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    Populist Nationalism in Europe and the Americas


    
      Populist nationalism fuses beliefs that citizens are being exploited by a privileged elite with claims that the
      national culture and interests are under threat from enemies within or without. Ideologically fluid, populist
      nationalists decry “out-of-touch” institutions such as political parties and the mainstream press while extolling
      the virtues of the “people.” They claim that only populists can truly represent the nation and solve its
      problems, and often call for unorthodox solutions that appeal to the common people.
    


    
      The recent spread of populist nationalism throughout the world has triggered a growing interest in the subject,
      led mainly by journalists. The Brexit vote and the election of Donald Trump in the US have provoked a flurry of
      media coverage in Europe and the Americas, along with parliamentary debates. Some social scientists have sought
      to explain the resurgence of nationalism and the spread of populism in recent decades, but important questions
      remain and most of the scholarship has not adequately addressed the fusion of nationalism and populism. It fails
      to examine the combination of populism and nationalism comparatively, especially the contrast between the more
      progressive and leftist versions such as those in Latin America, and the more traditional conservative varieties
      that are gaining strength in Germany, the United Kingdom, and the United States.
    


    
      This interdisciplinary collection by experts on Europe and the Americas fills this void. The volume examines
      various experiences with populist nationalism, and offers theoretical tools to assess its future. Some chapters
      are in-depth country case studies and others take a broader perspective, but all open the door for meaningful
      comparison.
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      Diane E. Johnson is Professor of Politics at Lebanon Valley College in Pennsylvania. She has authored a
      number of book chapters and articles on the mass media and media–state relations, and on interest group politics,
      mainly in Argentina and Uruguay. She is co-editor with Fernando López-Alves of Globalization and Uncertainty
      in Latin America (Palgrave Macmillan, 2007). Johnson is the social sciences editor for the Middle Atlantic
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        For many years, populism and nationalism were consigned to the proverbial dustbin of history or taken as
        idiosyncratic exceptions to an irreversible pattern. The last few years have shown us the error of that
        judgement. This excellent volume provides not only an analytical framework for understanding these contemporary
        movements, but also contains a broad comparative and empirical study of how they manifest themselves. Many
        might wish the book had been published a few years earlier!
      


      
        Miguel A. Centeno, Musgrave Professor of Sociology, Princeton University
      

    


    
      
        With insightful analysis and impressive geographic breadth – combining case studies from Europe, Eastern
        Europe, North America and Latin America – López-Alves and Johnson’s book offers an original, compelling take on
        one of the most pressing geopolitical developments of our time.
      


      
        Cynthia Miller-Idriss, Professor of Education and Sociology, American University
      

    


    
      
        Despite widespread agreement on the “elective affinities” between populism and nationalism, very few works so
        far have addressed the nature of this relationship. This void is particularly striking considering the
        contemporary importance of populist nationalisms. This volume constitutes an ambitious attempt to fill this gap
        by advancing an innovating theoretical framework on the relationships between populism and nationalism and by
        including a rich collection of studies of populist nationalisms in Europe and the Americas.
      


      
        Iván Llamazares, Professor of Political Science, Universidad de Salamanca
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      Chapter 1
    


    The Rise of
    Populist Nationalism in Comparative Perspective


    Europe and the Americas


    Fernando López-Alves and Diane E.
    Johnson


    
      During the last decades, most scholars studying the international system have subscribed to convergence arguments
      about the present day realities and future of globalization. The literature mainly argued – and still does – that
      increasing world integration is waiting for us around the corner. Global markets, the Internet, and faster
      communications have lowered cultural and national barriers. It has been claimed that inexorably – and
      increasingly – globalization constructs a more intricate and interdependent world system where “exiting” as an
      option is not a choice. Moved by fashion and conviction, financial regulators, politicians, economists, political
      scientists, and journalists became staunch supporters of neoliberalism, which many equated with globalization.
      They used its tools, adopted its ideology, and, since not many alternatives appeared possible, spread the view
      that “the end of history” had arrived. Experts and regulating institutions alike contributed to sustaining the
      neoliberal system in place by creating widespread global consciousness that the world was pretty much divided
      into “dinosaurs” who clung to old-fashioned convictions, and “innovators” who accepted the new wisdom.
    


    
      Yet even at its peak during the 1990s, the neoliberal system remained less “global,” “rational,” and democratic
      than it claimed to be. It neither incorporated all the international actors that mattered, nor was it efficient
      enough at cementing stable global governance. Today, dissident voices have gained central stage and are looking
      at the present and future of globalization through very different lenses. A neoliberal world deeply rooted in the
      inevitable growth of capital and the able skills of international financial regulators has remained more in the
      realm of theoretical thinking than a reality of international practices.
    


    
      Many scholars, practitioners, and analysts today point to the volatile character of twenty-first-century
      international arrangements, their disorderly nature, and the tendency of the system to undermine convergence in
      favor of divergence. This, however, is not news. The move toward divergence has been central to the very process
      of globalization. One can argue that with the exception of some short historical moments in which the so-called
      market wisdom and the inevitability of free trade seemed to rule the world, politically and socially the
      so-called neoliberal order was never really orderly. Rather, it offered a mirage of stability and rationality with no solid and orderly structure underneath. Full-fledged neoliberal
      economies never existed in the flesh, and undesirable “externalities” – like nationalism or cultural resistance
      to global influence – were never overpowered. While much of the scholarly literature treated them as temporary
      inadequacies that would tend to disappear in due time, these factors grew in strength. Today, as in the past,
      they are shaping the international system.
    


    
      In part, this book is about some of these factors: how they operate, why they are important, and how they will
      evolve in the near future. Our focus is on populist nationalism (PN). Nationalism, it has been argued, has
      “returned” with a vengeance. The same can be said about populism. Most authors in this volume argue, however,
      that nationalism never actually went away and likewise that populism has never gone out of fashion. This debate
      shares some similarities with the 1980s debate on the state. While some authors like Theda Skocpol (1979) argued
      that we needed to bring the state “back in,” others reasonably claimed that the state had really never gone away.
      Nationalistic competitiveness constitutes one significant factor that has and is challenging the neoliberal
      order. As this collection makes evident, populism and nationalism today combine in a powerful equation that can
      shape and transform domestic and international arrangements. Another related, although less noticed, factor
      mentioned by some authors in this volume is a growing and widespread disregard for rules and conventions,
      including the wisdom of supreme courts, constitutions, and international accords. Terrorism, religious conflict,
      frequent war, failed states, and the unpredictability of rogue states also relate to the major thrust of this
      book, that is, its focus on populist nationalism.
    


    
      Present-day populist nationalism is linked to the fact that we live in a global system in transition; a system
      that is still a “system,” but that is constantly under attack in terms of its legitimacy and its capacity to
      impose a clear mandate. Similar to apprehensions about the intense transformations that characterized the turn of
      the twentieth century, today vagueness about the future of the international system also has compelled analysts
      to make predictions. A wealth of good scholarly research has been done and many – at times contrary – scenarios
      have been constructed. A brief glimpse at these future scenarios is needed to place our work on PN in a wider
      context.
    


    
      Growing conflict motivated by the geography of regions as well as competition for their natural resources, for
      instance, appears inevitable (Kaplan 2012). Water wars, demographic growth leading to unsustainability, and the
      possibility of new technologies associated with food production are favorite topics. One argument is that an
      essential part of globalization is the conception of the future that it generates. For some, that future is based
      on uncertainty (see, e.g., López-Alves and Johnson 2007); this affects the daily lives of individuals and
      influences collective action. Social actors, unclear about the options available at any given point in time,
      adopt decisions that attempt to lessen uncertainty but do not contribute to the common good.
    


    
      The inevitability of globalization, one of the most common assumptions of the last decades, also has come under
      scrutiny. In the recent past it seemed apparent that, once in motion, the
      process of global integration led by the West could not be stopped. And yet most events in history are neither
      inevitable nor inescapable. It has been indeed argued that history tells a very different story and that the end
      of globalization may actually be a fundamental part of our future (King 2017). Western-led globalization seems to
      have exhausted its power and the center of the system is shifting eastward.
    


    
      The sustainability of the global economy has long been a major subject of disagreement, and those on the left in
      particular have pointed out that liberal and neoliberal systems frequently are unable to cope with bubbles and
      mismanagement. Today, the available record sustains this claim. It seems obvious that the financial system has
      become almost unable to cope with glitches. Policy makers and financers seldom take responsibility for
      wrongdoing, abstractly blaming “the system” itself when, in reality, they are the system. The 2008 crisis showed
      that global financial regulators like the International Monetary Fund or the World Bank and private capital were
      unable to offer a solution. Future improvements in the financial system seem undermined by mistrust and clientele
      politics. As Stephen King has put it, none of these international institutions could
    


    
      
        easily cope with the extraordinary growth of cross border capital flows: when it all went wrong, the buck
        stopped here, there and everywhere. Everyone was responsible, yet no one was responsible. More than anything,
        the crises revealed a fundamental mismatch between, on the one hand, the global economy and markets and, on the
        other, the interests of nation states and non-state actors.
      


