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INTRODUCTION

OVER the last two decades the literature on populism has proliferated. While
most studies have focused on the conceptualization, measurement, and
consequences of populism, a number have theorized about its causes. This
latter group continues a long tradition that began in the 1950s and 1960s with
the earliest studies of populism in Europe and the Americas, which sought to
understand why populist forces emerged and succeeded electorally (Germani,
1978; Ionescu and Gellner, 1969; Di Tella, 1965; Shils, 1956).

Causal arguments in these last two decades draw from a few basic and
familiar mechanisms. These highlight the rational, material side of populist
party appeals and their simultaneous connection to emotionally laden political
identities. But these arguments fall short in three important ways. First, they
fail to explain populism’s universal, cross-regional characteristics. Current
studies focus on regional varieties of populism (radical right populism in
Europe, or radical left populism in Latin America) rather than on populism per
se (cf. Conniff, 2012; de la Torre and Arnson, 2013; Kriesi and Pappas, 2015;
Mudde, 2007). The resulting theories are oriented more towards the manifest,
ideological dimension of these parties and their sociological functions than
their populist rhetoric.

Second, scholars have given little attention to the causes of populism at the
individual level. Existing research typically focuses on the aggregate level,
with an emphasis on structural changes and institutional barriers to entry (e.g.,
Albertazzi and McDonnell, 2008; Hawkins, 2010). This research says little
about the mentality of populist voters or the cognitive processes that lead
people to join populist forces. Only a few studies use survey data to explore the
nature of populist attitudes (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove, 2014; Spruyt,
Keppens, and Van Droogenbroek, 2016), and almost none use experiments to
test the framing mechanisms behind the activation of these attitudes (Bos, Van
Der Brug, and De Vreese, 2013).

Finally, scholars trying to explain populism’s causes have given surprisingly
little attention to the role of populist ideas. While theoretically or



philosophically oriented work has given pride of place to the ideational nature
of populism (Arditi, 2007; Canovan, 1981; Laclau, 2005; Panizza, 2005),
empirically oriented studies that agree with these definitions have tended to
ignore the substance of populism in favor of its ideological correlates. These
studies say little about the circumstances under which populist ideas in their
own right would be appealing to voters or where these ideas come from.

In this chapter, we outline and critique these theories while offering a more
promising direction of theorizing at both the aggregate and individual levels.
This theory is not an amalgam of previous arguments, although it draws from
their insights. Rather, it builds on the ideational definition championed by
many of the contributors to this handbook, which sees populism as a
Manichaean discourse or a thin-centered ideology that posits a struggle
between the will of the common people and a conspiring elite (see, for
instance, Mudde’s chapter in this volume). We argue that this definition also
speaks to populism’s causes. Instead of being a purely material response to
interests, populism is a normative response to perceived crises of democratic
legitimacy. As such, it has an ideational dimension that goes beyond the
narrowly conceived ideologies of Downsian accounts. Likewise, the existence
of these democratic norms and the resonance of a popular identity suggests that
these attitudes are not simply invented by politicians to fill a gap in the
citizens’ psyche, but constitute a pre-existing set of beliefs that can be
activated and framed under certain contexts.

In what follows, we outline the two strains of causal theorizing that
dominate the literature on populism. We then present our own ideational
argument and offer a series of hypotheses for testing this argument against the
others. In the conclusion, we point out areas of further research with an
emphasis on individual-level testing.

EXISTING ARGUMENTS

In many of the studies of populism reviewed for this chapter, arguments are
laid out in terms of their temporally ultimate causes: modernization,
globalization, or electoral laws. This reflects a covering-law approach to
explanation, which aims for law-like correlations. In this review, however, we
approach theory in terms of causal arguments (cf. Elster, 1989; Hempel, 1965).
Rather than categorize existing arguments in terms of their independent
variables, we categorize them in terms of their causal mechanisms and use



their independent variables for second-order classification.
Taking a cue from Rydgren’s (2007) review of the literature on radical right

populism in Europe, we identify two broad causal mechanisms in the populism
literature: (1) a Durkheimian “mass society” thesis that revolves around threats
to culture and feelings of identity loss and (2) a Downsian “economic” thesis
based on spatial and materialist conceptions of political representation.
Although there are important variations within each group (usually in terms of
the independent variable that starts the process), the theories within them
depend on similar arguments about how human beings and societies operate.

MASS SOCIETY THESIS

Mass society theory represents an attempt to grapple with a complex question:
what holds a society together, and how has that changed with the advent of
modernity? Durkheim (1997) and later authors (Arendt, 1973; Kornhauser,
2013) claimed that society was constituted by solidarity between individuals,
arguing that certain values and norms—a “collective consciousness”—form a
moral glue that results in social integration. Industrialization, however,
fundamentally changes the way individuals interact with each other and the
institutions with which they are familiar. By restructuring the division of labor,
it creates a society in which social relations are increasingly mediated by the
state. Society becomes atomized as power shifts away from local units, like the
church or the family, and toward large, impersonal, bureaucratic institutions.
During the transition, mass society may be characterized by what Durkheim
called anomie—disconnection and normlessness.

Durkheim did not address populism directly, but several branches of
populism theory appropriate his mass society thesis. Most of these argue that
populism is predicated on the weakness or absence of mass-based civil society,
especially organized labor or traditional religion (Lubbers and Scheepers,
2000; Roberts, 1995; Vilas, 1992). For example, structural changes to the way
labor is handled—either as a result of the initial phases of modernization or
later as a result of globalization—produce a splintered and atomized
workforce; without powerful unions to reinforce a new sense of class identity,
individuals find themselves powerless to mobilize. Discontent grows and
grievances fester without redress. Especially when party identification is also
weak, as in many Latin American countries with frail party systems, this
fragmentation and the inability to organize autonomously drive individuals to a



search for some other source of identity.
According to this argument, citizens find that identity in populist politics.

Populist appeals cut across class and ideology, offering a broad, “popular”
identity that proclaims the previously marginalized masses the true sovereign.
This popular identity is constituted positively, by reference to the supposed
moral superiority of the common people, but also negatively, by positing a
history of exploitation at the hands of a corrupt elite. Charismatic leaders
(which most of the literature understands in a Weberian way, as leaders
perceived as having exceptional or even quasi-divine attributes) play an
especially important role in articulating this identity, positioning themselves on
the periphery of mainstream politics and stepping in to offer themselves as the
embodiment of the popular will. In this way, the collective consciousness is
reconstituted. But the process is fragile: charismatic leaders may prove
incompetent or unfaithful to their popular mandate, and the economic policies
that undergird their coalitions may ultimately be unsustainable. Indeed, some
scholars question whether a popular identity can ever serve as a stable, long-
term basis for social cohesion (Di Tella, 1965; Di Tella, 1997; Ianni, 1975;
Weffort, 1978).

