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CANIT HAPPEN HERE?

nstitutions. "That's true for purposes of conserving critical
. .o 2 . . & X
resources. But it’s also true for purposes of drawing public
attention and debate.
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0 engagement can't be taken for granted. It must be hus
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In today’s Western liberal consumerist democracies
et |
banded and prescrved, treated as a resource to be deployed

when the stakes are high and the polity is in some danger
Our "it” is not what it was. Nor is our “here.”
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AUTHORITARIANISM IS NOT A
MOMENTARY MADNESS,
BUT AN ETERNAL DYNAMIC
WITHIN LIBERAL DEMOCRACIES

KAREN STENNER AND JONATHAN HAIDT

INTRODUCTION
Western liberal democracy seems to be in the grip of a mo-
mentary madness, or so the story gocs. All across the West,
publics we might have hoped were evolving in lincar fashion
into more perfect democratic citizens have “suddenly” been
overcome by a “wave” of “far-right” fervor. "They bristle with
nationalism and anti-globalism, xenophobia, and isolation-
ism. There arc calls to ban immigration, to deport “illegals,”
and to abandon asylum obligations. Migrants and refugees
are seen as threats to national security: as terrorists in wait-
ing or in the making. Significant public resources are to be
diverted to their surveillance and to thwarting the evils they
would otherwise surcly perpetrate. Beyond their depiction
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as “the enemy within,” they are deemed an existential threat
to culture and national identity, competitors for jobs, and
a brake on national prosperity. Leaders are exhorted to fa-
vor their own countrymen over “aliens” and outsiders, and
to shield them from the brucal forces of global trade with
protectionism.

These unexpected public demands seem to travel with
an angry rejection of the leaders and institutions that pulled
these “politically incorrect” options from the policy menu.
There is a fundamentally antidemocratic mood afoo that
has lost patience, in particular, with the strictures of politi-
cal correctness. In these conditions, lbrmcrly reviled parties
and movements that once languished on the fringes have
become viable—acceptable if not quite respectable. The
newlfound popularity of these partics— some with past or
present ties to Nazi ideology-is fucled by perceptions that
the political mainstream has lost touch with thosc they are
meant o represent. “Self-serving” political elites, leaders
viewed as remote from regular folk but “pandering” to mi-
noritics, scem to feed into a growing sense that “this is not
my government” and “these are not m y people.” This may
well be the animating spirit at the heart of what has come to
be called “far-right populism.”

While the origins of these developments are open 1o
question, the purported outcomes have unquestionably
been shocking o many. Donald Trump ascended to the
American presidency. Partisanship and ideology aside, it is
hard to imagine thac Trump’s temperament and experience
equip him for leadership of the free world. Britain voted to
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exit the European Union in 2 history-changing referendum.
And the French flirred dangerously with Le Front National.
While (o many commentators’ palpable relief) Marine [ e
Pen was ultimately held to “just” 35 percent of the presiden-
tial vote, this can be seen as a victory over far-right populism
only compared with what might have been. ‘The same can be
said regarding the recent performance of the Freedom Party’s
Norbert Hofer in Austria’s presidential election. In both cases,
the far-right populist candidate came close to winning the
presidency of a major Western nation, and note, in neither
case facing ofl against a contender from the traditional “left”
or “right.” Geert Wilders's Party for Freedom was blocked
from the Dutch governing coalition, despite placing second,
only via the determined collusion of all his mainstrcam oppo-
nents. Recent general elections in ¢ sermany and Austria have
likewise seen a marked “populist” surge thac upended “nor-
mal™ politics. Whatever these political brands might once
have represented, “left” versus “right” is being overturned in

& new game of “insiders” versus “outsiders” . Or $0 it scems,

POPULISM AS A PERSON-SITUATION INTERACTION
So what is this far-right populism? And where has it “sud-
denly” come from? From its alleged suddenness, many ana-
lysts have arrived ac explanations that are redolent of sudden
ill health. By this account, far-right populism is a momen-
tary madness brought on by recent environmental stressors
(the global financial crisis, the decline of mmmﬁtcturing.
the incvitable dislocations of globalism) and exploited by
irresponsible leaders who deflect the patients’ anxieties onto
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easy scapegoats (migrants, rc.fugccs, terrorists) for their own
political gain. Central to this diagnosis is the notion that the
patients’ fcars are irrational and can be alleviated by more re-
sponsible treatment and the reduction of stress (by boosting
the cconomy or increasing social supports). With appropri-
ate interventions and the removal of toxic influences, it is
thought that our populists will eventually “snap out of it”
and come back to their senses.

‘The social scientific literature on populism crosses many
disciplines, and the concept is frequently and casually de
ployed “in both academic and popular commentary. We
cannot do justice to it here. Many accounts converge on
the idea that populism is a kind of “zeitgeist” in which the
purce/real/true people are seen to be exploited by a remote/
corrupt/self-serving elite (e.g., Mudde 2004: 560). In what
is perhaps the most explicit and detailed definition, popu
lism is seen as “pit[ting] a virtuous and homogencous people
against a set of elites and dangerous ‘others” who are togethe
depicted as depriving (or attempting to deprive) the sover
cign people of their rights, values, prosperity, identity, and
voice” (Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008: 3). From our per
spective, the addition of these details—regarding the goad
ness and sameness of the ingroup, and the outgroup’s inten
to undermine their values and identity——serves mostly 1o
reinforce our sense that populism per se is really more “zcit
geist” than political ideology or enduring predisposition
On its own, it seems to us more a complaint about the cus
rent state of the world (a perception of contemporary condi

tions) rather than a vision of the good life. It gains substanc
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and meaning only when fleshed out and prefixed by some-
thing clse, like far right populism: what Mudde ;ll;ti Kale-
wasser (2017) would call a “host ideology.” Only then do
we know both what our populists actually wane (\.’il‘lll(‘ and
Ihonmgcncily: the one right way for the one true people) and
10w they presently feel (thar elites and dangerous “others”
are thwarting those desired ends). ks
Broken down in this manner, we can see that the pres-
ent phenomenon of far- right populism fits easily into che
framework of a “person-situation interaction” th;;l is at the
hcarf ol social psychology. “This is the notion that Behavior
is a tunction of the Person {stable personality and enduring
traits) interacting with their current (ever shilliin;;) I:'nvironj
ment: B = i ). More pointedly, it is neatly encompassed
by an interaction that Stenner (2005) labeled the “authori-
@rian dynamic”: intolerance of difference = authoritarian
predisposition x normative threat. In this essay, we contend
that the political shocks roiling Western liberal democracies
at present—which in reality began witly rumblings in the
1990s—are more appropriately and efliciently conceived as

products of this authoritarian dynamic

THE "AUTHORITARIAN DYNAMIC”: A PARSIMONIOUS
ACCOUNT OF “FAR-RIGHT POPULISM"

In the opening paragraphs of this paper, we took care 1o draw
out two distinct bue seemingly entangled components of the
vurrent wave of far-right populism. ‘These were (i) a muli-
laceted demand for less diversity and difference in society

(I‘]e “ : - "} » . 5 - g
far-right tomponent: a particular conception of the
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good life) and (ii) a critique of the faithless leaders and in-
stitutions currently failing to deliver chis life (the “populism”
component), presumably due to their political correctness
and fidelity to values remote from what The People actu-
ally want. Tangled up together, the two components fuel the
populist fervor that now besets the West. From the perspec-
tive of Stenner’s “authoritarian dynamic,” this “far-right pop-
ulist” tangle simply represents the activation of authoritarian
predispositions (in the roughly one-third of the population
who are so inclined) by perceptions of “normative threat”
(put most simply: threats to unity and consensus, or “one-
ness and sameness”). ‘The predictable and well-understood
(not sudden or surprising) consequences of activating this
authoritarian dynamic—of “waking up” this latent endog:
cnous predisposition with the application of exogenous nor-
mative threat—are the kinds of strident public demands for
greater oneness and sameness that we now hear all around
us. Stenner explicitly noted that the theory of the authoritar

i:l“ (])"ll}“l]i(f was illl(‘ll(l(t(l to Cxplili" “lh(l killd ()f il]tOlCl'

ance llli!l seems o ‘(f()“l(' o ()'. n()‘(Vh('.l'(‘,, lh:lt can Spring “l'
in tolerant and intolerant cultures alike, producing sudden

changes in behavior that cannot be accounted for by slowly

changing cultural traditions” (Stenner 2005: 136).