      
        (2017, 75)
      

    


    
      War also has loomed high in predictions about the future, and for good reasons. Using geopolitics combined with
      international relations history and reaching forward “about 100 years,” George Freeman (2009), for example,
      predicts that the US will still be the major organizing force of the future global system; at the end, however,
      the possibility of a third world war remains. Closely connected to war and natural disasters, global migration
      stands as another important factor conspiring against the established order and contributing to instability.
      Migrants mainly out of the Middle East and Africa have in huge numbers tried to reach developed democracies in
      Europe and elsewhere, not to mention the fact that neighboring countries in those regions have been overwhelmed
      by the most massive migration in history. Despite liberal arguments to the contrary, the integration of these
      newcomers into European culture, in particular, has turned out to be problematic. The recent history of
      integration indicates that important numbers of immigrants have been either unwilling or unable to accept the new
      culture of their host countries, with disruptive consequences (Kirchick 2017). The failure of cultural
      integration could further tilt the balance in favor of less orderliness, and some believe that we even may be
      witnessing the advent of a “dark age” triggered by “the end of Europe,” its traditional values, and historical
      achievements (ibid.). This would undermine democracy and foster the rise of more
      authoritarian and despotic forms of rule.
    


    
      More than twenty years ago, Samuel Huntington (1996) also looked into the incompatibility of different cultural
      values and warned that traditional wars – including the Cold War – were part of the past. The world of the
      future, Huntington posed, would instead be shaped by cultural clashes among different “civilizations.” Cultural
      and religious clashes could bring about the slow decline of the West, a culture that believes in universal values
      but fails to acknowledge that others do not. Unpopular as this argument was for quite a while, the cultural
      clashes that have characterized the twenty-first century have brought it back with renewed energy.
    


    
      Add to that the growing tension between demographic growth and automation. There is now little doubt that
      Artificial Intelligence and Artificial General Intelligence will, in the next decades if not earlier, substitute
      for human labor on a large scale while growing demographics will make the world the most populated ever. Despite
      more optimistic diagnoses in which automation – the fourth industrial revolution – seems to have little impact on
      employment (Frank et al. 2017), others doing research on the relationship between growing demographics, working
      class dynamics, and technological innovation, fear that it will.
    


    
      Finally, and very importantly for our analysis of – and projections about – populist nationalism, most future
      scenarios concur that today the international arena is home to the highest number of actors ever, which further
      strengthens divergence. In a social media and Internet-dominated world, the state today has relatively less power
      to control change than in the past. Multinational corporations, nongovernmental organizations, organized crime,
      financial regulators, and ongoing technological revolutions help shape developments. Global actors and
      individuals have more access to technology than ever before, and this has serious consequences for national
      security, and financial and political sabotage.
    


    
      Richard Hass (2017) is right when he describes this global system as a system “in transition” that questions the
      very notions of “system” and “order.” As he put it:
    


    
      
        We are witnessing a widespread rejection of globalization and international involvement and, as a result, a
        questioning of long-standing postures and policies, from openness to trade and immigrants to a willingness to
        maintain alliances and overseas commitments. This questioning is by no means limited to Great Britain; there
        are signs of it throughout Europe, in the United States, and nearly everywhere else.
      


      
        (Ibid., 2)
      

    


    
      The question that remains half-answered in most of these scenarios is: transition toward what? This book argues
      that the consolidation of PN, that is, the combination of populism and nationalism in a variety of forms both in
      core and periphery, gives us a good clue.
    


    
      While there is a wealth of literature on nationalism and also a widespread
      interest in populism – especially in those countries that have experienced populist governments – the way in
      which populism and nationalism have combined to form a loose but powerful twenty-first-century ideology is
      lacking adequate treatment. Our argument is that populism can be analytically studied as a kind of nationalism.
      In other words, virtually all populisms are nationalistic, but not all nationalisms are populistic. Thus, we
      understand that populism can in fact shape definitions of nationalism to accommodate them to a populist agenda;
      and for this reason, we focus in this volume on populist nationalism (PN) rather than nationalist populism. As
      López-Alves argues at length in Chapter 2 and as we suggest also in
      the book’s conclusion, we see nationalism as the driving force in this equation. As many authors in the
      collection show, in the twenty-first century this combination of populism with nationalism has become a complex
      and syncretic ideology that takes a variety of forms but that consistently upholds a number of core claims – to
      which we return in the final chapter.
    


    
      In all its forms, PN purports to defend the interests of the working classes – or special groups that it defines
      as “the people” – while at the same time protecting the national interests and “the nation” from external or
      domestic threats. Most of the time, the populism of PN wishes to uphold and defend a lost, forgotten, betrayed,
      or quintessential “nation” incarnated in groups characterized by a certain culture, ethnicity, or background. It
      does not really question private property or capitalism per se but asks for a redistribution of wealth that would
      favor or compensate “the people.” Although it may attack particular owners of industry PN is not, in most cases,
      anti-capitalist. As an ideology, therefore, PN is distinct from communism or hard-core socialism. And although
      ethnonationalism as formulated by PN may at time resemble fascist or Nazi ideologies, a number of chapters in
      this collection show that there are fundamental differences; namely, its conception of the state and war, the way
      it views interest intermediation in the polity, and its interest in maintaining some sort of democratic
      legitimacy.
    


    
      In the twenty-first century one of PN’s main enemies is foreign influence and it is thus anti-globalization,
      arguing for a defense of national culture, values, or ethnicity against immigrants and what it perceives as
      foreign interference in the affairs of the nation. As the collection amply demonstrates, like other ideologies PN
      can lean toward the right or the left. This can change its attitude toward the views of others and it can
      therefore become more or less accommodating in terms of its capacity to form coalitions with other political
      organizations that do not share its views.
    


    
      This volume thus offers a comparative picture of the genesis, evolution, and spread of populist nationalism
      around the world, from developed democracies to lesser-developed ones, from authoritarian versions of populism to
      more open, democratic forms, and from right-wing ethnonationalism to leftist-liberal types that propose a very
      different version of the desired nation. The collection also studies cases of PN that challenge average
      definitions of populism and nationalism, as Diane Johnson argues for Argentina
      and Martin Marger for Canada. We submit that in all its varieties and different combinations these two concepts
      are shaping the political landscape of the twenty-first century. This volume offers a comprehensive understanding
      of how this process is taking place and what we can expect from its future developments.
    


    





Part I: Global Perspectives and Comparative Theory


    
      In Chapter 2, “Populist Nationalism in Europe and the Americas:
      Past, Present, and Future,” Fernando López-Alves argues that populism is in fact a type of nationalism. The
      twenty-first-century combination of populism and nationalism is the product of the long historical process that
      constructed national identity going back to the late eighteenth century. He poses that a key part of modernity
      rests upon the foundation of nationalism, and that the bureaucratic practices of identity-building created by
      modern western states explain nationalism’s growth and evolution. More than any others, these states constructed
      specific bureaucracies dedicated to nation-building. As a result, a complex and powerful ideology of nationalism
      created in the West soon spread worldwide, constructing a collective consciousness of nationality attached to the
      state. This process, according to the author, is key to explaining why and how, in the twentieth but especially
      in the twenty-first century, different combinations of PN have gained centrality both at the core and periphery
      of the global system. Nationalism is not just the defense of the nation, but rather, the foundational pillar of
      all twentieth-century political regimes, including democracies. It is in populist regimes, however, that the
      influence of nationalism is the strongest.
    


    
      López-Alves compares different forms of present day PN in Europe and the Americas, arguing that one of the most
      powerful characteristics of twenty-first-century PN ideology is its eclecticism. Its proponents have successfully
      appropriated and employed major ideas traditionally put forward by left- and right-wing ideologies, claiming that
      it has accomplished what they could not. According to López-Alves, globalization – and modernization theory
      before it – totally misread the importance and influence that nationalism and populism enjoyed in the developed
      countries that constituted the core of the international system. Theories that viewed them as ideologies that
      could only prosper in the underdeveloped periphery were wrong.
    


    
      In a similar line of thinking, in Chapter 3, “Why the Nation Never
      Really Went Away,” Gregory Jusdanis stresses that any discussion of populism must focus on nationalism as an
      essential component and common denominator. Despite globalization theory’s claims to the contrary, he submits
      that nationalism has never gone away and for centuries has remained a ubiquitous component of domestic and
      international policy. Globalization, Jusdanis shows, is not a recent modern phenomenon; rather, it goes back to
      antiquity. Because of its focus on recent historical phenomena and a tendency to ignore the rest, globalization theory has misconstrued historical processes and the very essence of nationalism.
      Its major mistake has been to interpret nationalism as a form of pre-modern identity due to go away over time.
      Acknowledging that Francis Fukuyama’s claim was not about a real “end” of history, Jusdanis nonetheless uses this
      metaphor and other similar arguments – the so-called expiration of violence and the progressive “homogenization”
      of the international system – to show not only that these theories are erroneous, but also that the notion of
      “endings” is fallacious. This is especially true when these theories are applied to nationalism, a persistent
      component of the international system and local politics. Jusdanis argues that differentiation, after all, is
      inevitable and desirable.
    