Outside of Latin America, there has been little empirical support for the
mass society argument and thus few studies make use of it today, especially in
Europe (Lubbers and Scheepers, 2000; Rydgren, 2007). However, there are
two important variations found in all regions. One of these is the discursive
framework of Laclau (1977; 2005). Because Laclau approaches populism from
a Marxist perspective, he is largely untroubled by the negative consequences of
anomie. His concern is not that capitalist industrialization leaves the masses
bereft of norms and identity; rather, it is that industrialization creates multiple
new identities that compete with the proletarian or working class identity that
would spark the transition to socialism and radical democracy. In contrast to
classical Marxist theorizing, Laclau argues that the creation of this identity
requires political action. This is best accomplished through a populist
movement led by a charismatic leader. By positing an identity of “the people,”
populist movements create the functional equivalent of a working class identity
that is capable of overcoming differences and uniting citizens against a
capitalist elite. The charismatic leader is an essential component of this process
because he or she provides a physical referent, an “empty signifier,” into which
otherwise diverse citizens can read their individual interests.

Another important variation of mass society theory comes from media
studies of populism. These argue that new media technologies take advantage



of or even reinforce the cognitive weaknesses and emotional vulnerability of
the masses, thus making them easy prey for populist demagoguery. Older
versions of this theory are found in Latin American studies of populism, which
talk about the capacity of new media—radio or television—to foster a
personalized connection between politicians and their audiences (Conniff,
1999; Skidmore, 1993). Its newer versions are prevalent in Europe, where
scholars argue that a process of increased competition and commercialization
has made the media a powerful mobilizing device for populist leaders. As news
media compete over readers and viewers, they tend to focus more on
entertainment, simplifications, personalization, spectacular events, and
scandals. Populist parties can adapt themselves easily to this “media logic,” as
they are often led by personalized leaders whose provocative language is more
interesting for (tabloid) media than boring, mainstream speeches (Mazzoleni,
2008). Both arguments hark back to older notions of urban masses as “the
crowd”: a vast segment of citizens that is emotionally vulnerable and easily
swayed by powerful images and demagoguery (Le Bon, 1960).1

ECONOMIC THESIS

In contrast to Durkheim’s sociological approach, Downs (1957) applied
rational-choice theory from neoclassical economics to the study of democratic
politics, arguing that voters and politicians are, in essence, materially self-
interested decision-makers. All of them make choices most likely to maximize
their self-interest under conditions of uncertainty. In particular, politicians
respond to the voters’ challenges of uncertainty and costly information by
providing packages of positions (“ideologies”) marketed by parties. Both
voters and politicians are strategic, taking into account the ways that others’
behavior narrows their options. Consequently, the interaction of voters and
politicians can be modeled spatially, with parties under majoritarian electoral
rules likely to adopt the centrist ideological position of the median voter.

Like Durkheim, Downs was not immediately concerned with populism
(although other rational-choice theorists were; see Riker (1982)). But most
current studies of populism draw at least implicitly from an economic logic.
Some theorists in this set, such as Betz (1994), stray into Durkheimian territory
by arguing that the transition from industry to post-industry has fragmented
society, but their overarching claims still assume that politicians and citizens
are essentially instrumental decision-makers maximizing their material self-



interest, rather than cognitively vulnerable masses acting on a subconscious
need for identity or a sense of belonging. Specifically, arguments tend to fall
into two narrower categories, which interpret populism as either (1) a medium-
term failure of established parties to respond to the demands of their electorate
in the face of socioeconomic change, or (2) a long-term reaction to problems of
corruption and weak governance. A third set of factors (3), which often crops
up in iterations of the first two, addresses the role of party organization and
electoral rules in creating space for new populist parties. In the following, we
briefly explain these three types of arguments.

Medium-Term Structural Change

In what has come to be known as the globalization losers thesis, Betz (1994)
was among the first to argue that changes to labor in the wake of globalization
bode ill for some sectors of society. In an age of post-industrialism, defined by
the decline of the industrial sector and the burgeoning of the service sector,
workers need to be flexible, professional, and entrepreneurial to stay afloat
socially and economically. Those who are not—the unemployed, the
underemployed, the unskilled, and those whose jobs are threatened by
advancing technology—are the “losers” of globalization. Because they feel
inadequately represented by traditional mainstream parties, which have
implemented the market-oriented policies undergirding globalization, these
individuals turn instead to populist parties of the left and right.

Betz’s theory has been widely cited in the European literature, especially on
radical right populism (Kitschelt, 1994; Kriesi et al., 2012; Mudde, 2007).
More recent versions of this argument focus also on the impact of European
Union institutions, which are seen as denying their member states the ability to
adopt heterodox economic policies (the complaint of left populists) or to
defend national culture from immigration and heavy-handed regulation (the
complaint of right populists). Indirect evidence for the argument has been
provided by studies finding that right-wing populist parties are supported by
lower-educated voters (Ivarsflaten and Stubager, 2013). While these arguments
are helpful in making sense of an expanding repertoire of populist issues in the
region, however, the key point of all of these theories is essentially the same:
populist parties are a response to the electoral space created by a changing
electorate and an unresponsive party system.2

Failures of Democratic Governance



While this medium-term argument seems to explain the recent emergence of
populist forces in contemporary Europe, it struggles to account for the long-
term presence of populism in the Americas, especially Latin America. Here,
populism is not a recent phenomenon at all (Kazin, 1998; Conniff, 2012).
While it is important to note the negative cases—that is, countries with long or
frequent episodes in which populism does not resurface—the fact remains that
populism has made periodic appearances in much of Latin America, the United
States, and Canada for decades.

The most common explanation for this pattern is that populism is a response
to long-term problems of weak democratic governance, especially corruption.
Political corruption is defined here as an act by political officials that violates
legal or social norms for private or particularistic gains (Gerring and Thacker,
2004). In most countries, corruption is a long-term problem associated with
critical junctures in the process of state-building (Acemoglu and Robinson,
2013; Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson, 2001). Where corruption is
widespread, citizens feel unfairly treated by authorities and are persistently
dissatisfied with the functioning of democracy (Kriesi, 2014). Drawing on a
qualitative comparative analysis, Hanley and Sikk (2014) find that corruption
is one of the most crucial conditions in the pathways towards the success of
anti-establishment parties in Central Europe, a concept that comes close to
populism. Similarly, Hawkins (2010) finds that corruption and weak rule of
law are associated with aggregate-level populism, while de la Torre (2010)
argues that populism is rooted in the deep inequalities and injustice created by
the legacy of colonialism in Latin America.