In the remainder of this paper we will outline the theory

of the authoritarian dynamic, briefly review available cvi

dence, and then examine whether this alternative accoun

I)l'()\«'i(l(‘.\' d morc (.‘()llll)(f"illg lllld simplcr cxpl:m:ltion Of p”l'

ulism across the scemingly diverse cases of Trump, Brexit,

and the National Front. We take advantage of an extraordi
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nary data set collecred by EuroPulse in December 2016 that
et S : i :

gives us deep insights into voting for populist candidates
and causes in the United States, Britain, and France,

THE AUTHORITARIAN DYNAMIC

HOW AUTHORITARIANISM (S DIFFERENT FROM
CONSERVATISM

Stenner (2005, 2009a) identified three distincr p.sycholngi—
cal profiles of people who are typically lumped tog-cthcr un-
der the unhelpful rubric of “conservative,” and who tend
to vote for candidates designated as “right-wing.” "Ihe lac-
-rer is a largely content-free self-placement, wh()s‘c meaning
l? Inconsistent across cultures and times. On this so-called
right wing of politics, Stenner distinguished between what
she called “laissez faire conservatives,” “status quo conserva-
tives,” and “authoritarians.” It is vical to keep chis distine-
tion in mind because i i only the authoritarians who show
persistent antidemocratic tendencics and a willingness to
support extremely illiberal measures (such as the forced ex-
pulsion of racial or religious groups) under certain condi-
tions (i.e., normative threar).
Laissez faire “conservatives” are not conservative in any
r.cal scn'sc. l’hcy typically self-identify as classical liberals u'r
liberearians. ‘They st rongly favor the free market and are usy.-
;1‘1?' pro-business, sucking to thwart “socialist” or “lcli-wing"
efforts to intervene in the cconomy and redistribute wealth,
Psychologically sp aking, they have nothing in common
with authoritarians (Haide 2012). Authoritarians—those

who demand authoritative constraints on the individual
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in all matters moral, political, and racial—are nos generally
averse o government intrusions into cconomic life, Empiri-
cally, laissez faire conservatism is typically found to be cither
unrelated to authoritarianism or else inversely related to it
and not implicated in intolerance or populism to any sig-

nificant degree.

AUTHORITARIANISM VERSUS
“STATUS QUO CONSERVATISM™
Status quo conservatives are those who are psychologically
predisposed to favor stability and resist rapid change and un-
certainty. They are in a sense the true conservatives: the heirs
of Edmund Burke. Status quo conservatism is only mod-
estly associated with authoritarianism and intolerance, and
only under very specific conditions. It tends o align with
intolerant atticudes and behaviors only where established in
stitutions and accepted norms and practices are intolerant.
[n a culture of stable, long-established, insticutionally sup-
ported and widely accepted wolerance, status quo conserva-
tism and authoritarianism will essentially be unhitched, and
status quo conservatism will lend licdle support to intolerant
attitudes and behaviors,
Contrast status quo conservatism then with authoritari

anism: an enduring predisposition to {avor obedience, con

formity, oneness, and sameness over freedom and difference,

Bear in mind that we are speaking here of a psychofogical

predisposition and not of political ideology, nor of the chi

acter of political regimes. (Note also that we make no claime

about the psychological predispositions of Donald Trump,
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M;-mmj Le Pen, or any other political leader. Authoritari-
anism s an autribute of the follower, not necessarily ul"thv
‘C:ldf’l', and one does not need to be an ;mthorimri'u; (o suc |
ccs.slully deploy authoritarian rhetoric and ;utruc; auth&(:'(iﬂ
;\z:im(n\ followers.) Authoritarianism is substantially heritable
McC 2t )
ém;j(,m: et al, lF)‘)#); F,udckc, Johnson, and Bouchard
01 ‘:m mostly determined by lack of “openness to expe-
rience” (onc of the “Big Five” personality dime 3 :
vk v G ‘ y dimensions) and
Y cognitive limitations (Stenner 2005); these are two fac
tors that reduce one’s willingness and capacity (rcspcc«ivc.l r‘)
to tolerate complexity, diversity, and difference. }
| [.n (:o.mr:tsl to status quo conservatism, authoritarianism
ls primarily driven not by aversion to change (difference ()\lfcr
time) but by aversion to complexity (difﬁ:r;mrc across x'- YaC )
ln. a nutshell, authoritarians are 'Icimp/c—mim/ﬂ/"zzlz/}o;(k:ri
rg{’ complexity more than closed-minded avoiders of r/}dnl"i
(Stenner 2009h: 193). 'This distinction matters for th‘c ('h‘:;—
lenges (?lll'l'(f{]lly’ confronting liberal democracy bccam.c ‘in
the event of an “authoritarian revolution.” ;1£|tl1ori|;|;i'lrls
may seck massive social change in pursuit of greater o;nc—
|Tcss and sameness, willingly overturning established inslituv—
tions and practices that their (psycholugically) COnscrvariy.
peers would be drawn 1o defend and preserve S
' Lo avoid tautology with the dependent variables we are
|1‘yn'1g to explain—a problem that plagued earlier reses t'l(
on the Authorvitarian Personality (Adorno et al l‘):(?)l -
.\f;:ner (2005) usually gauges “latent” authorimriéﬁimn
with a low-level measure of fundamental predisposition:

typically, respondents’ choic i
Y respondents” choices among child-rearing values.
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For example, when asked what qualities should be encour-

aged in children, authoritarians tend to prioritize obedi-
ence, good manners, and being well behaved over things
like independence, curiosity, and thinking for onesclf. Pit-
ting this “bare bones” measure of authoritarianism against
any variety of “conservatism,” and the whole roster of socio-
demographic variables—including education, income, gen-
der, class, and religiosity—>Stenner (2005: 133; 2009a: 152)
has shown via the World Values Survey that authoritarianism

is the principal determinant of gencral intolerance of differ-

ence around the globe.

WHAT AUTHORITARIANISM DOES'

Authoritarianism inclines one toward attitudes and behav-
iors variously concerned with structuring society and social
interactions in ways that enhance sameness and minimize
diversity of people, beliefs, and behaviors. It tends to pro
duce a characteristic array of functionally related stances,
all of which have the effect of glorifying, encouraging, and
rewarding uniformity and disparaging, suppressing, and
punishing difference. Since enhancing uniformity and min

imizing diversity implicate others and require some control

over their behavior, ultimately these stances involve actual

cocrcion of others (as in driving a black family from the

neighborhood) and, more often, demands for the usce
group authority (i.c., coercion by the state).
In the end, then, suppression of difference and achicve

ment of uniformity necessitate autocratic social arranyy

ments in which individual autonomy yields to growp
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authority. In this way, authoritarianism is far more th;
a pcrso.nal distaste for difference. It becomes a norm'n"lfn'
wc.)rldwcw about the social value of obedience and con‘lfz)‘r(
[m[ty (versus freedom and difference), the prudent ;tl;tl jus;
(111) :n.lc.c between group authority and individual autonon;
Juckitt 1989), and the appropriate uses of (or limits on))’
that authority. ‘This worldview induces bias against differen
others (r:'lcial and cthnic outgroups, ilnrnigl':]r\ts and refy [
gccts,. radicals and dissidents, moral “deviants”), as well e
‘poh.uca.l demands for authoritative constraints (:n trhci.r l:q
‘1:1'\"10r. lh.c l;u-u:r will typically include legal disu'iminuti(;l
Jg.{lf!sl minoritics and restrictions on immigration, limits
;:hl::( speech and association, and the regulation ofumrull
Sexm]l:;’ (:nﬁ;h‘:ll: p()llffl.cs regarding abortion and homo.
punitive enforcement).