    
      Theories that argue for “comebacks,” “endings,” or the “disappearance” of nationalism are therefore flawed not
      only when applied to the history of national identity but also to history itself. If one sees nationalism and
      populism as products of recent history, one can grasp neither their process of formation nor their future.
      Drawing from literature of sociology, history, religious studies, political science, philosophy, and other
      humanities, Jusdanis provides a broad, fascinating picture of the tensions between globalization and nationalism
      through the prisms of religion, secularization, westernization, war, and peace. The reader travels from Greece to
      the Philippines, from Europe to the Americas, and from modern Egypt to ancient Rome and Syria. Contrary to
      convergence globalization theory, Jusdanis shows that there seems to be no final peace, no final standpoint to
      history, no period free of conflict, and no possible cultural homogeneity. Nationalism, he argues, is not a
      pathological extremism but, rather, the inevitable expression of the pull between the local and the global, the
      defense of our identities, and the unattainable idea of homogenization. Today’s intersection of nationalism and
      populism incarnates another expression of this tug-of-war between convergence and divergence, between the
      individual and the general.
    


    
      In a manner somewhat similar to López-Alves, Kristin Haltinner and Jackie Hogan in Chapter 4, “Comparing Cabals: The Role of Conspiracy Ideation in Right-Wing Populist Groups in
      the US and UK,” also stress the power of ideology and ideation in the construction of conceptualizations of the
      nation. The chapter focuses on the consolidation and evolution of right-wing populism in the US and the UK, and
      offers telling examples of conspiracy narratives in both countries. The authors carefully analyze and dissect
      these narratives. Using ideological frames specifically focused on conspiracy ideation, the authors’ comparative
      analysis shows that by using such frames, these movements are able to construct collective identities and
      successfully encourage their followers to commit to the movement.
    


    
      The tensions that these narratives show between “us” and “them,” always both explicit and implicit, link the
      analysis to the more ample literature on the nation, nationalism, and national identity. Indeed, these conspiracy
      ideations seek to defend national sovereignty against global initiatives, especially those coming from
      international financial and political regulators. They encourage mistrust toward elites – the intelligentsia,
      professional politicians, and scientists – and understand the “real” nation as
      an ethnic community that shares a common heritage, race, language, and faith. Haltinner and Hogan show that these
      right-wing narratives of conspiracy do not, most of the time, offer any concrete solutions to the issues that
      they target as the roots of societal disarray and conflict. They do, however, offer an ideological framework and
      a powerful set of beliefs that strongly impact populist and other kinds of organizations as well as society in
      general. The key to their success is that political and social movements find that conspiracy narratives provide
      a powerful and easy-to-use tool that increases the individual’s identity and commitment to the group’s goals.
    


    





Part II: Case Studies from Europe


    
      In Chapter 5, “Populist Nationalism in Ukraine,” Mikhail A.
      Molchanov analyzes a complex and conflictive case of PN. Molchanov contends that Ukraine represents a relatively
      recent example of PN – in part triggered by the 2014 revolution – but one that has reproduced the pattern already
      established by prior European cases. Molchanov is therefore able to connect the case of Ukraine to broader
      theories of nationalism and populism, offering the opportunity of inserting this case into wider comparative
      theories of identity, conflict, nationalism, and populism. It is of course impossible to separate nationalism in
      Ukraine from the powerful historical presence of the Soviet Union in the region. While this is not surprising,
      the unintended consequences of these policies are of particular interest. After the unifying “indigenization”
      policies of the USSR were strongly implemented in Ukraine, local groups and other quarters took the notion of
      ethnic nationalism quite seriously but in a different way than the Soviets intended. It provoked a divisive
      situation rather than the intended unity, and the country found itself split into competing ethnic communities.
    


    
      Thus, similar to what Haltinner and Hogan show about the power of right-wing nationalist narratives when creating
      individual identities and loyalties, Molchanov’s chapter demonstrates how groups can use ethnonationalism to
      create cohesiveness and rally people into nationalist wars. Indeed, a kind of PN inspired by ethnonationalism
      became both a tool and an end for competing political forces in Ukraine. Thus, a very important lesson that the
      chapter teaches us is that when framed in ethnic claims, unifying nationalist policies can bring about the
      opposite effect. This exploration of Ukrainian nationalism reminds us of Max Weber’s definition of nations as
      groups defined by their desire to construct their own state. Molchanov argues that nationalism became the middle
      managers’ response to independence and the collapse of the USSR. Devoid of that central authority and rejecting
      bilingualism, the revolution started a new phase in the political history of the country. The author concludes
      that PN became a tool used by both the established and the challenging elites.
    


    
      In Chapter 6, “‘Mut zu Deutschland!’ On the Populist Nationalism of
      the Alternative für Deutschland,” Joseph Sterphone scrutinizes and monitors a specific case of PN in Germany
      through the analysis of the Alternative für Deutschland, a
      right-wing populist-nationalist party. Not unlike the analysis provided by Haltinner and Hogan, López-Alves,
      Johnson, and other authors in this volume, Sterphone uses AfD’s shifts in rhetoric and policy orientation as
      analytical tools in order to explain the construction of this party’s ideology and its turn toward more hard-core
      interpretations of PN. Not surprisingly, given the lessons learned in prior chapters, the defense of European and
      German culture lay at the base of this organization. Contrary to common belief, however, he argues that the
      populist nationalistic approach of this party goes back to its foundations, rather than to the 2015 shift toward
      a more explicit form of PN. A major question that the author tackles is about the conditions under which groups
      like the AfD can emerge and consolidate, opening the door for further comparative analysis.
    


    
      Sterphone’s chapter also offers a wealth of information on the foundation and trajectory of nationalism and
      populism in Germany during recent decades. As in most other cases studied in this volume, the AfD’s version of
      populist nationalism claims to defend the “real people” against its enemies. It portrays these threats as coming
      both from the international environment and from within Germany, especially Islam and multiculturalism. Unlike
      other similar parties, however, the AfD also included a conversation on femininity and womanhood. The call for
      immigration reform, curiously enough, was based on the Canadian model studied in this volume by Martin Marger.
      Yet the German interpretation of this model differed from the original (as analyzed by Marger) in terms of its
      strong emphasis on cultural singularity and its focus on immigrants who are willing to integrate, although they
      will not fully be considered part of the Volk. Sterphone’s focus on the definition of the “nation” under
      national populism in Germany, rather than a discussion on populism per se, distinguishes this chapter from the
      rest of the volume.
    


    
      In Chapter 7, historian Raúl Moreno-Almendral studies the complex
      case of Spain under the title “Nation, People, and National Populisms in Contemporary Spain.” After a helpful
      discussion on the use of populism and nationalism in Spain mostly by Spanish scholars and a historical
      contextualization covering the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, Moreno-Almendral provides a clear account of
      the role of populism and nationalism in the ongoing Spanish systemic crisis. Accepting the existence of populist
      practices in the traditional social-democratic and conservative ruling parties, as well as in other political
      forces, he argues that the Podemos phenomenon (founded in 2014) and the secession movement in Catalonia
      (rapidly growing from 2012–2013) are the two main challenges to the current Spanish state, both of them being a
      product of a system in crisis and presenting a clear intersection between nationalism and populism.
    


    
      The chapter by Moreno-Almendral contributes a needed analysis of the key role of nationalism in this fundamental
      change in Spanish political history, where long-term factors (such as the presence of the local historical
      republican and socialist traditions) combine with middle-range influences (the Latino-American left, European
      austerity policies, the mobilization of anti-Spanish nationalism) and short-term crisis (namely the 2014–2016 electoral cycle and the 2017 declaration of independence in
      Catalonia). The result is a structural conflict over the definition of “the people” and its political, social,
      economic, and even cultural implications. That conflict stems from the limitations and problems of the 1978
      democratic system but it contains its own set of contradictions and exclusionary tendencies, which the author
      develops thoroughly.
    


    
      In Chapter 8, “Populist Nationalism and Brexit: The Power of Memory
      and Desire,” Atul Singh concentrates on the United Kingdom and the meaning of Brexit for the consolidation and
      growth of PN. Singh connects the Brexit process to a broader international picture that includes the United
      States and the Trump presidency, as well as the shifting scenario of European politics. Economic crises,
      unemployment, and lowering standards of living in the UK and also in the US, he argues, contributed to popular
      discontent and the consolidation of a type of PN that blames immigrants, the internationalization of business,
      and globalization for the maladies that affect their countries. As most other authors do in this volume, Singh
      argues that the very definitions of populism and even nationalism are fuzzy and need some rethinking to be
      applicable to today’s realities. Contrary to some traditional wisdom that has claimed that populism and populist
      nationalism originated in the US, Singh traces PN’s origins back 500 years ago in the UK, specifically to 1527,
      and suggests that it goes back even further in Germany. He argues, however, that populism and nationalism do not
      always converge. The very history of the two in Britain shows that at times, only tenuous ties unite them.
    