An older relative deprivation argument alternatively theorizes the rise of
populism as the result of a gap between expectations on the part of the people
and delivery on the part of elites. A variety of problems could arouse popular
expectations. Di Tella (1965; 1997) argued that people in countries on the
periphery of wealthier, more developed regions (as Latin America is on the
periphery of the United States or Eastern Europe on that of Western Europe)
see the prosperity of their neighbors and want it for themselves; more recently,
Panizza and Miorelli (2009) argue that democratization produces high-flown,
revolutionary ideals that crumble when reality produces flimsy democratic
institutions and a weak and arbitrary rule of law. Either way, individuals are
disappointed by the lackluster performance of democratic institutions and
become disenchanted with traditional parties (Kriesi, 2014: 374). Populist
parties, frequently led by candidates who cast themselves as political outsiders,
become the natural recourse for the disadvantaged.



Institutions and the Electoral Space

The economic approach to populism concerns itself not only with the material
demands of voters but also with politicians’ strategies to address these
demands (the political “supply”). While few studies go so far as to produce
formal spatial analyses of populist competition, a key aspect of these
arguments is the attempt to identify institutions or other mechanisms that shape
this strategic environment. Admittedly, many of these arguments apply to both
mainstream and populist parties, but because they circulate frequently in
populism research, they are worth mentioning. Furthermore, some of these
institutional elements, such as internal party organization, may have a special
impact on populist parties.

One factor often invoked to explain the rise of (radical right) populist parties
is the openness of the electoral system (Carter, 2005; Golder, 2003; Norris,
2005; van Kessel, 2015). Systems based on proportional representation with
relatively low electoral thresholds should benefit the populist challengers,
whereas majoritarian systems present newcomers with a higher threshold.

A more general way of approaching the supply of parties is through the
electoral opportunity structure, or the interactions among mainstream parties
within the electoral arena. A high level of electoral volatility combined with a
large space in the electoral arena (i.e. mainstream parties ignoring issues which
voters find important) is generally beneficial for populist parties. Immigration
is such an issue on which mainstream parties originally did not position
themselves too strongly, explaining why national populists could exploit this
niche (Pellikaan, Van der Meer, and De Lange, 2003). However, when
populists face competition from a large mainstream competitor with similar
party positions and more chances to affect policy, they will have fewer chances
to emerge (Van der Brug, Fennema, and Tillie, 2005).

The electoral opportunity structure depends not only on the electoral system,
which helps shape the number of parties and thus their capacity to converge on
the median voter, but also on the organizational capacities of party leaders.
Traditional parties controlled by tenured national executive committees may
prove unwilling to adapt their message, especially if it requires admitting new
leadership into the party to make the message of change credible; the lack of
flexibility can hasten the decline or even the collapse of the traditional party
system (Morgan, 2011; Seawright, 2012). In contrast, many populist parties are
new party-movements under the personalistic control of a charismatic leader.
These parties are more flexible with their ideological positions and able to



promote popular candidates. Charisma by itself, however, may not be enough
for populist parties to succeed. Populist parties are more likely to persist when
charismatic leaders are able to recruit competent party personnel, organize
campaigns professionally, and keep the party united. Such parties gradually
become perceived as competent, united, and trustworthy, making them credible
alternatives to established parties over time (de Lange and Art, 2011; Pauwels,
2014).

CRITIQUING THE TWO STRANDS

These two strands of theorizing about populism—the Durkheimian and the
Downsian—each have important strengths that are to some degree
complementary. Durkheimian mass society theory pays more attention to the
rich variety of normative motivations that undergird politics. It especially
highlights the emotional role that political identity plays in the lives of citizens
and how these identities depend on a complex web of social interactions. This
is an important corrective to economic approaches, which rely on a narrow set
of assumptions about the materially self-interested motivations of citizens and
political elites.

Likewise, the Downsian economic argument captures the capacity of
citizens and politicians for rational, introspective behavior. It better grasps the
material concerns of citizens and how these shape their choices about parties.
This model of decision-making is more clearly political, allowing us to take
into account the impact of party organization, electoral institutions, and the
configuration of the party system on the competitiveness of populist forces.

Nevertheless, each strand leaves a number of anomalies unresolved. While
mass society theory offers a tempting explanation for older waves of populism,
it struggles to explain the persistence of populism in contemporary politics.
Today’s movements are not a direct response to problems of incipient
modernization, and most of them reaffirm political identities created in earlier
processes of mass incorporation and nationalism. While media studies offer an
intriguing reformulation of the theory for the contemporary environment in
much of Europe, it seems clear that changes in media cannot fully explain most
variation in populist forces in other regions, such as the Americas or the UK,
where tabloid media are an older phenomenon that varies little with waves of
populism. As the media are a mirror of society, it is probably more fruitful to
see them as an intervening, rather than independent, variable (Mazzoleni,



2008).
While the Durkheimian approach struggles with the historical pattern of

populism, the Downsian one struggles with populism’s geographical variation.
Each set of structural factors (losers from globalization, chronic problems of
democratic governance) works in its own region, but not in the other—Western
Europe versus Latin America and Central and Eastern Europe. These theories
do not offer a logic that unifies populism across these regions, other than a
general sense of deprivation (for a similar critique, see Mudde (2007: 203–5)).
Likewise, it seems clear that the institutional constraints mentioned by theorists
have a widely varying impact on the strategic situation that parties confront.
With minoritarian populist forces in Western Europe, these institutions do an
admirable job of explaining variation in populist party success. For example,
differences in electoral rules explain why populist parties had a hard time
gaining a foothold in the UK’s first-past-the-post electoral system until UKIP
was successful in the proportional contest of European elections. And the FN
in France made its breakthrough after a short-lived change from majoritarian to
proportional rules in 1986 (Ivarsflaten and Gudrandsen, 2014). However,
electorally powerful populist forces in Latin America and Central and Eastern
Europe were able to win office and change their constitutions despite a host of
institutional constraints. This suggests that electoral rules and other
institutional constraints may not matter much once populism garners
overwhelming support (Hawkins, 2016; Rovira Kaltwasser and Taggart, 2016).