] ) WHEN AUTHORITARIANISM DOES THIS
jSt.cnn'crs theory of the “authoritarian dynamic” tells us ex
.utl_\\,' when ':uullol'il;n'ianimn does these things, mak‘in 1‘ it ;
l,l:dll[ tool for understanding the current wave of pupuél‘is'm‘l
/ q noted ca'rlicr, the authoritarian dynamic posits that il];()l.
erant l)chu.vmr is a function of the interaction of an enduri :
I)S‘VCITO‘IOSIC;Il predisposition with transient cnvimﬁmm nt;
«'Iundmons‘uf normative threat. Stenner contends that in I(:Ilt
f I)sem:c of a common idcntily rooted in race or echnicit ‘
i lf? fotml casc in our large, diverse, and complex n l.' .
societies), the things that make “us” an “us”p tl tm( len
‘ 574 —that make
us one and the same—are common authority (oneness) and

shared v ‘
alues (sameness). Accordingly, for authoritarians
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the conditions most threatening to oneness and sameness
are questioned or questionable authoritics and values, e.g.,
disrespect for leaders and institutions, authorities unwor-
thy of respect, and lack of conformity with or consensus in
group norms and belicfs. This is what Stenner has termed
“hormative threat,” or “threats to the normative order.”
Stenner (2005) demonstrated the prevalence and sig-
nificance of this authoritarian dynamic with many different
kinds of data, showing that the intolerance produced by au-

thoritagianism is substantially magnified when respondents:

* perceive that the public and political clites are
ideologically distant, or that leaders on all sides have
let them down (see Stenner 2005: 57, from the
Durbam Community Survey, 1997)

o are experimentally exposed to scemingly real news
coverage about “leaders unworthy of our trust,” or
“fractured public opinion” where “no one agrees on
anything anymorc” (see Figure 1 below, from the

Cultural Revolution Fxperiment 1995, reported in
Stenner 2005)

o are being interviewed at a time of high variance
in public opinion (e.g., during some particularly
fractious week in US history, as determined by the
actual variance in survey responses to the General
Social Survey 1972—2000; sce Stenner 2005: 314)

o are living in a place (e.g., some nation of the world)
marked by high variance in public opinion (see Stenner
2005: 314, from the World Values Survey 1990-1995).
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FIGURE 1. Eflects ol authoritarian S on qer l‘.'dl tole C ' ence
: i : n "IRFI e of differ nee

give rpenmental ma pll 1on of threat. ?-(‘j.l (.‘(’ rom stenner I_)’.
ven experi ntal rr ni ]a[ 1 of thre Renr t from Stenn K15)

l l n every case, normative threat dramatically increased
t .lc.ln“llcn(.'(‘ of authoritarianism on general intolcr-.uu'(; of
difference: racial, political, and moral. The latter ('()n\'li[;l["
lh.(.‘ authoritarian’s classic “defensive arsenal,” (.om" - ;
with '(.{iﬂcrcntiming, dcfcnding. and gloriﬁ:ing‘ "u: :’mi:
L:led.ltmns that appear to threaten “us.” by c:xcludinl ‘ 'm(;
(?mcr.umnming against “them”: racial andl ethnic mign;nri
tes, immigrants and refugees, political dissidents radicals
and -mn.ral “deviants.” Notice that the activation :»f“thc lll
(ho-nmrlan dynamic by collective threat in one dnnmin‘\;ill
t_,vpl.cally boost the display of these classic attitudes and be-
:thx'l(frs ;uzmss all domains. Thus, should fears about Mus:-
|n.1 u'nmlgra(iun activate authoritarian prcdispo‘:ition.s
lh.lS will usually provoke authoritarians to a whole |;'||10 )l’
of sympathetic “vibrations,” which might include s;ridc['n)t

demands (o limic ri
rights : tions for ©
ghts and protections for “domestic”
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racial/ethnic minorities, to restrict free speech and assem-
bly, and to deploy state authority to write moral strictures
into public policy, ¢.g., to roll back gay rights and “crack
down” on criminals.
Without a theoretical framework that pulls all these
seemingly disparate behaviors together—as functionally
related elements of the authoritarian’s classic defensive
stance—contemporary analysts can be lefc puzzling over
(for example) why support for the death penalty and for the
public whipping of “sex criminals” should turn out to be the
strongest “predictors” of a vote in favor of Brexit (Kaufmann
2016). The authoritarian dynamic offers such a framework,
which here we will test using recent EuroPulse data on pop-

ulist voting across the US, UK, and France.

THE EUROPULSE DATA SET AND
OUR ANALYSIS PLAN

DATA: EUROPULSE DECEMBER 2016
‘Ihe EuroPulse survey is conducted each quarter by Dalia
Rescarch (Germany). Dalia uses a proprietary software plat-
form to reach respondents through web-enabled devices as
they interact with a wide range of websites and apps. Dalia
seeks out users fitting the required profile for the task and
offers them access to premium content in exchange for su
vey completion.” ‘This should reach a more representative
slice of the relevant population and interview them under
more natural conditions than is possible (for example) issu
ing email invitations to that atypical portion of a population
that has sufficient interest, time, and energy to register loi
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research panels and complete surveys on any topic fi

est material rewards, R
| One of the world’s largest omnibus surveys, EuroPulse is
condu.cted across all twenty-eight EU coum;ics in twe '5
one dlf'fercm languages. Four times 2 year, th:? l"um:’z;)':
::urvey INterviews a census representative sample of 10 0(:(;
l.u‘ropt.:am: l'o track public opinion on a variety of mpic; In
lr;:c:::::c ;ns]u:ncc of the EuroPulse survey conducted ‘(;vcr
moer 2~11, 2016—just a few weeks afte 3 ‘oters
elected !’resident Trump on November §- —Dali: :dti):d 2("'“‘8
resentative US sample to the EuroPulse mix. Their ‘:tar‘ed‘ .
posc was to enable researchers to detect any comi ‘ ali _p"‘r"
populist support across the US 1E n‘?"" i
i *> and Europe (including voting
and for the National Front in France),

publicly issuing a “Research ¢ 5
Y issuing a “Research Challenge” to that effect

= -EXCLUDING NON-WHITES FROM ANALYSES
‘l l: ‘l;ur(.)l’u'lse-plus-US data set of December 2016 in-
.(. l(lj( e 12,'23’5 respondents: n=1,052 in the US sample
:n n=11,283 across the European  Union, H()wml.'e(.,
given ll}c nature of our research questions, we excl -l 3
‘non-whu.cs from the current investigation, Icavin‘ 4 u((((
."1 the US (‘Whi(‘.h also excluded Hispanics) :ﬁ\d ni;l';_‘;(;(i
:l_tmss the EU. Ag explained elsewhere (Stenner 2005) ’;l is
:; r;o; mdsay thatI I;luthorimrianism is necessarily cxpr;s's:;
: l‘lll amentally different manner dependi
cthnicity, or majority/minority status, ¢ l G e
i ] status, than among whij
tcross Europe and the US. It js just that the d:j:i::::::
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hich one owes allegiance, might vary.
We would not expect, for example, any authoritarianism
among, African-American leaders of the Black Lives Mat-
to propel them toward a vote for Donald

and authorities to w

ter movement
nor North African Muslim immigrants in France

tracted (by any predisposition to authoritarian-
ism) to the National Front. Excluding non-whites left us a
of 11,161 respondents from twenty-nine countries,

Trump,

to be at

sample
with 3,202 of those of special interest in our present scarch
for a common dynamic in populist voting across the US

(n=661), UK (n=1,256), and France (n=1,285).

