie, N., Zuriyati: Menyoal penelitian analisis wacana kritis di Indonesia: 
meninjau aspek jenis penelitian, subjek penelitian, dan model analisis. Diskursus: Jurnal 
Pendidikan Bahasa Indonesia 8(2) (2024) 

. 

43 Haryoko, S., Bahartiar, Arwadi, F.: Analisis Data Penelitian Kualitatif (Konsep, Teknik, & 
Prosedur Analisis). Badan Penerbit UNM, Makassar (2020) 

. 

44 World Bank: The World Bank’s updated global poverty lines: Indonesia. World Bank (2025) . 
45 Piketty, T.: Capital in the Twenty-First Century. Harvard University Press, Cambridge . 

  11The Discursive Construction of “Poor” in Timothy Ronald’s YouTube …  



46 Mahpudin, Lestari, F.M.: Pemilihan serentak di tengah pandemi COVID-19: praktik politisasi 
anggaran dan bantuan sosial oleh calon petahana. Jurnal Tata Kelola Pemilu Indonesia 2(2) 
(2021) 

. 

47 Angreinni, A., Junaidi, M., Sudarmanto, K., Nuswanto, A.H., Fahmi, S.A.: Bantuan sosial 
sebagai instrumen politik uang non-tunai dalam pemilu Indonesia. Jurnal USM Law Review 
9(2), 1253 (2026). https://doi.org/10.26623/julr.v9i1.13655 

. 

12             A. Kurniawan and K. S. Ananda

Open Access This chapter is licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial 4.0 International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/),
which permits any noncommercial use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any
medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license and indicate if changes were made.
        The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter's
Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material
is not included in the chapter's Creative Commons license and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain
permission directly from the copyright holder.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

	The Discursive Construction of “Poor” in Timothy Ronald’s YouTube Content: A Critical Discourse Analysis Using Norman Fairclough’s Model