    
      Singh’s work mainly coincides with most other chapters in this volume. He characterizes populism in the UK as
      movements “that sought to extend suffrage, mitigate class divides, and ameliorate the terrible state of the
      working classes”; they were, thus, openly anti-elitist. The chapter argues that Brexit is the product of a very
      long historical process – which the author thoroughly examines – and that it would be misleading to solely
      connect it with British discontent regarding the evolution, consolidation, and policies of the European Union.
      Singh does acknowledge, however, the stormy relations between British political elites and Brussels. He connects
      this complex political and economic process with the ups and downs of European politics, especially in France and
      Germany. Thus PN in the UK is the product of a multifaceted set of variables that include a long and tense
      historical tradition of populism and nationalism coupled with the interplay of European politics. Singh also
      includes cultural variables in his analysis and demonstrates that the UK and US share a similar cultural
      tradition that shaped their versions of PN.
    


    





Part III: Case Studies from North America


    
      In Chapter 9, “From ‘Empty Lands’ to ‘Empty Signifiers’: Nativism,
      Race, Gender, and Populist Nationalism,” Jasmine Noelle Yarish also touches upon issues of multiculturalism and
      connects them with gender and race in order to render an analysis of populist
      nationalism in the US. As the title of the chapter suggests, Yarish uses historical and sociological analysis to
      study PN in connection to nativism and gender. She starts in the Andrew Jackson era and extends the analysis to
      the present time and the Trump presidency. She draws important lessons, however, from two specific periods: the
      middle of the nineteenth century and the first decades of the twenty-first. The chapter investigates whether
      nativism is the glue that, in America, holds together the marriage of nationalism and populism. Has nationalism
      been captive to nativism and, if so, can it break free from this early association? Was it nativism that provided
      fertile soil for populism to grow in the US, or were there other factors that combined to strengthen the populist
      tradition? The author argues that nativism provided the discursive terrain for US populist nationalism.
    


    
      Similarly to López-Alves, Jusdanis, and Haltinner and Hogan, Yarish argues for the power of ideology and suggests
      that narratives and semantics, including discourse in the form of circulated images (i.e., politically motivated
      art and cartoons) structured within a complex populist ideological construct, became the major vehicles for the
      consolidation and spread of populist nationalism in the US. This type of PN finds its foundations in a nativist
      discourse that encourages racial, sexual, and gendered systems of discrimination. White supremacy is the result;
      hence the ethnonationalism of the Trump administration. As Yarish puts it, “masculinist bravado and patriarchal
      protectionism consistently underscores US national populism.” The chapter offers one of the few available
      discussions of nativism in connection to PN and also places the history of US populism in the context of
      immigration. As in the chapter on Canada by Martin Marger, Yarish emphasizes the land of recent settlement
      characteristics of the US and the importance of a model of integration in the construction of multiculturalism;
      according to her, a project scarcely successful in the US.
    


    
      In Chapter 10, “Populism and Nationalism in US Politics,” Mark D.
      Brewer also examines the evolution of populism and nationalism in the United States, providing a background that
      led to the presidency of Donald Trump. Brewer’s theoretical tools include both the analysis of the ideology of
      several political leaders and the trajectory of populism as an ideological whole. The author uses this analysis
      to make an argument about the future of PN in America. Brewer, as many other authors in this volume, points to
      the fuzziness of the concept of populism. In the case of the US, different periods of American history reflect
      singular versions of what “the people” and “populism” mean; in addition, populist positions have been shaped by
      different political alliances. Yet despite variations through its different epochs, American populism has
      consistently agreed upon a number of points: its rejection of central authority and its denunciation of the
      invasive character of Washington policies, its claim that economic arrangements are unfair and need to be
      changed, its view of the inequality that characterizes the relations between the elites and the common people,
      its defense of the nation, its belief in conspiratorial policies, and its mistrust of intellectuals.
    


    
      In a vein similar to many others in this volume, Brewer argues that nationalism
      in the US provided populists with the enemy that they needed to grow and thrive. One can conclude, therefore,
      that the combination of populism and nationalism operates in a similar way in the US, Europe, and Latin America.
      Arguments of American exceptionalism, therefore, do not ring true when it comes to PN. Trump’s populism, Brewer
      contends, fits nicely with the long trajectory of populism and nationalism that preceded it, except in one very
      important respect: Trump has completely failed at “valorizing the common people and railing against centralized
      power makes” and has, instead, established a sort of authoritarian style of government that makes it very
      different from prior populist governments in US history.
    


    
      In Chapter 11, “Donald Trump, the Republican Party, and the
      Scourge of Populism,” John Kenneth White argues that Trump was able to take advantage of intraparty insurgency
      and cultural resentment in order to engineer a “hostile takeover” of the Republican Party. This included a turn
      toward economic nationalism that sought to put “America First” and was imbued “with a populist diatribe against
      an unresponsive establishment in Washington D.C.” Like other authors in this volume, White emphasizes the
      importance of anti-elitism and the conviction that corrupt elites have weakened the nation. But he also stresses
      the importance for political parties of recent heroes. So while the Reagan “spell” and accompanying rise of a
      conservative intellectual class in the 1980s in many ways replaced the ideas of the New Deal, it now is receding
      in the minds of Americans. And importantly, the lack of innovative conservative thinking since then provided a
      space into which Trump could step. White illustrates how far Trump’s goals are from Ronald Reagan’s on
      international trade deals, immigration, and foreign policy – especially toward Russia.
    


    
      Relying on careful analysis of direct quotations from intellectual leaders and politicians throughout the
      chapter, White also demonstrates how Trump’s “hostile takeover” was facilitated by deep cultural resentment among
      many Americans, but particularly Republicans. This is a theme found in other cases of populist nationalism
      discussed in this volume. Trump was able to play on this resentment in spreading his populist message that
      corrupt politicians have given away the country and betrayed the “real” America. In this and other ways, Trump is
      similar to earlier populist leaders. Trump paints himself as a man of “action” and insists that he alone can
      restore American greatness and the American dream. And as other contributors to this volume agree, Trump’s
      portrayal of politics as a conflict between “us” and “them” is integral to both populism and nationalism. But
      while Trump has successfully and convincingly taken hold of the Republican Party for now, White contends that
      like populist nationalists elsewhere, Trump’s version is “devoid of either ideology or ideas” and relies heavily
      on a single individual. Thus, its appeal is unlikely to last. White fears that this does not bode well for the
      Republican Party’s prospects in the coming years.
    


    
      In Chapter 12, “Global Model or Unique Experiment:
      Multiculturalism and Nationalism in Canada,” Martin N. Marger focuses on the correlation between immigration, multiculturalism, and PN. The chapter concentrates on Canada but offers
      comparisons with the US and Europe. As we stated above, a major problem for Europe has been the integration of
      newcomers into European society. Indeed, the question of how Europeans will respond to increasing waves of
      immigration is still open. The author argues that much depends on how countries conceptualize and pursue the idea
      of multiculturalism. The chapter conveys some good news: it seems that the tense relations between newcomers and
      natives that have assailed Europe and the US – places that have emphasized as a goal the integration of
      immigrants into the pre-existing society – do not threaten Canada. This country, a salient exception, has indeed
      received large numbers of immigrants; in fact, comparatively more than most European countries or the US.
      Nonetheless, Canada has been able to create a much less conflicted multicultural society. Canada seems to stand
      at the opposite end of the spectrum from Ukraine, as studied by Molchanov in this collection, and offers a sharp
      contrast to its southern neighbor, as analyzed in the three subsequent chapters on the US.
    


    
      Marger rightly asks whether we should treat Canada as an exceptional case that offers a formula that allows
      avoiding the typical conflict that affects most multicultural nations. Canadian multiculturalism is fundamentally
      based on the pluralist notion that ethnic groups are entitled to retain their cultural differences within the
      context of the larger nation-state without necessarily becoming a part of the dominant culture. His point is that
      differences in the policies of multiculturalism, more than anything else, explain the differences that separate
      the successful case of Canada from the US. The chapter opens the door for comparisons with other lands of recent
      settlement such as Argentina, Uruguay, and Australia. The idea of a “melting pot” or “salad bowl” implies the
      “fusing of diverse groups into a hybrid culture,” and this is precisely what Canada has not done. The author
      suggests that the US, for instance, has kept the melting pot goal as an ideal but has not genuinely pursued
      melting-pot policies, while Canada has taken seriously its multiculturalism. Marger concludes that the strong
      multiculturalist policies of Canada make it difficult for PN to grow and consolidate. It also makes for a
      positive correlation between national identity and immigration.
    


    





Part IV: Case Studies from Latin America


    
      In Chapter 13, Barry Levitt turns to the southern hemisphere in
      “Populist and Nationalist Attitudes in Contemporary Latin America: An Exploratory Analysis.” Levitt takes a
      different approach than the other contributors to this volume, using quantitative analysis to try to measure and
      compare populisms and nationalisms. He first offers a helpful review of the theoretical literature on populism
      and nationalism in Latin America, noting the importance of “the people” for both. In this chapter, he uses survey
      data from eighteen Latin American countries to explore demographic and attitudinal traits that might shape, and
      distinguish among, people’s populist and nationalist worldviews.
    