A second weakness of these two theories is their failure to address populism
at the individual level. Ecological fallacies abound. Few mass society theories
of populism test their theories at the individual level with surveys, interviews,
or experiments. They find rough aggregate-level associations between
structural change and the emergence of populists, but they never show if voters
for populist parties feel some kind of anomie and whether the populist leader
and his movement fill this void with a populist identity. Economic approaches
to populism do better, providing survey data that links occupational status and
issue positions of individual voters to the ideological appeals of their parties
(Bornschier and Kriesi, 2012; Ivarsflaten, 2008; Oesch, 2008; Van der Brug,
Fennema, and Tillie, 2005). But these studies fail to gauge populist attitudes
per se and whether these somehow interact with issue positions to determine
vote. Furthermore, as with economic theories more generally, they assume a
highly simplified cognitive process in which issue positions and other ideas are
constantly at the forefront of voters’ and politicians’ calculations.

The most serious weakness of these two theories, however, is their failure to



grapple with populism’s ideas. If we think that populist forces are primarily
distinguished by their ideas—a Manichaean discourse that posits a cosmic
struggle between the putative “will of the people” and a conspiring elite—it is
because we think these ideas matter. That is, we think that politicians’
decisions to create these types of parties and movements, and voters’ decisions
to support them, are driven by their appreciation of the populist message.
People do not support populist forces merely because the discourse fulfills a
certain social function or coincides with other ideologies.

The literature on populism increasingly demonstrates that populist ideas
exist and have a significant impact on behavior. Numerous studies now
measure the populist rhetoric of political elites through textual analysis, and
they show that ideologically dissimilar politicians across very different regions
—Hugo Chávez or Viktor Orban, Alexis Tsipras or Geert Wilders—have a
similar discourse manifesting key features of populism (Armony and Armony,
2005; Jagers and Walgrave, 2007; Hawkins, 2009; Rooduijn and Pauwels,
2011). Furthermore, this elite rhetoric seems to match elite behavior. Although
political scientists now discount the tendency of economists to identify
populism with short-sighted economic policies (cf. Dornbusch and Edwards,
1991; Roberts, 1995; Weyland, 1999), studies increasingly show that populist
parties and movements are associated with declines in liberal democracy
(Hawkins and Ruth, 2015; Huber and Schimpf, 2015; Levitsky and Loxton,
2013; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2012).

Much the same can be said for populism at the level of ordinary citizens.
Studies of mass populist ideas are still rare, but a growing survey-based
literature shows that populist attitudes are common, exist at similar levels
across different regions, and correlate predictably with key political and
demographic indicators (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove, 2014; Hawkins,
Riding, and Mudde, 2012; Hawkins and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2014).
Importantly, these studies find that individuals with these attitudes are much
more likely to vote for populist parties and candidates.

Mass society theories fail to say why these populist ideas offer a special
response to the lack of political identity among citizens, or why easily duped
voters would naturally gravitate towards a populist message. It is true that a
popular identity is one potential way of reconstituting a collective
consciousness in modern, democratic society, but reconstituting one’s identity
around a charismatic leader is only one way of building this political identity,
and many charismatic leaders do not use a populist message. Also, it is not
obvious why a popular identity has to assume a Manichaean form that



presumes a knowing evil in opposition to the people; this identity could just as
easily be formed positively, as in pluralist discourses that describe an inclusive
political collective built around the citizenry proper (Hawkins, 2009; Ochoa
Espejo, 2011; O’Donnell, 1979; Plattner, 2010).

Likewise, Downsian arguments explain the success of populist parties
primarily in terms of their issue positions, not their populist discourse. While
these issue positions clearly matter (there is a reason why voters prefer left
populists in some countries and right populists in others), they are not
inherently linked to a Manichaean approach to politics that romanticizes the
common people and vilifies a political elite. Integrating populist ideas into a
purely rational-choice approach is difficult because it requires tapping into
democratic norms that lie outside the bounds of material self-interest.

AN IDEATIONAL THEORY OF POPULISM

How can we make sense of these findings, especially cross-regional findings
concerning the prevalence and impact of populist ideas at the mass level, while
acknowledging the strengths of existing theories? Can we do so in a way that is
more amenable to individual-level analysis?

To create a more general theory of populism, we start at the individual level
with the recognition that populism represents a distinct set or type of ideas.
Although broadly shared, these ideas are not consciously articulated like
traditional ideologies and thus coexist with them. They operate much more like
a set of attitudes, a discursive frame, or a trait than they do a set of issue
positions.

Consequently, we think the next move is to see populism as a set of attitudes
that must be activated. Current political psychology suggests that the operation
of attitudes is often complicated. Many personality traits, such as authoritarian
personality or the Big Five traits, exist as latent dispositions that are only
activated by context (Feldman and Stenner, 1997; Mondak et al., 2010;
Stenner, 2005; Hetherington and Weiler, 2009). Likewise, frames must
coincide with an objective context in order to be accepted and repeated by
citizens (Chong and Druckman, 2007; Fiske, 1992). Populist ideas behave in
much the same way, as a disposition that generally lies latent. These ideas may
be widespread among individuals, but they coexist with other discourses and
must be activated through a context of actual material conditions and linguistic
cues.



To determine what context activates this disposition, we turn again to the
content of populist ideas. Specifically, given the populist argument that the
popular will has been subverted by a conspiring elite, we suggest that populist
ideas are sensibly activated when policy failures can be traced to systematic
malfeasance by traditional politicians. In its most serious form, this
malfeasance manifests itself as widespread corruption (in the objective sense of
politicians’ abuse of public office for private gain), which prevails in much of
the developing world where populist forces are more frequent and dominant.
But it also occurs in lesser forms when political elites collude for practical or
ideological reasons to keep issues off the public agenda. This latter form is
more common in developed countries where outright corruption is rare but the
advantages of incumbency help shelter elites from popular concerns, or where
globalization and international commitments constrain the decisions of party
leaders, producing gaps in democratic representation (Katz and Mair, 1995;
Mair, 2011).

How does this activation take place? While populism requires a suitable
context to make it sensible, the interpretation of that context is not automatic.
Here we think the Durkheimian and Downsian arguments agree, and are
correct, in arguing that citizens live in a world of incomplete information that
is often difficult to interpret. It may be unclear what caused the latest economic
downturn or who is implicated in a corruption scandal. Hence, populism
depends on a supply of politicians who articulate the populist message. These
politicians provide the specific populist frames that facilitate the interpretive
step. Their populist message has to perform several functions, such as
ascribing problems to knowing agents rather than impersonal forces and
referencing an in-group identity that causes citizens to think beyond their
particular interests. But when connected to a sensible context, this message
catalyzes the activation of populist attitudes.