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: POPULIST VOTING

ariable throughout our analyses—our prin-
cipal outcome of interest—was the probability of voting for
andidates and causes. For the US sample, this was

The dependent v

populist ¢
reflected by respondents” self-report (
voted for Donald Trump in the prcsidcntial election

having
For the UK, the dependent variable

just a few weeks prior.
was respondents’ se

carlicr in the British referendum of June 23 in favor of lcav

ing the Lurope
voting was indic
upcoming, clection, which would be the prcsidcntial ele
tion of April/May 2017.

There is mostly gnod correspondence berween these sell

reports
choice in these elections, alt

seem (o over-represent Americans who wr
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in early December) of

[f-report of having voted a few months

an Union. For our French sample, populist

ated by self-reports of intended vote in the

and the real incidence of both vote turnout and vote
hough our starting sample docs
ned out to volr,
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an : 5 i
U'::Ot: l:::((i);) r;gc;;:r:;:}: Britons votilng to leave the European
: i 0 some combination of selecti
focml desirability bias (Karp and Brockington 2(;::;)“(::1:\:"({
:'T'SZOH('CHIS are disproportionately likely to vore, ami \pcopz:
= ‘l'o (.)ver—rcfpon. engaging in civic behaviors such as vot-
|'ng.'5|milarly. it may be that those groups that leaned l(;\&"lrti
clxumg Europe were disinclined subsequently to br«ndc"l it
that, as well as generally less disposed to answering sunizc s s‘l
| In al.l_\-' case, only those who said they voted (or inten)(;(.-d
to vote, in the case of France) were retained in the followi '
;nalysee. k:aving final sample sizes of 451, 858, and 1 ()‘22
‘::i i:;: US, UK, al‘l‘d‘l"mncc. respectively. Our (lcpcn:k-ﬁt
O.r l‘, ;) 'w‘m‘ scor‘c:d" 1”7 for a vote in favor of Trump, Brexit
l ¢ Pen, and “0” otherwise. We analyzed each of thc*;;
:kl:lL vote choices separately, since they reflect very diﬁ?’:rc;n
sion contexts. But we synthesized our fi d'l o

the three countries, since our main goa . l'ngb i
identify commonalities in the forces :i:,riv:n\id& )l [l“l"l'huel)" -
across liberal democracies. SRR

MAIN EXPLANATOR
Y VARIABLE:
AUTHORITARIAN PREDISPOSITION

't
l\\c ﬂ:”uwcd our previous practice in forming a “bare
.)Ion‘cs measure of authoritarianism from rcspomlcr;re'
(.. 1oices among pairs of child-rearing values. As always »\; '
sought a measure that reflected something more 1k‘i;1\’ ( -
clc.c.p-smtcd, enduring political “personality” lhar; a cu t'o J
policy attitude; that could do so across widely var)-'ir.lgr::;'

tures with different i
ifferent ingroups and outgroups, dissidents and
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deviants; and that did not make specific rcﬁ:rct.m:c o f)bject:..
actors, or events that featured in current !u'xlmcal contests
and might be the very subjects of our inq‘mn.cs. o
We formed our measure ol authontaf'mn prec l'!\l)(. .
tion from responses to the following four l;urol’:llsc lllf:lt).:.
“Which is more important for a child to havft. [n: t.!‘)(.l
dence / Respect for elders? Obedience / Se‘lf-r-cllfmccl:. ((:,Ol,l;
sideration for others / Good behavior? .(,u'nosny ‘1 T(.x(
manners?” Responses considered authoritarian (e;llc);‘ sc‘or.
ing “1”) were respect for elders, ()l)cdl(:.ll(:(‘., g()qti )fl .‘I“II(TI’
and goéd manners. Alternatively, [')rclcrcuce ll]'oﬂr lcl:)lui r::
being independent, self-reliant, conlsulcr;nc, an : Lu ol -
flected the inverse of authoritarianism (cach su?lmg? | .
Any inability or refusal to choose between a p:nrlol. .v:n uc:i
(“don’t have an opinion”) was considered a neutral respon: L
(scoring “0.5"). After summing lhefe four .u)r-npotu::;i
re-scoring the resulting scale to be of (.)nc—un.lt ‘?ng(:)f‘in_.
centering its midpoint on “0” (to easc nncrp‘lct‘u;on.t' o
teraction cocflicients), our final mc.asunf of authori a()‘r)
predisposition ranged across nine points fro‘m 0{..‘5 'llo. t«r r(“
According to this measure, about a third of white re

} i i ¥ .l(:i 'S
S « ‘OS :SC wenty-nine lll)tl:‘ll dLnlO

i i s sense ol
proved to be authoritarian to some degree, in the sense

idpoint of the scale : ani vard
passing the neutral midpoint of the scale and leaning tov
K i ices. Specifically, 33 per
authoritarianism in their value choices. Specifically, 33 §
‘ : re - itarian,
cent were authoritarian, 37 percent were non-authoritar

» 4 5
and 29 percent were “balanced” or neutral.
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KEY INTERACTION CONDITION: NORMATIVE THREAT

We constructed an overall measure of “normative threat”

from several key sentiments found in the EuroPulse
We sought to reflect three core
normative order:

survey.
components of threat to the
loss of societal consensus, loss of confi-

dence in leaders, and loss of confidence in institutions.

First, the closest sentiment we could find in the Euro-

Pulse survey to perceived loss of consensus was the express

fccling that one’s country was “going in the wrong direc-

tion” (either “very wrong” or “somewhat wrong”) in response
to the question “Oper the past 5 years, has |the United Staes /
the United Kingdom / France gone

more in the right or wrong
direction?”

Second, we measured general loss of confidence in lead-
ers by means of strong agreement with the statement “Gop-
ernment is controlled by the rich elite,

» - .
which readers mighy
recognize as an ire

m sometimes deployed in measures of
populism. (Recall our earlicr assertion that so-calle
list sentiments might more simply be

d popu-
understood as percep-
tions of normative threat. )

Third, we wanted to measure loss of confide

1nce in gov-
crnment institutions in

a way that captured both dissatis-
faction with the current government and disillusion wich
democratic government more generally. To this end, we com.-
bined ordinal scale responses to two questions: “/How satisfied
are you with the way democracy works in Jour country?” (which
ranged across four points from “very satisfied” up to “not ar
all satisfied”™), and “Whar is JYour opinion of the government in

(the United States / the United Kingdom [ France)?” (which
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ranged across five points from “very positive” to “very nega-
. 13 . -

tive”). Summing these two equally weighted components

created a finely graduated nineteen-point measure reflecting

“dissatisfaction with democratic government.”

Finally, our overall measure of normative threat stan-
dardized and summed these three equally weighted compo-
nents and re-scored the result to be of one-unit range. This
overall scale (deployed in all subsequent analyses) ranged

. » <« »n “ n
across seventy-five points from “-.5" to .5,” centered on a

midpoint of “0.”