    
      Levitt’s findings suggest that populism and nationalism are conceptually
      distinct, and importantly, that there are multiple and discrete populist and nationalist worldviews. The evidence
      leads him to identify five: direct rule/majority populism, statism, civic/institutional pride, national/military
      pride, and national autonomy/anti-imperialism. He analyzes these at both the national and individual levels. At
      the individual level, the data suggest that demographic traits (age, gender, ethnicity/race, and socioeconomic
      status), and attitudinal traits (trust in other people, a sense of political efficacy, political ideology, and
      evaluation of the national economy) have an impact on people’s populist and nationalist worldviews, as do
      country-level political and economic variables. Levitt’s findings about multiple populisms and nationalisms in
      contemporary Latin America give us additional theoretical tools for conducting more sophisticated and nuanced
      analyses of how populism and nationalism affect publics, for measuring the “ebb and flow” of views about populism
      and nationalism, and for helping us conceptualize how these worldviews may impact other phenomena such as
      political stability, equality, and conflict. These findings challenge us to assess, rather than assume, the
      symbiosis of populism and nationalism among citizens of any particular society at any given time.
    


    
      The next two chapters provide case studies of two Latin American countries affected deeply by populist
      nationalism: Venezuela and Argentina. In Chapter 14, entitled
      “Inculcating Populist Nationalism? Education and Ideological Change in Venezuela,” Matthias vom Hau, Jared A.
      Abbott, and Hillel David Soifer argue that while there is plenty of work on the former Venezuelan leader Hugo
      Chávez and his strong version of populism (arguably inherited by Nicolás Maduro), there is surprisingly little
      literature on the nationalistic aspect of this populism. This is even more surprising given the resilient
      nationalistic posture and discourse of the Chávez regime and the continuous use of strong nationalistic rhetoric
      on the part of the present Venezuelan government. Indeed, Chávez and his political team sought to redefine the
      very notion of “nation” and nationhood in Venezuela by restructuring the state apparatus, including educational
      reform. Like most other PN regimes, chavismo sought to retell national history (something that Molchanov
      points to in Ukraine and Johnson in Argentina), going back to colonial times. Similar to others included in this
      volume, the authors also see PN as a complex ideology, in this case crafted by the state in order to achieve
      popular compliance.
    


    
      The major thrust of the chapter by vom Hau, Abbott, and Soifer, however, is the key question of how, why, and
      under which conditions populist visions of nationhood gain wider resonance. The authors wish to place the case of
      Venezuela in comparative perspective and to make a contribution to a theory of populist nationalism. In order to
      answer this question, the authors focus on the educational system. The chapter offers a rich database on the
      educational curricula under Chávez, more specifically focusing on textbooks. These data are complemented by
      semi-structured interviews with educational officials and teachers. Somewhat unexpectedly given the tight control
      that the Venezuelan state was able to exercise over the polity in general and
      the educational system in particular, the authors find that the results were disappointing for chavismo.
      At the end, this top-down effort to impose PN ideology had limited influence.
    


    
      Analogous to what López-Alves and Molchanov argued in prior chapters, vom Hau, Abbott, and Soifer claim that
      intrastate tensions are critical to understanding the degree of effectiveness with which the administration was
      able to impose PN upon the population. The authors identify the clash between the central government and the
      teachers, as well as the exclusion of teachers from the dominant chavista coalition, as the key variables
      that explain the government’s limited ability to impose this version of PN. The government’s success was mild,
      both in dominating organizations devoted to education, and in imposing its version of PN among those who were in
      charge of propagating it. In other words, if state agents responsible for imposing the new ideology are not
      included into the dominant coalition, this ideology does not achieve “hegemony.” While the main focus of the
      chapter is on the educational system, the authors offer a theory that can apply to other state agencies and
      institutions, therefore opening the door for a wider model to help identify the conditions under which PN
      ideology can be more or less successful.
    


    
      In Chapter 15, Diane E. Johnson dissects another Latin American
      case in “The Long and Ideologically Fluid Tradition of Populist Nationalism in Argentina.” The chapter offers a
      comprehensive bibliography of the work on Argentine nationalism and populism from the 1830s to the present time.
      Johnson emphasizes the period of the 1920s to the 1950s as a critical phase of populist nationalist history in
      the country. PN in Argentina, she demonstrates, is not just a passing phenomenon; it is, rather, deeply immersed
      in the political life of the country to a point that we cannot think of Argentina without thinking of populism.
      Indeed, the author shows that many key Argentine political figures that have not generally been associated with
      populism adopted, in fact, populist leanings and agendas. Like other authors in this volume, especially
      López-Alves in Chapter 2, Johnson contends that invariably
      nationalism feeds populism, and that some sort of nationalism always lies behind populism.
    


    
      Many scholars have studied the various types of Argentine nationalism, but for the most part, they have not
      linked it with populism as two factors of the same equation. Johnson does. She reminds us that by the beginning
      of the present era of globalization, many scholars studying Latin America assumed that populism was dead. Yet
      through careful analysis of available literature, the author guides us through a complex set of theories and
      events that demonstrate that this was more wishful thinking than a statement about reality. Even today in
      Argentina, under a government that has struggled to differentiate itself from populism, disagreements over
      national identity and who can best represent “the people” continue to capture the attention of the public and the
      agenda of the new administration. The door on populism has not been closed but left ajar.
    


    
      In the final chapter of the volume, “The Future of Populist Nationalism in Europe and the Americas,” Diane
      Johnson and Fernando López-Alves return to the notion that rather than fading in importance
      as much of the late twentieth-century scholarly literature anticipated, populism and nationalism remain critical
      shapers of the twenty-first-century world. The editors seek to pull together some of the key themes presented by
      the authors of the previous chapters, and to think about how populist nationalism is likely to affect the coming
      decades.
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    Populist
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    Fernando López-Alves


    
      
        We have now sunk to a depth where the restatement of the obvious is the duty of intelligent men.
      


      
        – George Orwell
      

    


    
      First, I argue that today’s populism should be regarded as another type of nationalism. While all populisms are
      nationalistic, not all nationalisms are populistic. Nationalism is a broader concept. It claims to defend the
      “nation,” the “patria,” or the “country.” This includes references to “the people” but usually comprise
      geographical and institutional dimensions as well. Populism is more narrowly focused on a specific group of
      “people” that it claims to safeguard, defend, and represent. Populists have equated “people” with “nation,” but
      they typically refer to specific groups within a larger national community. Unlike nationalists, they do not
      usually make strong territorial claims. Second, I assert that the twenty-first-century combination of populism
      and nationalism is not new; rather, it results from a long historical process: the institutionalization of what
      today we call “national identity.” Finally, the chapter predicts that populist nationalism (PN) is not a fleeting
      phenomenon and that it is here to stay.
    


    Concepts and Theories


    
      Definitions of populism are controversial and mostly based upon the characteristics of populist rule in
      particular regions or countries, or philosophical principles removed from the practice of actual populist
      regimes. Exploring political identities, Ernesto Laclau, for instance, has somewhat obscurely defined populism as
      a particular “logic” (2015, 15) of achieving a sort of distinctiveness that is not harmful to democracy. Others
      see it precisely as a threat to democratic rule. Still others, like Mudde and Kaltwasser, claim it to be a “moral
      imperative” (2012). Students of US populism have pointed to its grassroots origins. During the 1890s, the
      Populist (or People’s) Party represented the interests of farmers, rural, and urban labor, in addition to other
      lower class folk “seeking to free” the political system from the “grip of money power” (Judis 2016, 72). Other
      scholars have explained the appeal of populism by pointing to the power of its
      discourse: “a language whose speakers conceive of ordinary people as a noble assemblage not bounded narrowly by
      class; view their elite opponents as self-serving and undemocratic; and seek to mobilize the former against the
      latter” (Kazin 1995, 22).
    


    
      Torcuato Di Tella, an expert on Latin America, provides a definition that adds interesting nuances: “the
      connection between leaders and led is based on a convergence of interests but it must be backed up by charismatic
      appeal, anti status quo attitudes … and a common emotional mood” (1990, 31). For Di Tella, as for many others,
      only those who challenge the “upper strata” of society are populists. He expressly leaves out leaders like Marine
      Le Pen in France or Ronald Reagan in the US, and treats populism as a movement rather than a party. In this
      definition, the participation of organized labor (e.g., Peronismo in Argentina or Lech Walesa’s Solidarity
      in Poland) is essential, as is the tendency of populists to define their enemies an “anti-national” (ibid., 34).
      Di Tella’s definition, stressing charisma and clientele networks that allow the leader to reach down directly to
      his or her following, coincides with much of what we see in populist governments today. The growth of populism
      also has been linked to economic and political crisis, especially in Latin America.
    


    
      In this debate about the meaning of populism, the very definition of “people” seems at times more an act of
      intellectual imagination than something based upon hard fact. Jan-Werner Muller explains populism as “a
      particular moralistic imagination of politics, a way of perceiving the political world that sets a morally pure
      and fully unified – but … ultimately fictional – people against elites who are deemed corrupt or in some other
      way morally inferior” (2016, 26). In their edited volume, Cas Mudde and Cristóbal Rovira Kaltwasser (2012, 20)
      similarly define populism as a “thin-centered ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated into two
      homogenous and antagonistic groups, the ‘pure people’ and ‘the corrupt elite’ and which argues that politics
      should be an expression of the general will of the people.”
    