The Downsian approach also provides a key insight concerning the
coordination problems that beset political mobilization. Not only do citizens
live in a world of incomplete information, but they have to pursue their
objectives through collective action that is not automatic. Hence, it is essential
for politicians to offer a rhetorical frame and an organizational framework.
Even after citizens interpret the causes of their political problems through a
populist lens, they lack solutions in the form of a credible, organized
alternative capable of staffing the government. Mobilization is rendered
especially problematic by the populist argument against professional political
insiders and in favor of broad, enthusiastic participation by citizens, as well as



the need that populism creates for politicians to demonstrate their divorce from
the elite and their connection to the people. While smaller, institutionalized
associations (such as parties) can provide these mobilizational resources,
majoritarian populist forces often assume the form of a movement, or a non-
hierarchical network of activists, that multiplies the challenges to collective
action. This may be one of the reasons why successful movements often have
charismatic leaders. By serving as an “empty signifier” into which participants
can read their individual wills, a charismatic leader provides a focal point for
collective action.

Finally, populist forces (including both the citizens and the politicians who
constitute them) have to take into account formal institutions and the
opportunities and constraints these impose on electoral competition. If
traditional parties can reformulate their programmatic appeal to address unmet
needs, or if electoral rules and other institutions make it difficult to register and
run new parties, populist forces are less likely to mobilize. But what the
Durkheimian perspective suggests (and we agree) is that these institutions and
spatial dynamics matter only at the margins. When the context for populist
mobilization is strongest—for example, in an environment of widespread
corruption and major policy failures—the broad social consensus that underlies
institutions may simply vanish. Populist voters are not just disappointed, but
angry, and when large numbers of voters feel this anger and direct it at the
current political system, they have the electoral strength and the motivation to
smash it. Formal institutions and competing parties in a traditional Downsian
space only become constraints when the conditions for populism are weakly
developed.

We think this ideational theory offers a more complete picture of populist
activation and success. It not only addresses the impact of populist ideas, but
resolves some of the anomalies in the existing strands of the populism
literature. The first anomaly is the fact that populism is surprisingly prevalent
across different countries and regions and has not vanished even in this post-
modern era. We think this is because populism is rooted in a belief in
democracy, especially popular sovereignty (Arditi, 2007; Canovan, 1999;
Panizza, 2005). It seems likely to have emerged long before the classic populist
movements of the late nineteenth century in the United States and Russia,
accompanying instead the emergence of mass democracy in countries such as
France and the United States in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries. We should see populist attitudes and movements today in any
country where democracy is widely embraced—it is a “pathological normalcy”



(Mudde, 2010). According to this perspective, it is not the recent emergence of
populism in Western Europe that is surprising, but the lack of populist forces in
the decades after World War II;3 the frequent appearance of “third party”
populist movements like we see in the United States is probably the norm.

Second, an ideational theory of populism helps make sense of what we
consider the “puzzle of populism”: the fact that populist attitudes are
widespread across countries today, but successful populist parties and
movements are rare (cf. Conniff, 1982; 2012). Populism is not a traditional
ideology or conscious set of issue positions, and we should not assume that it is
always active in citizens’ and politicians’ minds. While a few people may
always see the world through a populist lens, most of us require a combination
of context, framing, and mobilizational resources to arouse our populist
sentiments and put them into action.

A third anomaly is that populism is not strongly correlated with policy
crises. For example, while some scholars and much of the public associates the
emergence of populist forces with economic recession, not every downturn
prompts the emergence of populists. Certainly, the Great Recession has not
prompted a uniform wave of populism across Western Europe (Kriesi and
Pappas, 2015). One reason is that many policy failures take place without a
background of systematic elite collusion. This helps explain why successful
populist movements have only emerged in response to the economic crisis in
Southern Europe, mostly strongly in Greece and Italy and less so in Spain, and
why similar economic crises did not produce populist movements in countries
such as Ireland and Iceland.4 In these North Atlantic countries, elite collusion
in the form of patronage, clientelism, and corruption scandals was much less
widespread.

Fourth—and this may appear to contradict the previous point—populism
does not perfectly correlate with corruption, either. Less-radical populist forces
appear and even win office in a number of countries with strong governance,
such as Norway, Switzerland, Austria, and the Netherlands. The answer is that
populism requires a background of elite collusion, but this collusion can
assume other forms that are less severe than the rampant corruption found in
most developing countries. Even the best-functioning democracies are likely to
provide some type of collusion, given the ever-present challenge of competing
with incumbent politicians and established party leadership. That said, in
countries with better governance and more responsible parties, populist parties
tend to be more moderate.

Finally, not all populist forces are the same. Recognizing that populist ideas



can vary in their intensity, and that this intensity sometimes reflects a strong,
widespread demand for democratic change, helps us anticipate that institutions
and other barriers to entry may not always provide a meaningful check on
radical populist movements. These barriers matter more in advanced industrial
democracies, where the demand for populism is generally more moderate.

CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR RESEARCH

Despite the proliferation of populism research, we still lack an understanding
of the causes of populism, especially at the individual level. Most studies
trying to explain populist success draw on two sets of causal arguments:
Durkheimian mass society theory or Downsian rational choice theory. While
these arguments have their merits, neither acknowledges the importance of
populist ideas—and both thereby miss the mark. At its heart, populism is a
response to perceived normative failures of democratic government. The
populist message matters because it interprets failures of governance as
something larger, as a violation of democratic norms of citizenship. Most
citizens and politicians in democracy have internalized a set of values that
predisposes them to adopt populist interpretations of events—if the events are
serious enough and can be credibly connected to this political rhetoric, and if
the message is combined with a set of issue positions or an ideology that
coincides with their beliefs. Thus, populism constitutes part of the ideational
mix that influences political behavior.

Older strands of theorizing still provide crucial insights that flesh out the
ideational approach. For instance, the Downsian argument that citizens vote for
parties addressing their material interests explains the particular ideological
flavor of the voters’ populism, whether on the left or the right. But this
argument cannot explain why these flavors are populist. Populism is a way of
making ideological claims more extreme, but it is also a specific normative
argument that resonates under a particular set of circumstances. Recognizing
the impact of populist ideas requires adding another dimension to the standard
Downsian space.

Likewise, mass society theories help us think more about the role of identity
and affect in understanding political behavior, as well as the ways that these
interact with institutions to create a web of social relationships. But these
arguments tend to disregard the substance of the populist argument with its
particular claims to fairness, equality before the law, agency, and the notion of



a popular will. In the contemporary era, at least, populism pronounces a
familiar argument that is already embedded in democracy (Canovan, 1999).