OTHER EXPLANATORY VARIABLES:
ECONOMIC EVALUATIONS

An adequate test of the explanatory power of the authoritar-
ian dynamic in this domain must necessarily also control
for the economic “distress” that is traditionally cited as fuel-
ing populist sentiments and voting behavior. A number of
scholars have noted recently that economic factors actually
seem rather weak and inconsistent predictors of populism
and intolerance, particularly compared with value conflict
and cultural “backlash” (see Inglehart and Norris 2017).
Stenner (2005) previously found that, to the extent that
cconomic factors did predict expressions of intolerance, the
effect tended to be confined to negative retrospective evalua-
tions of the national cconomy, which might be feltas a kind
of collective threat by authoritarians (although the effects
of such threats were rarely as powerful or consistent as the
classic normative threats). In contrast, Stenner found that

pcrsonal economic distress tended to either be inconsequen
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tial or actu imini i 3
i weually diminish the impact of authoritarianism on
intoler: :thaps is i

" ance, perhaps by distracting authoritarians from their
problematic concern wi ate i
! Secon: th the fate of the collective, thereby
improving” their behavior,

I S . B

orfun.{tdy, the EuroPulse survey measured the scandard

array of ec ic evaluari i i .
r y ol economic evaluations, including four items asking
or retrospective i T

ctrospective and prospective evaluations of both the na-

tional ec Vs 1
al economy and one’s own houschold linances, as lollows:

Retrospective evaluation—national economy: “How
flo you think the gencral economic situation
in [the United States / the United Kingdom /
France] has changed over the past 12 months?
(Ithas . . . got a lot better, got a little better,
stayed the same, got a little worse, got a lot
worse, | don’t know).”

Prospective evaluation—national cconomy: “How do
you expect the general economic situation in [the
United States / the United Kingdom / France] to
change over the next 12 months? (It will . . | get
alot better, get a little betrer, stay the same, get a
litle worse, get a lot worse, don't know).”

l{cin'cjspccli\'(t evaluation-household finances:

.( compared to 12 months ago, your houschold
financial situation is . . . (a lot better., a little
better, the same, a litde worse, a lot worse, don’t
know).” &

Prospective evaluation—houschold finances: “How

({0 > . . . . N
you expect the financial position of your
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houschold to change over the next 12 months?
It will . . . (get a lot better, get a lictle better, stay
the same, get a little worse, get a lot worse, don't

know).”

As noted, these discrete evaluations (whose pairwisc cor-
relations here ranged from .20 to .54) have typically been
found to exert varying influence on intolerant and populist

sentiment, and were thus left as separate variables in our

model.

MODELS AND METHODS
We employed logistic regression to analyze cach of our di-
chotomous measures of populist voting as a function of
the authoritarian dynamic—the interaction of authoritar-
ian predisposition with our overall measure of normative
threat.

Note that each of these models also originally included
1s controls the four discrete items reflecting economic cvalu-
ations, as well as the interactions of those evaluations with
uthoritarianism. With sample size trimmed by the elimina-
tion of non-whites and non-voters, it was important not to
overload the models, particularly in view of their estima-
tion via logistic regression. Thus, if any of these evaluations
or their interactions proved statistically insignificant, they
were removed from the model in question. The full models
and raw results (logit coefficients) from which the findings
presented here in the textare derived are reported in Appen-
dix E Table 1, at www.KarenStenner.com under “Reposi-
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tory” (including resules for the economic control variables).
‘The conditional coefficients (marginal effects) calculated
from those raw results are also reported there in Appendix K
Table 2.

Here in the text itself, we present succinctly in Table 1
(below) only our core findings regarding the impact of the
authoritarian dynamic, as conveyed via changes in the pre-
dicted probability of voting for populist candidates and
causes, given different predispositions to authoritarianism,

and varying conditions of normative threat.

TABLE 1. PROBABILITY OF VOTING
FOR POPULIST CANDIDATES AND CAUSLS:
Trump, Brexit and Le Pen (2016-2017)

Pr(Voting Pr(Voting ll'r(\’ming

for Trump) | for Brexit) for Le Pen)
Effects of Under
imlqwmlcnl neeraction Increasing X changus Pe(Y) trom:
variables (X): condirions:

Autharitavianism | if bigh norma-

. 7> .87" | .30+ .93 - 84
gt 07> 87" | .30+ .95 | .11 — .44

if mid norma-

o i s — AR - :
tive threat 21— .63 38— 68 | 07 > 3]

if low normative

7 47— 27 | .05 — .0
ot A8 31 A, 27 (5] (2]

Normative if authoritarian
Threas predisposition

lf .Iltlllﬁl{.‘f‘ll

predisposition

31—+ .87 | 27— .93 | .04 = .84

39— .41 |.36—=.70" | .04 = 44

if non-
authoritarian 48— 07" | 47— .30 |.05— .11
predisposition

Note: Predictions devived fiom lagistic regression analyses in Appendix & Table 1 ar
waow, KavenStenner.com under “Repository”; * vignificant at p < 05,
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Before turning our focus to the authoritarian dynamic,
we note firse that authoricarianism did indeed prove to be the
main “background” determinant of populist voting across
all three countries in our investigation. That is to say, there
was no socio-demographic variable whose impact on popu-
list voting exceeded that of our basic “child-rearing values”
measure of authoritarianism: not education, income, reli-
gion, gender, age, or urban/rural residence. We found that

the impact of authoritarianism was substantial even under

ordinary conditions—among those not fecling particularly
threatened (or reassured)—increasing the probability of a
populist vote by about .42, .30, and .24 in the US, UK, and
France, respectively (see Appendix F Table 2, upper pancl).

Put more simply, even given middling perceptions of
normative threat in their polity, Americans ranged from
about a .21 10 a .63 probability of voting for Trump as
authoritarianism went from its lowest to its highest lev-
els (see ‘lable 1, page 197). Similarly, highly authoritar-
ian Britons had about a 68 percent likelihood, and their
non-authoritarian peers about a 38 percent chance, of vor-
ing to lcave the European Union when perceptions of nor-
mative threat were unremarkable. And under those same
conditions, about 31 percent of highly authoritarian French
voters would likely opt for Le Pen, compared to only about

7 percent of their non-authoritarian compatriots.

A NOTE ON INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS
Note that all the statements directly above simply represent
alternative ways of describing the results presented in the

198

AUTHORITARIANISM IS NOT A MOMENTARY MADNESS

upper panel of Table 1 (page 197), across the row labeled
“if mid normative threat.” ‘This seems the appropriate place
to pausc and ensure we have clarity first on some important
issues of methodology and terminology. For us, the “im-
pact” of any independent variable (e.g., authoritarianism)
is the difference in expected outcomes (e.g., in the likeli-
hood of voting for Trump) between those scoring at the
extremes (highly authoritarian versus non-authoritarian)
of that explanatory variable. "Technically, it is the change
predicted in the dependent variable for a onc-unit increase
in the independent variable, c.g., the change in the prob-
ability of populist voting in response to a one-unit increase
in authoritarianism. Recall we scored all our variables such
that a “one-unit increase” always entails moving across the
full range (from lower to upper bound) of the explana-
tory variable, e.g., it is the difference between the very
non-authoritarian and the highly authoritarian. The change
that such an increase induces in the likelihood of populist
voting is, in our terminology, the “impact” of that explana-
tory variable.

Crucially, we expect that this impact will vary under dif-
ferent conditions, ¢.g,, given conditions of normative threat
or reassurance. ‘This varying impact is reflected by the vary-
ing magnitude and direction of the conditional coefficients
we report in Appendix E Table 2, and likewise by the steep-
ness and direction of the slopes in the associated Figures 2
and 3 (below). The reader can refer to Appendix F, Table 1
for the full results from which these conditional coefficients
and slopes were derived.
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RESULTS

IMPACT OF AUTHORITARIANISM ON POPULISM,
GIVEN VARYING NORMATIVE THREAT

Figure 2 (opposite) depicts the impact upon voting for pop-
ulist candidates and causes of moving across the full range of
the authoritarianism measure (from very non-authoritarian
up to highly authoritarian) as the variable with which it
interacts—normative threat—is held, in turn, at very high
and low levels. ‘These different slopes graphically reflect what
we have called the authoritarian dynamic: they represent the
aarying effects of authoritarianism under conditions of nor-
mative threat and reassurance.