    
      One common denominator in these discussions is the acknowledgment that the agendas of populist governments
      include strong nationalism. One way or another, populists usually point to the damaging effects of foreign
      influence and investment, to a national identity that begs defending from external influence, and to the need to
      shield the country from globalization. Populists have, at times, also tried to redefine the national community as
      a conflict between real patriots and others who – although living in the same territory – threaten “the people”
      by conspiring against them through entanglements with foreign powers. I submit that this common denominator is a
      key defining factor of populism and that populism stems from nationalism.
    


    Populism as a Case of Nationalism


    
      I understand nationalism as the defense of the nation, however conceived. I submit that it has a broader meaning
      than populism, and I see most types of populisms as cases of nationalism.1
    


    
      Other authors also have come to similar conclusions. Luckacs, for instance,
      argues that populism can be a special kind of clientele network or mass movement based on hatred of “the other”
      and extreme nationalism (2005). Nationalism has long postulated populism’s major claims and they historically
      have been intertwined in ways in which the former has shaped the latter, rather than the other way around. Like
      nationalists long have, populists believe that “the people” are a special, unique, and, at times, superior group
      of people that need defending against “the other,” especially from foreign threats and influence. These are also
      the true nationals. Most of the populist lexicon explicitly and implicitly uses nationalist rhetoric. In
      addition, nationalist movements and groups have, like populists afterwards, antagonized not only foreign but also
      local elites. Populism’s mistrust of foreigners, immigrants, and refugees can be traced back to basic postulates
      of nationalist ideology. And finally, nationalists also have promoted protectionism and rejected
      internationalization, which are key points of populist agendas.
    


    
      Nationalism, unlike populism, preceded modernity (Greenfeld 2005).2
      In nationalist literature the notion of “nation” is broader than the notion of “people” as used by populism; it
      includes human, territorial, and institutional dimensions. Nations are defined as groups of people who believe or
      imagine that they share something in common (Anderson 1983). At the same time, that group should live under the
      jurisdiction of the same state and share similar values and historical trajectories. Even in diaspora situations,
      the relations between nations and states are essential to explain nationalism. The notion of “nation-state” means
      that the link between the two is indissoluble and that one state rules over one nation, and one nation only. When
      more than one nation lives under the jurisdiction of the same state or more than one state can rule over the same
      nation, states and nations also are intimately linked. Thus, regardless of different scenarios, the linkages
      between nations and states remain essential to strengthen or weaken nationalism and define the nation. This is
      something that twentieth-century populists have learned and applied, most times substituting the word “people”
      for the word “nation.” Thus, populists have placed an emphasis on the direct communication between populist
      leaders (the state) and “the people” that they are supposed to represent.
    


    
      The origins and evolution of nationalist ideology explains the consolidation and projection of PN in our times.
      It originated in the West, both in the periphery (Anderson 1983) and center (Greenfeld 1993, 34–77), soon
      expanding worldwide (López-Alves 2015). By the nineteenth century it was clear that this complex ideological
      system could shape the way people and governments conceptualized national identity (Hobsbawm 1990). The writing
      of national history constantly has produced concepts that are incorporated into this ideology and shape the
      process of differentiation needed for national identity (Hill 2008). Nationalism comprises an intricate, complex
      set of concepts related to identity and conflict (López-Alves 2015) that has, among other things, paved the way
      for populism. One of the outcomes of this long process is that in the twenty-first century, our collective consciousness of belonging to “a nation” has actually become part of our
      individual identity. The progression of national identity formation, thus, is key to explaining present day PN,
      which should be examined within the framework of this multifaceted and rich tradition, rather than within the
      traditional discussion on populism.
    


    The Institutionalization of National Identity and Populism


    
      In order to centralize power, facilitate governance, and achieve unity in the face of more urban, heterogeneous
      populations, during the 1700s western states started to institutionalize national identity. They accomplished
      this through rituals, myths, nationalistic discourse, the “invention of tradition,” and war (Hobsbawm 1984,
      1990). A rising consciousness of belonging to a larger whole and a stronger sense of nationalism soon began to
      emerge and consolidate. For some, this provided the needed cultural values for the growth of capitalism
      (Greenfeld 2005). Nationalism also proved divisive and virulent (Marx 2003). During the late 1800s, nationalism
      grew into a much more coherent and powerful ideological system worldwide; this is the time in which we see the
      formation of populist movements in the US and other regions of the Americas. Nationalism became capable not only
      of inciting war but also of setting the tone for public policy discourse and foreign policy. During the 1900s, it
      provoked collective action and war to an extent that no prior epoch had witnessed. Thus, while states never
      ceased to encourage nationalism, they tried to harness its destructive power (Hechter 2000, 3–23).
    


    
      Dividing peoples between “us” and “them,” nationalism conceptualized and redefined the notion of “people,” a key
      concept of populist doctrine. Nationalists, like populists, argued that culture, ways of life, and religion had
      to be protected (Hill 2008; Hobsbawm 1984). The struggle against colonialism and post-colonialism also became
      part of nationalist (and populist) ideology, and this applied both to the colonized and the colonizer. It is no
      wonder why nationalism, a powerful tool able to accomplish political and social change as well as provide
      legitimacy to rulers, became a complex and growing ideological system with its own semantics, routines of
      meaning, social practices, and rituals (López-Alves 2015, 171–178).
    


    
      Similar to what contemporary PN has argued about “the people,” nationalist ideology cemented the idea that
      nations had a right to self-determination and that they should defend themselves against the “other,” even by
      war. In the aftermath of World War I, people began to accept that public institutions were viable (and unbiased)
      if and only if they served the interests of the “national community” (Mee 2014). Constitutions, it was argued,
      should be written or rewritten to reflect the interests of the nation (or “the people”), public policy should be
      tailored to benefit nationals and exclude outsiders, and foreign policy should be devised to safeguard the
      welfare of a particular group of people. Throughout the 1900s, nationalism became the theoretical justification
      and institutional foundation of different kinds of regimes worldwide, populist
      ones included. Both in center and periphery, the growth of nationalism was unstoppable. No matter how dangerous
      it became, governments kept strengthening it. Indeed, after the horrors of World War I and during the time of the
      Versailles Peace Conference, Georges Clemenceau told the French Parliament that France’s priority was to defend
      its “identity” by “securing the borders of [the] homeland [and] … maintaining a strong army.” After World War II,
      both democratic and non-democratic regimes continued to resort to nationalism as a powerful political tool.
    


    
      During the 1950s, professional bureaucracies devoted to education, immigration, border controls, visa processing,
      policing, and taxation, consolidated collective consciousness about belonging to a larger group of people called
      the nation. Borders were secured, military budgets were increased, and special bureaucracies were created, in
      order to defend the “national interest” and regulate the status of foreign nationals. Public bureaucracies also
      created national memorials and enlarged the foreign service. In Europe, the US, and Latin America, passports and
      ID cards were issued massively, further strengthening that feeling of sharing a national identity. Only a tiny
      minority of Europeans and even fewer Latin Americans possessed a passport in the late 1800s; after World War II,
      proof that individuals belonged to a particular “people” and “patria” became a necessity.3 Bureaucracies dedicated to intelligence, espionage, and surveillance
      multiplied, adding to a collective consciousness of “us” and “them.” The enemy also could undermine the nation
      from within, which led to tighter control over the movements of peoples around the world; indeed, in 1949,
      “national security” became an official goal of the US government. During the twentieth century, populists adopted
      and expanded on these notions. In the twenty-first, PN has used these arguments to antagonize its foes and defend
      its friends.
    


    
      Populism has thus adopted concepts that emerged over the four centuries that marked the consolidation of the
      notion of national identity. Populists, like nationalists before them, constructed a discourse that intends to
      speak for the discontented, the left behind, and the losers of internationalization. Indeed, they have argued
      that interdependence does not promote cooperation but vulnerability, and that the people need to be prepared to
      defend their ways of life and values. Most variations of PN today promote a divisive ideology that views one
      group of people as “the people” that represent the real nation, while the rest are perceived as intruders or
      menaces.
    


    
      Once could not conceive modernity without nationalism. Figure 2.1 shows that, as a result,
      most modern political regimes retain nationalist components. It depicts the type of connections that have
      developed over time between these nationalist components and different types of regimes. It suggests that the
      influence of nationalist ideology over populist regimes has been greater than in other regime types.
    


    
      In sum, nationalism and the formation of the modern state went hand in hand, and thus nationalism became a major
      engine of regime formation in a variety of political systems. It either inspired regime change and revolution or
      affirmed the power of elites at the apex of the state, but whatever the case,
      it stands as a necessary ingredient of modern regimes.
    


    
      [image: Image]

      
        Figure 2.1 Modernity, Nationalism, and Regime Type.
      

    


    The Left, the Right, and the Political Tools of PN


    
      The twenty-first-century combination of populism and nationalism has expanded the ideological reach of both of
      them. It has become an eclectic ideology and this, I argue, is its most powerful weapon. Its discourse seeks to
      monopolize a conversation that for a long time remained the purview of the left, contrarians, and activists: that
      is, the defense of the working class. At the same time, PN has incorporated well-known themes and concerns that
      have worried conservatives and right-wingers across the globe, including the loss of their culture and ways of
      life at the hands of foreign powers, immigrants, refugees, and globalization. The defense of the nation, an
      appealing argument to both the left and the right, has today fallen into the hands of PN.
    