The ideational theory we offer suggests a number of possible directions for
further research. The most interesting and potentially fruitful one is survey
research at the micro-level of individual voters. Scholars should study the
impact of contextual factors on populist attitudes. Time-series cross-national
research exists for individual regions or specific types of populist parties (e.g.
Arzheimer, 2009), but not for populist parties in general across regions.
Moreover, the success of populist parties depends on supply-side factors that
are difficult to control for. A first suggestion would therefore be to include a
measurement of populist attitudes in cross-national surveys and explore what
contextual factors activate these attitudes. Drawing on the ideational theory, we
can think of several factors likely to interact with populist attitudes, including
perceived corruption, assessments of government performance, quality of
representation, and ideological or issue positions. It would be especially
interesting to compare these effects in countries where contextual factors are
strong with those in countries in which they are weak, and to consider
countries where there are already strong populist parties to see if populist
attitudes undergird their support.

A second area of research at the micro-level is survey research to examine
where populist attitudes come from. Although populist attitudes may be
widespread across countries, they vary within populations, and it is not clear
what causes this variation. Are populist attitudes the product of short-term
events such as repeated crises and corruption scandals, or of heritable traits and
long-term forces of socialization such as education? Do they mark stages of
life, or of historically specific cohorts? Although there is tentative research
here suggesting the role of personality (Bakker, Rooduijn, and Schumacher,
2015), further study is needed, especially studies that connect to populist
attitudes per se and not just behavioral outcomes.

A third area of research is experimental (laboratory, field, or survey-based).
Experiments are an especially useful way of studying the impact of populist
framing. It should be possible to test to what extent framing issues in a populist
way—by emphasizing that the people support an issue against a conspiring
elite—has an impact on agreeing with the issue. Social psychology has long
demonstrated the impact of conformism (Asch, 1955), so this mechanism
might also help populists find support for specific policies. The effect of
populist frames might also depend on the issue itself (contested or valence) or
characteristics of voters (such as levels of education). This kind of research has



limitations with regard to external validity, yet it would provide insights into
the mechanisms of populist persuasion.

Finally, of course, work remains to be done at the macro-level. We need
aggregate, national-level studies that juxtapose the strength of populist parties
with the kinds of causal factors we have mentioned here, such as corruption,
economic crisis, and globalization. And more of this work should be cross-
regional to distinguish populism from its ideological flavors.



NOTES

1 In contrast, some media studies see journalists as gatekeepers who can provide certain
issues and parties with more or less visibility. For example, it has been argued that the
limited and negative coverage on the German NPD fueled its demise, whereas the
Austrian FPÖ profited from more (favorable) coverage in tabloid newspapers (Art, 2007).
This gatekeeper argument relies on causal mechanisms different from mass society theory
and is more compatible with the economic approach.

2 A version of this argument has also appeared in the Latin American literature. In studying
the recent breakdown of party systems in Latin America, Roberts (2015) argues that the
willingness of traditional leftist parties to support neoliberal reforms created
programmatic space for left-populist challengers.

3 A common assumption in the literature is that Europe experienced very little populism
between the end of World War II and the 1980s (e.g., Albertazzi and McDonnell, 2008;
Betz, 1994; Mudde, 2007). While we share this view, it is important to note that there is
little systematic historical evidence to substantiate it—a gap in the literature that future
research should address.

4 Despite a low corruption index, O’Malley and FitzGibbon (2015) argue that elite
collusion is also present in Ireland. However, they argue that populism is already a
common feature among established parties, making it more difficult for a populist
challenger to emerge.

REFERENCES

Acemoglu, Daron and James Robinson. 2013. Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power,
Prosperity, and Poverty. New York: Crown Business.

Acemoglu, Daron, Simon Johnson, and James A. Robinson. 2001. “Reversal of fortune:
geography and institutions in the making of the modern world income distribution,”
National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper Series, No. 8460.
http://www.nber.org/papers/w8460.

Akkerman, Agnes, Cas Mudde, and Andrej Zaslove. 2014. “How populist are the people?
Measuring populist attitudes in voters,” Comparative Political Studies, 47(9): 1324–53.

Albertazzi, Daniele and Duncan McDonnell (eds). 2008. Twenty-First Century Populism: The
Spectre of Western European Democracy, 1st edn. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Arditi, Benjamín. 2007. Politics on the Edges of Liberalism: Difference, Populism, Revolution,
Agitation. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Arendt, Hannah. 1973. The Origins of Totalitarianism. New York: Houghton Mifflin
Harcourt.

Armony, Ariel C. and Victor Armony. 2005. “Indictments, myths, and citizen mobilization in
Argentina: a discourse analysis,” Latin American Politics and Society, 47(4): 27–54.

Art, David. 2007. “Reacting to the radical right: lessons from Germany and Austria,” Party

http://www.nber.org/papers/w8460


Politics, 13(3): 331–49.
Arzheimer, Kai. 2009. “Contextual factors and the extreme right vote in Western Europe,

1980–2002,” American Journal of Political Science, 53(2): 259–75.
Asch, Solomon E. 1955. “Opinions and social pressure,” Scientific American, 193(5): 31–5.
Bakker, Bert N., Matthijs Rooduijn, and Gijs Schumacher. 2015. “The psychological roots of

populist voting: evidence from the United States, the Netherlands and Germany,” European
Journal of Political Research, 55(2): 302–20. doi: 10.1111/1475-6765.12121.

Betz, Hans-Georg. 1994. Radical Right-Wing Populism in Western Europe. New York: St.
Martins Press.

Bornschier, Simon and Hanspeter Kriesi. 2012. “The populist right, the working class, and the
changing face of class politics,” in Jens Rydgren (ed.), Class Politics and the Radical Right.
London: Routledge, 10–30.

Bos, Linda, Wouter Van Der Brug, and Claes H. De Vreese. 2013. “An experimental test of
the impact of style and rhetoric on the perception of right-wing populist and mainstream
party leaders,” Acta Politica, 48(2): 192–208.

Canovan, Margaret. 1981. Populism. New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.
Canovan, Margaret. 1999. “Trust the people! Populism and the two faces of democracy,”

Political Studies, 47(1): 2–16.
Carter, Elisabeth. 2005. The Extreme Right in Western Europe. Manchester: Manchester

University Press.
Chong, Dennis and James N. Druckman. 2007. “Framing theory,” Annual Review of Political

Science, 10(1): 103–26.
Conniff, Michael L. (ed.). 1982. Latin American Populism in Comparative Perspective.

Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.
Conniff, Michael L. 1999. Populism in Latin America. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama

Press.
Conniff, Michael L. 2012. Populism in Latin America, 2nd edn. Tuscaloosa: University of

Alabama Press.
de la Torre, Carlos. 2010. Populist Seduction in Latin America, 2nd edn. Athens: Ohio

University Press.
de la Torre, Carlos and Cynthia J. Arnson (eds). 2013. Populism of the Twenty-First Century.

Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press.
de Lange, Sarah L. and David Art. 2011. “Fortuyn versus Wilders: an agency-based approach

to radical right party building,” West European Politics, 34(6): 1229–49.
Di Tella, Torcuato S. 1965. “Populism and reform in Latin America,” in Claudio Véliz (ed.),

Obstacles to Change in Latin America. London: Oxford University Press, 47–74.
Di Tella, Torcuato S. 1997. “Populism into the twenty-first century,” Government and

Opposition, 32(2): 187–200.
Dornbusch, Rudiger and Sebastian Edwards (eds). 1991. The Macroeconomics of Populism in

Latin America. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Downs, Anthony. 1957. An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York: HarperCollins

Publishers.
Durkheim, Emile. 1997. The Division of Labor in Society, tr. W. D. Halls. New York: The

Free Press.
Elster, Jon. 1989. Nuts and Bolts for the Social Sciences. New York: Cambridge University



Press.
Feldman, Stanley and Karen Stenner. 1997. “Perceived threat and authoritarianism,” Political

Psychology, 18(4): 741–70.
Fiske, Alan P. 1992. “The four elementary forms of sociality: framework for a unified theory

of social relations,” Psychological Review, 99(4): 689–723. doi: 10.1037/0033-
295X.99.4.689.

Germani, Gino. 1978. Authoritarianism, Fascism, and National Populism. New Brunswick:
Transaction Publishers.

Gerring, John and Strom C. Thacker. 2004. “Political institutions and corruption: the role of
unitarism and parliamentarism,” British Journal of Political Science, 34(2): 295–330.

Golder, Matt. 2003. “Explaining variation in the success of extreme right parties in Western
Europe,” Comparative Political Studies, 36(4): 432–66.

Hanley, Seán and Sikk Allan. 2014. “Economy, corruption or floating voters? Explaining the
breakthroughs of anti-establishment reform parties in eastern Europe,” Party Politics, 22(4):
522–33.

Hawkins, Kirk A. 2009. “Is Chávez populist? Measuring populist discourse in comparative
perspective,” Comparative Political Studies, 42(8): 1040–67.

Hawkins, Kirk A. 2010. Venezuela’s Chavismo and Populism in Comparative Perspective.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hawkins, Kirk A. 2016. “Responding to radical populism: Chavismo in Venezuela,”
Democratization, 23(2): 242–62.

Hawkins, Kirk A. and Cristóbal Rovira Kaltwasser. 2014. “The populist specter in
contemporary Chile,” in XXXII Congress of the Latin American Studies Association.
Chicago.

Hawkins, Kirk A. and Saskia Ruth. 2015. “The impact of populism on liberal democracy,” in 8
o Congreso de La Asociación Latinoamericana de Ciencia Política. Lima.

Hawkins, Kirk A., Scott Riding, and Cas Mudde. 2012. “Measuring populist attitudes,”
Working Paper Series on Political Concepts, ECPR Committee on Concepts and Methods.

Hempel, Carl. 1965. Aspects of Scientific Explanation and Other Essays in the Philosophy of
Science. New York: The Free Press.

Hetherington, Marc J. and Jonathan D. Weiler. 2009. Authoritarianism and Polarization in
American Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Huber, Robert A. and Christian H. Schimpf. 2015. “Friend or foe? Testing the influence of
populism on democratic quality in Latin America,” Political Studies, 64(4): 872–89.

Ianni, Octávio. 1975. La formación del Estado populista en América Latina. Mexico, DF:
Ediciones Era.

Ionescu, Ghița and Ernest Gellner (eds). 1969. Populism: Its Meanings and National
Characteristics. London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson.

Ivarsflaten, Elisabeth. 2008. “What unites right-wing populists in Western Europe? Re-
examining grievance mobilization models in seven successful cases,” Comparative Political
Studies, 41(1): 3–23.

Ivarsflaten, Elisabeth and Frøy Gudrandsen. 2014. “The populist radical right in Western
Europe,” in Europa Regional Surveys of the World. London: Routledge.

Ivarsflaten, Elisabeth and Rune Stubager. 2013. “Voting for the populist radical right in
Europe: the role of education,” in Jens Rydgren (ed.), Class Politics and the Radical Right.



New York: Routledge.
Jagers, Jan and Stefaan Walgrave. 2007. “Populism as political communication style: an

empirical study of political parties’ discourse in Belgium,” European Journal of Political
Research, 46(3): 319–45.

Katz, Richard S. and Peter Mair. 1995. “Changing models of party organization and party
democracy: the emergence of the Cartel Party,” Party Politics, 1(1): 5–28.

Kazin, Michael. 1998. The Populist Persuasion: An American History. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press.

Kitschelt, Herbert. 1994. The Transformation of European Social Democracy. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Kornhauser, William. 2013. Politics of Mass Society. New York: Routledge.
Kriesi, Hanspeter. 2014. “The populist challenge,” West European Politics, 37(2): 361–78.
Kriesi, Hanspeter and Takis S. Pappas, eds. 2015. European Populism in the Shadow of the

Great Recession. Colchester: ECPR Press.
Kriesi, Hanspeter, Edgar Grande, Martin Dolezal, Marc Helbling, Dominic Höglinger, Swen

Hutter, and Bruno Wüest. 2012. Political Conflict in Western Europe. Cambridge and New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Laclau, Ernesto. 1977. Politics and Ideology in Marxist Theory: Capitalism, Fascism,
Populism. London: New Left Books.

Laclau, Ernesto. 2005. On Populist Reason. London: Verso Books.
Le Bon, Gustave. 1960. The Crowd: A Study of the Popular Mind. New York: Viking Press.
Levitsky, Steven and James Loxton. 2013. “Populism and competitive authoritarianism in the

Andes,” Democratization, 20(1): 107–36.
Lubbers, Marcel and Peer Scheepers. 2000. “Individual and contextual characteristics of the

German extreme right-wing vote in the 1990s: a test of complementary theories,” European
Journal of Political Research, 38(1): 63–94.

Mair, Peter. 2011. “Bini Smaghi vs. the parties: representative government and institutional
constraints,” EUI Working Papers 2011/22. Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies,
European Union Democracy Observatory. http://hdl.handle.net/1814/16354.