'The three constituent pancls of Figure 2 reflect the
probability of voting for Trump, Brexit, and Le Pen, respec-
tively. All these authoritarianism x normative threat interac-
tions proved to be very substantial and highly significant
(see Appendix I ‘Table 1). As anticipated, the impact of
authoritarianism was greatly magnified (steepened) under
conditions of normative threat. For example (see Figure 2,
upper panel), we found that authoritarianism increased the
probability of voting for Trump by about .80 under con-
ditions of high normative threat, with the likelihood of a
Trump vote ranging from only about 7 percent (for non-
authoritarians) to about 87 percent (for authoritarians)
among disillusioned respondents who saw their govern-
ment as controlled by rich elites and their country headed
in the “wrong direction.” Note that the steepness of these
slopes and their end points (both specified above) align, re-

spectively, with the marginal effects reported in Appendix F,
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‘Table 2, and with the marginal probabilities presented here
in Table 1 (page 197).

Much the same pattern was evident for the UK (see Fig-
ure 2, middle panel), where we found that authoritarianism
increased the probability of voting to leave the Europcan
Union by about .64 given conditions of high normative
threat, with the likelihood of favoring Brexit ranging from
about 30 percent (for non-authoritarians) to about 93 per-
cent (for authoritarians) when leaders, governments, and
democracy itself were all found sorely wanting (see T: able 1,
page 197). Likewise regarding the electoral appeal of the
Nartional Front in France (see Figure 2, lower panel). Here
we found that authoritarianism increased the probability of
voting for Le Pen by about .75 given high normative threat,
with the likelihood of a vote for the National Front ranging
from about 11 percent (among non-authoritarians) to about
84 percent (among authoritarians) given wholesale loss of
confidence in democratic government and leadership (see
Table 1, page 197).

Notice that throughout Figure 2, this impressive impact
of authoritarianism is effectively flattened to virtually noth-
ing, under conditions of great normative reassurance, i.e.,
when people are sure their country is headed in the right
direction and feel confident in the workings of democracy,
positive about the government, and unconcerned about elite
machinations. Although the marginal cffects are not statisti-
cally significant in the case of reassurance, we sce at least a
hint in these pictures that under these reassuring societal

conditions, authoritarians might even be repelled by popu-
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list movements, scemingly lending more of their support to
mainstream parties and leaders when the normative order
scems intact and functional, and worthy of their allegiance.

Keep in mind it is #ot that people become less authoritar-
ian under these conditions, only that their authoritarianism
produces less manifest intolerance. Their inherent predispo-
sitions remain intact but latent, awaiting only the sounding
of the next societal alarm—about immigrant hordes, moral
decay, political disarray-—to kick back into action and haul

out the defensive arsenal.

IMPACT OF NORMATIVE THREAT ON POPULISM,
GIVEN VARYING AUTHORITARIANISM

Some of this becomes clearer still when viewed from a dif-
ferenc angle. Figure 3 (page 204) simply takes that same
authoritarianism x normative threat interaction and depicts
it from the other side, this time showing how the impact
upon populism of normative threat (of moving from the
lower bound of the scale, reflecting great reassurance, up
to the upper bound, indicating extreme threat) depends on
the predispositions of the perceiver: whether authoritarian
or non-authoritarian.

When considered from this alternative perspective, the
potential political power of the authoritarian dynamic is
readily apparent. In the lower panel of Table 1 (page 197),
we see that increasing feelings of normative threat intensi-
fied attraction to populism even among those of “balanced”
disposition (at least outside the US), who were driven a con-

siderable way toward voting for Brexit and nearly halfway
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to accepting the National Front as feelings of normative

threat soared. But this impact of normative threat on popu-

list voting was basically doubled for those of authoritarian
disposition. As anticipated, it was authoritarians— heavily
invested in the normative order that fills their world with
oneness and sameness—who were by far the most reactive
to normative threat (sce Figure 3). For example, we calcu-
lated that rising normative threat increased authoritarians’
probability of voting for Trump by about .58 (see Appen-
dix I Table 2), boosting their likelihood of a Trump vote
from about 31 percent, among those feeling reassured about
the polity, up to about 87 percent, for those convinced their
world was coming apart (sce Table 1, page 197).

We detected the same forces at work in the UK sample

(see Figure 3, middle panel), where we found that mounting
threats to the normative order drove authoritarians toward

leaving the European Union, boosting their likelihood of fa-

voring Brexit from about 27 percent, when feeling roundly

reassured, up to about 93 percent, once highly threatened

(see Table 1, page 197). An even starker picture was painted

for France (see Figure 3, lower panel). Here we saw the accu-

mulation of normative threat increase authoritarians’ prob-
ability of voting for the National Front by about .80, lifting
their prospects of tapping Le Pen for the presidency from as
little as 4 percent, given constant reassurance, to as much
as 84 percent, in the face of intense normative threat (see
Table 1, page 197).

Finally, our evaluation of the evidence is not complete

until we consider how normative threat affects those at the
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lower bound of the authoritarian spectrum. Across (w<‘) de-
cades of empirical research, we cannot think of a signih'c.ant
exception to the finding that normative threat tends cn}lm
to leave non-authoritarians utterly unmoved by the things

chat catalyze authoritarians or 1o pmpcl them toward being

(what one might conceive as) their “best selves.” In previous
investigations, this has seen nnn—;1utlmm:u'|;§ns m.ovc F()Wald
positions of greater tolerance and respect for dlvcrs.lly .un-
der the very conditions that seem to propel :mthomarf:ms
toward increasing intolerance. In a nutshell, authoritarians
act more like authoritarians, and non-authoritarians mor'c
like their antithesis, under these conditions. As authoritari-
ans move to shore up their ¢ elense of onencss ;.md samcncss,‘
non-authoritarians may redouble their own efforts on l)cha!l
of the “open society.” Based now on this lf(cs.l C\'iclfn(:c, |t‘
seems that non-authoritarians’ “activation’ —in d.cImmc of
freedom and diversity over obedience and umhn'mityf
includes rejection of populist candidates and causes that fail
to share this vision of the good life. ‘
Certainly this appears (o hold at |c‘asl for n(.).n-
authoritarians in the contemporary Un.ncd S.uuc;s: fcc l*fg;
ure 3, upper panel, for a stark depiction of this Clz.lSSIC.
polarization under conditions of normative threat. It |~. so
bering, indeed to ponder the scH\-l'-ucling‘ propertics ofdthlj
(lynmnic——-\\fhcrc perceptions of normative threar produce
increasing, polarization that in turn further cxaccrl)ntcs. l'l()l -
mative threat—-which is surely implicated in our debilitat-
ing contemporary “culture wars” (see also Hetherington and

Weiler, 2009).

206

AUTAHORITARIANISM 15 NOT A MOMENTARY MADNESS

ECONOMIC FACTORS WEAK AND INCONSISTENT
The one empirical task that remains is to compare the im-
pact of the authoritarian dynamic on support for populist
candidates and causes with that of economic “distress,” var-
iously conceived. As noted at the outset, the notion that
populist attitudes and behaviors are driven, in some way,
by economic distress is one of the most common accounts
offered for the current “wave” of populism in the wake of
the GFC, the decline of manufacturing, and the inevitable
dislocations of globalism. It is a highly “rational” account
of the populist phenomenon, with economics and material-
ism at its core, and analysts offering these kinds of accounts
sometimes go to considerable lengths even to reframe mani-
festly nonmaterial explanations in materialistic terms. For
example, there is the argument that anti-immigrant senti-
ment is not really (or only) about immigration, but instead
(or additionally) a means of expressing economic fears and
displacing them onto the immigrants (refugees, minorities,
guest workers, terrorists-in-the-making) who are purport-
edly stealing the nadives’ jobs and draining communal re-
sources that ought to be reserved for the locals.