    
      Moreover, leftists, liberals, conservatives, and right-wingers traditionally have denounced corrupt political
      practices and illegal enrichment; today, PN has appropriated most of this discussion. For a long time, leftists
      have tried to replace elites with a leadership and a state more sympathetic to the needs of the working classes or “the people.” PN claims that it is on its way to accomplishing just that.
      Conservatives suspicious of welfare systems and socialized public policy have stood against big government and
      “corrupt” public bureaucrats. Today, PN echoes this mistrust of the workings of government. PN’s voices are no
      longer the voices of outsiders, since it is part of the political establishment of developed democracies in
      Europe and the US, and also of most governments in Latin America. Elites in power ignored the pleas of those who
      lost from globalization, both on the right and the left, and despite their strong nationalistic posture, they
      profited from globalization.
    


    
      PN has successfully exposed this hypocrisy and its strong criticism of “politics as usual” has found receptive
      ears. It has added a different spin to what resembles leftist or liberal opinions on traditional politics because
      its leaders claim to be outsiders and thus part of the people. PN also has successfully mimicked leftist
      criticisms of neoliberalism and globalization. But while the left failed to capture the support of those
      neglected by globalization and technological innovation, PN has done so. A few years ago it was unthinkable that
      globalization could be stopped. Today, PN’s growth is an indicator that globalization may not be as unstoppable
      after all. Global networks may no longer be unbreakable, and established international organizations may lose key
      members. Protectionism is being upgraded from a policy that the World Bank and other organizations had come to
      consider almost ludicrous to a likely global possibility. Recent events show that the loudest cheerleaders of
      globalization are no longer in the West but in the East. China, for instance, has become one of its major
      champions. And resistance to multinational corporations can come not only from grassroots organizations that
      mistrust their intentions, but also from states that not long ago supported them.
    


    
      Unlike traditional leftist or conservative incumbents, once in power PN leaders such as Donald Trump, Vladimir
      Putin, Viktor Orbán, and Hugo Chávez have effectively used social media (and often, television) as vehicles of
      direct communication with “the people.” Populists indeed claim that their leaders can directly hear the “voices”
      of their constituencies, a conventional claim of nationalists. While those who do not vote for them may be
      frustrated with this strategy, it has proven effective at keeping the support of those who do; indeed, criticism
      of the leader usually is taken as a personal offense because, among other reasons, it is perceived as a criticism
      against the nation.
    


    
      When thinking about PN’s prospects in Europe and the US, the experience of Latin America with other types of PN
      (mostly on the left, but also under military rule) reminds us that either defeated or victorious, PN leaves
      behind strong legacies that tend to bring it back to power or to produce new schisms in the status quo ante. This
      is, in part, the history of Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador, and Venezuela. In the early 2000s, PN
      regimes in the region secured the loyalty of about 30 percent of the electorate (Aragón 2013) and this kept most
      of them in power or contributed to their return to office. Likewise, in France Marine Le Pen’s party lost the
      2017 election but consolidated enough votes to remain an important force in
      government.4 Conservative versions of PN also have gained a voice
      in government in Sweden, Norway, Finland, Denmark, Holland, Germany, and Switzerland. As Judis has put it,
      “Rightwing populists champion the people against an elite that they accuse of coddling a third group, which can
      consist, for instance, of immigrants, Islamists, or African American militants” (2016, 75).
    


    
      Therefore, the firming of nationalist ideology worldwide and the construction of national identity as something
      that is in constant peril and needs guarding has paved the way for the consolidation of PN in both periphery and
      core. Its growing influence in domestic and foreign policy, especially in developed democracies, gives this type
      of nationalism enough leverage to influence and shape a global system in transition. Important questions,
      however, still remain. How did this particular combination of populism and nationalism become a force worldwide?
      Why did PN unexpectedly travel from the periphery to the center at this particular point in history?
    


    Why Twenty-First-Century PN?


    
      Let me list the main factors that triggered the rise and consolidation of PN during the twentieth and
      twenty-first centuries, and suggest why PN is here to stay.
    


    States and Nationalism


    
      Since their early stages of formation, states consistently have encouraged nationalism; this in part explains the
      spread of PN globally. There were times in which nationalism and populism were perceived as ideologies that found
      their natural home in developing societies or the communist bloc. Developed democracies seemed immune to their
      influence. The aftermath of World War II was such a time; it forced Latin America – and the Soviet Union – to
      confront US competition in a Europe reshaped by the Marshall Plan. This reignited nationalism and provided an
      opportunity for military leaders to step into politics and establish PN. They implemented strong protectionism,
      established alliances with the “people” using the labor movement as a vehicle, and promoted the idea of isolating
      their countries from international influence. Getúlio Vargas in Brazil after the great depression and Juan Perón
      in Argentina in the aftermath of World War II are archetypical cases.
    


    
      In contrast, two world wars appeared to have quenched Europe’s thirst for nationalism. Most analysts believed
      that under the aegis of the so-called liberal order that allied the US with Europe, PN and other “isms” could
      only consolidate in imperfect types of democracy or authoritarian regimes. Post-war Europe seemed safe and
      America somewhat immune. In the early 1950s the threat of PN, communism, or Marxist socialism, appeared far away.
      Modernization theory supported this idea. As “traditional societies” struggled in their pursuit of higher levels
      of economic development, nationalism and collectivism were due to disappear. At
      the apex of the developmental scale – which not surprisingly coincided with democratic rule in developed
      societies – nationalist rhetoric still existed but was relegated to electoral campaigning, a part of the
      democratic process.
    


    
      Predictably, some considered the US in a league of its own, immune to the disruptive influence of nationalism,
      free from totalitarianisms, and harboring only a mild populist tradition likely to be washed away by development
      and democracy. Never mind that both populism (Berlet and Lyons 2000; Epstein 2017; Judis 2016; Muller 2016) and
      nationalism had long been important currents in US politics.5 There
      seemed to be something special about the US. In comparison to its Latin American (López-Alves 2011) and European
      forms (Kramer 2012), US nationalism generated a different culture and vision of the nation that looked to the
      future, was progressive, and open to change. But as with many other nationalisms, it also looks backwards: Ronald
      Reagan and Donald Trump, for instance, emphasized past national glories. My point is that both nationalism and
      populism are not alien to the US. Lieven indeed reminds us that this is “a feature of American radical
      conservatism … the Republican Right and the Christian Right with their rhetoric of taking back America and
      restoring an older, purer American society” (2004, 7–8).
    


    
      What broke the artificial barriers that seemed to contain PN as a political choice for states in the periphery
      was globalization itself. Yet convergence theory also presumed what modernization theory had assumed: that
      radical nationalism and populism did not belong with development. Instead, globalizers believed that in the late
      1980s, the final fatal blow against nationalism (and populism) had taken place when governments around the world
      adopted globalization as part of their foreign policy and surrendered to the dictums of the global market and its
      regulators. During the 1990s, there was mounting evidence that religious, ethnic, and cultural resistance to
      internationalization was growing; yet liberals and conservatives interpreted these events as passing trends.
      While other ideologies such as communism, bureaucratic authoritarianism, anarchism, and neo-corporatism suffered
      ups and downs or went out of fashion among academics, in the day-to-day practices of states, nationalism remained
      a guiding principle both in underdeveloped and developed countries.
    


    
      The EU presented convergence theory with its most defiant stumbling block. There, states continued to invoke
      nationalism despite being formally a part of a suprastate organization. Nationalism did not soften. Despite
      Brussels’ efforts, it drove politics and finally secured PN a place in the governments of several EU member
      states. And of course, Spain, Britain, and Italy had long suffered from internal nationalistic resistance to the
      state. “Autonomous communities,” or what nationalists have argued are “nations within nations,” constantly defied
      central authority. The case of Cataluña and the independentistas’ capacity to seriously disrupt government
      from within stands as proof of PN’s power. In the EU today, PN’s supporters hold approximately 20 percent of the
      seats in national parliaments, more than double what they had 30 years ago. They are in power in Greece and Hungary and are making good progress in Spain (Luce 2017). In Italy, the Five Star
      Movement recently has gained considerable electoral terrain, becoming a solid political force. PN representatives
      sit in one-third of European houses of governments today.
    


    
      Does Vladimir Putin’s Russia fit the definitional parameters of PN? I argue that it does. Putin has successfully
      cemented a PN regime and is rewriting national history and reconstructing the state (Myers 2015; Ostrovsky 2017),
      as is Viktor Orbán in Hungary. This rewriting of national histories evokes a homogenous religious and ethnic past
      with little interference from outsiders. The French National Front and the UK Independence Party also are cases
      in point, and we can find similar attempts in the US. In sum, the intimate relationship between nationalism and
      the modern state has provided firm foundation for the consolidation of PN as a worldwide political force. PN can
      remain strong as long as nation-states continue to be the major actors of the global system. And there is no
      evidence that this is going to change any time soon.
    