Mazzoleni, Gianpietro. 2008. “Populism and the media,” in Daniele Albertazzi and Duncan
McDonnell (eds), Twenty-First Century Populism: The Spectre of Western European
Democracy. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 49–64.

Mondak, Jeffery J., Matthew V. Hibbing, Damarys Canache, Mitchell A. Seligson, and Mary
R. Anderson. 2010. “Personality and civic engagement: an integrative framework for the
study of trait effects on political behavior,” American Political Science Review, 104(1): 85–
110.

Morgan, Jana. 2011. Bankrupt Representation and Party System Collapse. University Park:
Penn State University Press.

Mudde, Cas. 2007. Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Mudde, Cas. 2010. “The populist radical right: a pathological normalcy,” West European
Politics, 33(6): 1167–86.

Mudde, Cas and Cristobal Rovira Kaltwasser (eds). 2012. Populism in Europe and the
Americas: Threat or Corrective to Democracy? Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Norris, Pippa. 2005. Radical Right: Voters and Parties in the Electoral Market. Cambridge:

http://hdl.handle.net/1814/16354


Cambridge University Press.
Ochoa Espejo, Paulina. 2011. The Time of Popular Sovereignty: Process and the Democratic

State. University Park: Penn State Press.
O’Donnell, Guillermo. 1979. “Tensions in the bureaucratic-authoritarian state and the question

of democracy,” in David Collier (ed.), The New Authoritarianism in Latin America.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 285–318.

Oesch, Daniel. 2008. “Explaining workers’ support for right-wing populist parties in Western
Europe: evidence from Austria, Belgium, France, Norway, and Switzerland,” International
Political Science Review/Revue Internationale de Science Politique, 29(3): 349–73.

O’Malley, Eoin and John FitzGibbon. 2015. “Everywhere and nowhere: populism and the
puzzling non-reaction to Ireland’s crises,” in Hanspeter Kriesi and Takis Pappas (eds),
European Populism in the Shadow of the Great Recession. Colchester: ECPR Press, 287–
300.

Panizza, Francisco (ed.). 2005. Populism and the Mirror of Democracy. London: Verso
Books.

Panizza, Francisco and Romina Miorelli. 2009. “Populism and democracy in Latin America,”
Ethics and International Affairs, 23(1): 39–46.

Pauwels, Teun. 2014. Populism in Western Europe: Comparing Belgium, Germany and The
Netherlands. New York: Routledge.

Pellikaan, Huib, Tom Van der Meer, and Sarah De Lange. 2003. “The road from a
depoliticized to a centrifugal democracy,” Acta Politica, 38(1): 23–49.

Plattner, Marc F. 2010. “Populism, pluralism, and liberal democracy,” Journal of Democracy,
21(1): 81–92.

Riker, William H. 1982. Liberalism Against Populism: A Confrontation Between the Theory of
Democracy and the Theory of Social Choice. Prospect Heights: Waveland Press.

Roberts, Kenneth M. 1995. “Neoliberalism and the transformation of populism in Latin
America: the Peruvian case,” World Politics, 48(1): 82–116.

Roberts, Kenneth M. 2015. Changing Course in Latin America: Party Systems in the
Neoliberal Era. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rooduijn, Matthijs and Teun Pauwels. 2011. “Measuring populism: comparing two methods
of content analysis,” West European Politics, 34(6): 1272–83.

Rovira Kaltwasser, Cristóbal and Paul Taggart. 2016. “Dealing with populists in government:
a framework for analysis,” Democratization, 23(2): 201–20.

Rydgren, Jens. 2007. “The sociology of the radical right,” Annual Review of Sociology, 33:
241–62.

Seawright, Jason. 2012. Party-System Collapse: The Roots of Crisis in Peru and Venezuela.
Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Shils, Edward. 1956. The Torment of Secrecy: The Background and Consequences of
American Security Policies. Glencoe: Free Press.

Skidmore, Thomas E., ed. 1993. Television, Politics, and the Transition to Democracy in Latin
America. Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press.

Spruyt, Bram, Gil Keppens, and Filip Van Droogenbroek. 2016. “Who supports populism and
what attracts people to it?,” Political Research Quarterly, 69(2): 335–46.

Stenner, Karen. 2005. The Authoritarian Dynamic. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Van der Brug, Wouter, Meindert Fennema, and Jean Tillie. 2005. “Why some anti-immigrant



parties fail and others succeed: a two-step model of aggregate electoral support,”
Comparative Political Studies, 38(5): 537–73.

van Kessel, Stijn. 2015. Populist Parties in Europe: Agents of Discontent? New York:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Vilas, Carlos M. 1992. “Latin American populism: a structural approach,” Science and
Society, 56(4): 389–420.

Weffort, Francisco C. 1978. O Populismo Na Política Brasileira. Coleção Estudos Brasileiros,
v. 25. Rio de Janeiro: Paz e Terra.

Weyland, Kurt. 1999. “Neoliberal populism in Latin America and Eastern Europe,”
Comparative Politics, 31(4): 379–401.


	Title Page
	Copyright Page
	Contents
	List of Figures
	List of Tables
	List of Contributors
	1. Populism: An Overview of the Concept and the State of the Art
	Part I Concepts
	2. Populism: An Ideational Approach
	3. Populism: A Political-Strategic Approach
	4. Populism: A Socio-Cultural Approach

	Part II Regions
	5. Populism in Africa
	6. Populism in Australia and New Zealand
	7. Populism in Central and Eastern Europe
	8. Populism in East Asia
	9. Populism in India
	10. Populism in Latin America
	11. Populism in the Post-Soviet States
	12. Populism in the United States
	13. Populism in Western Europe

	Part III Issues
	14. Populism and Its Causes
	15. Populism and Political Parties
	16. Populism and Social Movements
	17. Populism and Technocracy
	18. Populism and Nationalism
	19. Populism and Fascism
	20. Populism and Foreign Policy
	21. Populism and Identification
	22. Populism and Gender
	23. Populism and Religion
	24. Populism and the Media
	25. Populism and the Question of How to Respond to It

	Part IV Normative Debates
	26. Populism and the History of Popular Sovereignty
	27. Populism and Hegemony
	28. Populism as a Threat to Liberal Democracy
	29. Populism and the Principle of Majority
	30. Populism and Constitutionalism
	31. Populism and the Idea of the People
	32. Populism and Praxis
	33. Populism and Cosmopolitanism
	34. Populism in the Socialist Imagination

	Index