Our own investigation finds the evidence in support
of the notion that populism is mostly fueled by economic
distress to be weak and inconsistent, however that distress
is conceptualized. Preliminary analyses confirmed that the
four cconomic evaluations available in the EuroPulse data
(retrospective and prospective evaluations of the national
cconomy and houschold finances) represented distinet sen-

timents, and ought to be entered separately in our model.
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In terms of both the magnitude and direction of their ef-
fects, these four variables excrted widely varying influence
on populism (in contrast to the various components of nor-
mative threat), as a review of the economic results in Appen-
dix F will confirm. This persisted even without controlling
for authoritarianism and normative threat, and regardless of
whether the model included interactions between authori-
tarianism and the various economic components.

We found that the effects of these economic evaluations
were cither weak and inconsistent or, sometimes, large and
counterintuitive. Evaluations of houschold finances seemed
mostly inconsequential as predictors of populist voting
(which accords with the generally modest effects discerned
for income). Perceptions of (past) national economic decline
had some mixed effects (including, in the case of France, in
interaction with authoritarianism), but certainly seemed to
propel some voters toward Trump. Yet even that finding sits
side by side with a seemingly counterintuitive result, with
positive evaluations of the cconomic fieture apparently asso-
ciated with support for both Trump and Brexit (sce Appen-
dix F). Of course, the direction of causality remains unclear.
Given that these hopeful sentiments were measured afier the
vote in each case, it is quite possible that having voted for
Trump/Brexit, these voters conscquently felt more optimis-
tic about the future. It is plausible that a vote for Trump
may have reflected in some part dissatisfaction with past
cconomic progress fogether with hope for a future economic

turnaround. If so, this would make America’s choice of a bil

lionaire businessman for president an expression not just of
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unleavened economic fear and disappointment but also at
least a touch of cconomic hope and optimism for the future.
In any case, what we found is that there is no real pattern
to be discerned in regard to economic influences across either
the different economic components or the different polities.
This would accord with the inconsistent findings typically
reported by others, and with the general state of uncertainty
regarding whether we are truly confronting a “wave” of pop-
ulism {and whether it is surging or has stopped), and also
with the continuing disagreement over the direction of cau-
sality between anti-immigrant sentiment and professions of
economic distress. We refer here to the dispute over whether
our “populists” are typically starting with (real or imagined)
perceptions of financial/economic threat and projecting,
that onto easy targets like immigrancs, or whether they are
starting, with their opposition to immigration and—due to
the constraints of political correctness—merely expressing
that as cconomic distress (viz., “the immigrants are stcaling
our jobs”). We think the totality of evidence tends to favor

the latter, a theme we will return to below,

DISCUSSION: IMPLICATIONS FOR
LIBERAL DEMOCRACIES

DEMOCRACY DOES NOT BREED DEMOCRATS
Trump ascended to the American presidency, Britain exited
Europe, and the French flirted with the National Front be-
cause Western liberal democracies have now exceeded many
people’s capacity to tolerate them—to live with them, and

in them. This is hard to accept until one comes to terms
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with two critical realities. First, people are not empty vcss(.:ls
waiting to be filled with appreciation and enthusiasm for‘
democratic processes. It is perhaps ironic that t(,)lcra‘nc.c of
difference is now threatened by liberal democrats’ rchfsal to
recognize that many of their fellow citizensare . .. diﬂcre-nt.
We all come into the world with distinct personalities, which
is to say, predisposed to want, need, and fear different tl\il\g?,
including particular social arrangements. Presumably, soci-
eties with a diverse mix of complementary characters tended
to survive and adapt to changing environments in human
evolution. Notwithstanding some ancient migration bottle-
necks, these different personalities—authoritarian and lib-

ertarian, open and closed, risk-seeking and risk-averse, to

name but a few—have over time distributed themselves all
around the world. This means there are plenty of would-be
liberal democrats languishing in autocracies, and many au-
thoritarians struggling along under “vibrant” liberal democ-
racics.

Second, there is remarkably litde evidence that living in
a liberal democracy generally makes people more democratic
and tolerant. This means that most societies—including those
“blessed” with democracies—will persistently harbor a cer-
tain proportion of residents (by our calculations, rougljly a
third) who will always find diversity difficult to tolerate. Tha
predisposition, and those limitations, may be largely Emmov
able. And this is the most important implication: it we are
right about normative threat serving as a critical cata.lyst for
these characters, then the things that multiculturalists be

lieve will help people appreciate and thrive in democracy
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experiencing difference, tlking about difference, displaying
and applauding difference —are the very conditions that en-
courage authoritarians not to the heights of tolerance, but to
their intolerant extremes. Democracy in general, and tolerance
in particular, might actually be better served by an abundance

of common and unilying rituals, institutions, and processes.

IS ANYBODY LISTENING?
Democratic enthusiasts and  multicultaralists  sometimes
make the mistake of thinking we are at an enlightened point
in human history (Fukuyama 1992) when all these different

personalitics—daily experiencing the joys of increasing liberty

and democracy—are evolving in a fairly predictable and lincar
fashion into more perfece democratic citizens. This is why the
populist “wave” strikes many observers as a momentary mad-
ness that “comes out of the blue,” and why the sentiments that
scem to [uel these movements are often considered merely
the products of frustration, hatred, and manipulation by ir-
responsible populist leaders— certainly not serious, legitimate
preferences that a democracy must attend to.

When authoritarians raisc concerns abourt, say, the rates
or sources of immigration, they are not actually saying, “I'm
scared I might lose my job,” but in face, “Ihis is making me
very uncomfortable and I don't like where our country is
headed.” Moreover, “Nobody will let me say so, and only
[this Trump-like figure] is listening to me.” Our sense is that
il Trump had not come along, a Trump-like figure would
have materialized cventually. T may be the case that many

Republicans would have voted for anyone marketed under
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the Republican brand. And Hillary Clinton malv. \'.s'c".ha\'(;
won il EBI director James Comey had not made his 1‘ll»rnn.cn
announcement. And it scems likely that Russian interfer-
ence tilted the outcome. But one must slil‘l cxpl:ain‘why a
Trump-like figure was even within reach of the prcsndency}
and why Trump-like figures are popping up all over, and
why the outrageous statements that critics thought W(?llld
surely destroy their candidacies scem to b('- the .very things
that most thrill their supporters and solidify their b;?s.cs. ‘
Trump publicly inviting Russia to h.ack into (Jmum.;
private emails was shocking to many from a number ](_)
perspectives, but perhaps the most prominent was : 1e
lack of horror expressed by many of his supporters at what
might conceivably be characterized as .lrca:s*(')n. When b(;
ing interviewed about his forcign policy, Trump "IITSU:“I;
us that he himself would happily “take out the faml.lesd o
suspected ISIS terrorists: essentially, malunglv, a |)llb‘llt, dec-
laration of his willingness to commit war crimes. Far from
provoking horror, Trump’s many astonishing smtcmi:nts- |
all indelibly infused with classic authoriu}nan scnu'mcnls
and stances—were greeted with a kind of (':Xhll:lrall()l:l by
his supporters. It became clear that :1. I.arg(: portion o: the
American people felt the nation’s policical leaders had not
just failed them but actually did not represent them. H.vu'
“represent” goes well beyond merc“polilica-l rc!’)rcscnta(un.n
to something more primitive, like “belonging.” In essence
“You are not us.” In this state of mind, it no longer seemed

beyond the pale to publicly invite a dangerous and long,
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standing adversary to spy on the country’s leaders, or ex-
tol the effectiveness of war crimes for nipping terrorism
in the bud. The gleeful reactions of Trump’s supporters
to his “scrongman” posturing attested to their anger and
bitterness regarding the “political correctness” of the “liby-
cral elite,” and the pleasure they scemed o derive from
watching someone who sounds like “us” finally sticking it
to “them.”

IMMIGRATION POLICY AND DEMOCRATIC DISCOURSE
Clearly, immigration policy is the flashpoint for populism
and offers a critical starting point for any new cfforts at civil
peace. If citizens say they're concerned about the rate of im-
migration, we ought to at least consider the possibility that
they're concerned about the rate of immigracion, and not
merely masking a hateful racism or displacing cheir cconomic
woes onto casy scapegoats. Common sense and historical
experience tell us thae there is some rate of newcomers into
any community that is too high to be sustainable— that can
overwhelm or even damage the host and make things worse
for both old and new members. It is also common sense that
some newcomers are more difficult to integrate than others—
especially when there are clashing values and lifestyles. Some
might, accordingly, need o be more carefully selected, or
more heavily supported and resourced to encourage and aid
their assimilation. All these chings must be considered when
formulating a successful immigration policy (Ilaidt 2016).

lgnoring these issues is not helptul to either the hosts or the

213



CANIT HAPPEN HERE?

newcomers. It is implausible to maintain that the host com-
munity can successfully integrate any kind of newcomer at

any rate whatsocver, and it is unreasonable to assert that any
other suggestion is racist.

As noted, we already have some idea of what the re-

al cohesion are in many other contexts.
There are surely types and degrees of affinity between host
and newcomers, rates of entry, and methods of supporting
and inclusion that facilicate successful in-
ank consideration of these

fimmigration policy

quirements for soci

their assimilation
tegration into the community. I'r

matters is the key to broad acceptance 0

and vital to the continued health of our liberal democracies.

For all the recasons we have canvassed, these things are not

currently known, but are knowable. It is essential for free

ocieties to discuss these issues openly, and a matter of great
urgency that we empirically investigate these parameters
and sertle the matter with hard ¢
we were able to discuss these kinds of questions openly, they
could simply be incorporated into m

bates and effectively managed by normal politic

cutting much of the

Another important benefit of better immigr

is that the resulting improvements in soci
cohesion are likely to re
and terrorism, since these phenomena may be driven,
large part, by the dis-integration of perpetr
families and communitics.
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DEMOCRACY’S CORE DILEMMA
AND A CRITICAL CROSSROADS'

Although we have paid great attention here to the role
played' l.)y normative threat in the populist phenomenon
one critical thing to note about authoritarians is that the ,
are not especially inclined to perceive normative (or i l- f
any other kind of) threat S

e pebslnprati llrcy are'jusf especially reactive
o ything, authoritarians, by their very
ilf.‘ltunc, w;'mt to believe in authorities and institutions: tl)(';'
nnt to feel they are part of a cohesive community. Acl—
uudmgly", .thcy scem (if anything) to be modestly inclined
toward giving authorities and institutions the benefit of the
doubt, and lending them their support until the momcn:
these secem incapable of maintaining “normative order.” As
our 4')l)scr\';ili0n of the mechanics of the :mthorit;lri'n; d fh
;1f1nm: made clear, authoritarians are highly rencti\:'c mir'/
.nghly n-lallcablc. Depending on their assessment ol';hift.—‘
fng-cnvn'onmcmzal conditions, they can be moved ‘from
mdll-fercncc, even positions of modest tolerance, to ag
g.l'CSSl:’C demands to “crack down” on immigrants'- ’mim:f', :
ties, “deviants,” and dissidents, employing the ‘!:ull fi)r"~
of state lll.ll'h()l'it)'. This is to say, the current state we HI:(:
:)mslclv;s in can easily be made much worse, or nuncﬁ bet-
c.r, oy how we come together and respond to this now in
u.‘r.ms of ;{l‘rcnding to people’s needs for oneness and same-
ness; for identity, cohesion, and belonging; for pride and

]l()ll()[ Jf.d l 1S }v e spect.

l I . l

thoritarians, ignori '
ians, ignoring their needs and preferences (which
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i a democracy to treat a third of
is an undemocratic way for a democracy to

iting f ' X rack to
its citizens), and simply waiting for them to “come ba
" It is condescending to say that no sane, rea-

cheir senses. i
ant the things they want, therefore

sonable person could w

they must be unhinged or clse are being manipulated.

ss. It is a perpetual
But this is no momentary madness. It is a perpc

i [ nee : rks
feature of human societics: a latent pool of need thae lu

N e ; ted ST:CCI=
y b « - - - 1bera

democracy—things such as
.. the experience or perception of 'disobediefu‘c’ to
group authorities o authorities unworthy of r.espa. %
tnrmcmgfbrmit_y to group norms or NOYMS Proving ;
questionable, lack of consensus in group values :m{
beliefs, and, in general, diversity and freedom “run

amok” . . . (Stenner 2005: 17},

S
Liberal democracy has now exceeded many people’s ca '
absent proper understanding ol

pacity to tolerate it. And

ics of thi is ell
the origins and dynamics of this populist moment, w

meaning citize
likely to rc.spond to these move
to exacerbate their negative features anc

only

miss the

Brexi

; w_reaarding reconciliation of two cril
for a thougluiul. other-regarding reconciliz . '
desire to liberate an

ical parts of our human nature: the
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of Western Europe and the English-speaking wor p.().?l..
¢. Worst of all, we might miss che real opportunitics
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cnable the individual, and the impetus o protect and serve
the collective.

We have shown that the far-right populist wave that
seemed to “come out of nowhere” did not in fact come out
of nowhere. It is not a sudden madness, or virus, or tide,
or even just a copycat phenomenon—the emboldening of
bigots and despots by others’ electoral successes. Rather, it
is something that sits just beneath the surface of any human
society—including in the advanced liberal democracies at
the heart of the Western world—and can be activated by core
elements of liberal democracy itself.

Liberal democracy can become its own undoing be-
cause its core elements activate forces that undermine it
and its best features constrain it from vigorously protect-
ing itself. So it seems we are not at the “end of history”
(Fukuyama 1992). ‘The “last man” is not a perfected liberal
democrat. Liberal democracy may not be the “final form
of human government.” And intolerance is not a thing of
the past; it is very much a thing of the present, and of the
future.
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NOTES

1. This section draws on arguments and evidence first presented
in Stenner (2005, 2009a, 2009b), The reader is referred to the
originals for further details and discussion.

2. Interms of collection methodology, Dalia’s platform approaches
millions of potential respondents through a network of over
40,000 apps and websites, whose users are anonymously profiled
across key demographic arcributes and selecred according 1o census
statistics. Daca are collected online via deskeop, laptop, tablet, and
smartphone, and then weighted according 1o population struceures
and census statistics to obtain a representative sample.

3. Ultimacely, just 55 percent of eligible Americans actually voted
in the 2016 presidential election (compared to the 68 percent
of our US sample who reportedly urned out), wich 46 percent
of those voting for Trump (compared o 44 percent in our
sample). [n Britain, 72 percent of those registered turned our
to vore in the referendum, which exacdy matches our British
sample’s self-reported turnout. But as noted, our sample seems 10
underrepresent the “exit” vote, with 52 percent voting, 1o leave the
European Union in reality, compared 10 43 percent in our sample.
Our figures do closely align in the French case, where 78 percent
of those who were eligible voted in the first round of the recent
presidential election {compared to the 80 percent of our French
sample who said they intended o vore). And 21 percent ultimarely
opted for Le Pen in thae first round (compared to the 22 percent of
our sample who said they intended to do so}.

4. Note that this is simply an unabtrusive means of measuring values;
it need not reflect eicher how respondents were raised or how they
are raising their own children.

5. We stress that the people we classified as being of authoritarian
predisposition did not always describe themselves as ripht of
center. In fact, when required o “describe [their] political views on
a lefe-righe scale,” 42 percent of these authoritarians chose one of
the “left-wing” options, while 58 percent chose one of the right-
wing options. Among those we classified as non-authoritarian,

55 percent placed themselves left of center and 45 percent placed
themselves right of center.
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