    Neoliberalism


    
      A second development that since the mid-1980s facilitated PN’s expansion was the dominance of neoliberal policies
      on a global scale. This triggered strong nationalistic reactions in Latin America, Southeast Asia, Africa, and
      elsewhere. Neoliberalism paved the way for populist leaders in Latin America; Europe soon followed, and later the
      US. Anti-neoliberalism was equated with nationalist principles, the defense of local cultures and ways of life,
      and the rejection of foreign interference in the affairs of the nation. Populists added that “the people” had
      been the most negatively affected. In Europe first, and then in the US, conservative versions of PN that
      advocated ethnonationalism grew and developed. Meanwhile, leftist forms of PN in Spain, Italy, and Greece also
      flourished. Like many populists in Latin America, proponents vowed to redefine the nation against the elites and
      to represent the interests of the dispossessed.
    


    
      Neoliberalism became more than just economic theory: as applied by governments and international financial
      organizations such as the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the Inter-American Development Bank,
      it grew into an ideology with its own cultural, institutional, and political components. In many cases, it
      demanded a redefinition of national values, identities, and visions of the world. In the final analysis,
      neoliberalism tended to question the very meaning of “nation.” Because it required most countries to surrender to
      the demands of a vaguely defined global market, it called into question national autonomy and self-determination.
      In addition, powerful countries that claimed to be free traders kept protecting their key industries, while the
      rest faced stricter demands to make structural economic adjustments.
    


    
      The results soon became apparent. Neoliberalism exacerbated nationalist sentiment, fueled claims for
      self-government across Europe and Latin America, worsened conflict between labor and capital, contributed to the
      formation of anti-globalization movements, and prompted the rise to power of PN
      leaders who claimed to incarnate the best defense against foreign multinationals and banks. Even traditional
      politicians conceded that neoliberalism undermined national values. Small businesses complained about unfair
      competition that made them powerless against big corporations, unskilled workers felt left behind, and organized
      labor in both the core and periphery denounced the negative consequences of neoliberal policies.
    


    Powerlessness and Accountability


    
      Powerless and accountability also are important in explaining the worldwide expansion of PN. As national
      governments seemed to transfer power to supranational entities, political elites claimed exoneration from
      accountability. In a situation in which nobody seemed to take responsibility, voters in Europe and America shared
      a sense of powerlessness. In Latin America, average citizens felt that “others” made decisions that affected
      their lives. When asked, “Who do you think makes the decisions that affect your country?” a survey conducted by
      this author in 2012 showed that 45 percent of respondents in Argentina, 35 percent in Colombia, and 36 percent in
      Uruguay answered “the IMF, the United States, multinationals, the World Bank, and China.”6 Only 32 percent of respondents in Argentina blamed the national government
      for the declining situation of the country. In Colombia and Uruguay, the numbers were 57 percent and 50 percent,
      respectively. Likewise, European politicians shrugged away responsibilities, alluding to TINA (“there is no
      alternative”) politics.
    


    
      Left- and right-wing populists in both Latin America and Europe effectively tapped into this widespread sense of
      powerlessness. In the early 2000s, populist governments built support around nationalistic platforms in
      Argentina, Brazil, Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador. These included challenging the demands of international
      regulators, rewriting constitutions (or at least trying to do so), centralizing power in the executive, adopting
      dismissive attitudes toward domestic institutional practices, and creating foreign policies based on
      anti-Americanism and rapprochement with China and India. Soon the “people” that they represented became the “real
      nation,” and populist rulers their defenders. Populists in Europe and the US today, from both the right and the
      left, use nationalistic discourse to discredit the establishment and to oppose globalization. As James Kirchick
      points out, populism in power – like the extreme right-wing Orbán government in Hungary and the far left Syriza
      Party in Greece – keep a tight nationalistic agenda with similar goals (2017, 134, 220).
    


    Liberal Indifference


    
      By many accounts, globalization in developing countries has improved the lot of the very poor. Steven Radelet
      states that
    


    
      
        1 billion people have been lifted out of extreme poverty during the last two
        decades … [this] surely ranks as one of the greatest achievements in human history. … Poverty is falling,
        incomes are growing, debt levels have plummeted, inflation is at its lowest level in decades.
      


      
        (2015, 33–34)
      

    


    
      In terms of the overall creation of wealth, the world is richer today than ever, and some claim that it is a
      matter of time before a trickle-down effect takes place. Others, however, argue that in the long run
      globalization has increased inequality (e.g., Milanovic 2016), and assert that the problem is not the creation of
      wealth but its distribution. This debate gets even more complex when one adds the impact of technological
      innovation and the “virtual immigration” phenomenon of the “new globalization” (Baldwin 2016).
    


    
      What cannot be disputed is that the process has created winners and losers, fueling the consolidation of PN. In
      both developed and less-developed democracies, differentials favoring technocrats and those who have the “right”
      educational credentials have grown disproportionately. Edward Luce writes that in recent years,
    


    
      
        more students attended American elite universities from the top 1 percent of income backgrounds than from the
        bottom 60% … [and] about 1 in 4 of the richest Americans attended an elite university compared with less than
        half of 1 percent for the bottom fifth. … Why would not the losers be angry?
      


      
        (2017, 34)
      

    


    
      He adds that while in 2000 one-third of those in the US described themselves as lower class, it was almost half
      by 2015. Ask a Spaniard, an Argentine, or an Italian performing a low skill job whether she or he feels like a
      winner or a loser in globalization. Most of them pick the latter (Aragón 2013).
    


    
      Most Trump voters and those who support PN in Europe are suspicious of a system that seems to have forgotten
      them. Indeed, while politicians blamed their counterparts in other parties as well as “the other” (strangers in
      their midst) for their nation’s debacles or wrongdoings, voters felt neglected. PN supporters mistrust both
      domestic elites and international institutions. Stephen D. King has pointed out that a big dilemma at this point
      is whether it is possible to create new twenty-first-century institutions that could “combat this perception …
      particularly given the potential clash in values between what might be described as Western democracy and Eastern
      autocracies” (2017, 27).
    


    
      Can PN actually do something for those left behind? In the US, for instance, it would be very difficult to change
      the situation of poor whites or the way society looks at them. So far, neither Republicans nor Democrats have
      been willing or able to change a class system that has “hinged on the evolving political rationales used to
      (historically) dismiss or demonize … white rural outcasts” (Isenberg 2016, 18–19). As Isenberg argues: “Over the
      years populist themes have emerged alongside more familiar derogatory images
      but never with enough force to diminish the hostility projected onto impoverished rural whites” (ibid., 18).
    


    
      Both Democratic and Republican incumbents in the US have been somewhat blind to the discontent of the working
      class and the rural poor. Indeed, in the 1992 and 1996 elections, Ross Perot and Pat Buchanan challenged the
      system from the moderate left and the right, respectively. Both of them were strongly nationalistic and tapped
      into frustrations similar to those that suffuse PN today: illegal immigration; the loss of manufacturing jobs to
      China, Japan, and Mexico; capital flight to places offering lower labor costs; and the indifference of liberal,
      corporate, and professional America to the suffering of those left behind by globalization. Yet once the threat
      of a third party disappeared, those citizens were again forgotten. Maybe, as the liberal press has itself pointed
      out, “the Democratic Party has gotten too rich for its own good” (Edsall 2017).
    


    
      The failure of the center-left to acknowledge and act upon the needs of the less educated and working classes
      has, in the long run, helped pave the way for PN as a global phenomenon. The left constructed a balmy liberal
      global order that, especially in the developed core, promoted the wellbeing of liberal and leftist
      constituencies, technocrats, high tech professionals, and those who benefited from political correctness.
    


    Max Weber and the Notion of “Prestige”


    
      When one looks at why many working class constituencies support PN today and mistrust those with prestigious
      credentials, Max Weber’s definition of the nation, rather than the current debate on populism, comes to mind. He
      argued that the notion of nation is partly based upon prestige. The intellectually privileged and elites who
      claimed to incarnate this prestige, he wrote, came to believe (or conveniently believed) that they represented
      the “nation” itself. Weber thought that this feeling of prestige “often extend[s] down to the … masses and
      political structures rich in the historical attainment of power-positions … [and which] may fuse with a specific
      belief in responsibility toward succeeding generations” (1946, 179). Educated elites thought that they comprised
      a “special strata” of “partners” in a culture that eventually should trickle down to others. Under the aegis of
      these “influential circles,” the naked prestige of power is “unavoidably” transformed into the idea of the
      “nation,” and the state becomes “an imperialistic power structure demanding unqualified devotion” (ibid.,
      170–173). In order to achieve unity and avoid social unrest, the state and the upper classes used the idea of
      “nation” to create an artificial “emotional attachment.”
    


    
      Today, new classes of technocrats and professionals that incarnate a new notion of “prestige” have emerged.
      Having the right credentials, education, and international connections have become necessities to access
      positions of power. Political elites linked to corporate interests and the global system, rather than domestic
      ones, seem to run the show. PN reacted against this. It redefined the nation,
      going back to its cultural origins and traditions (invented or not), and contrasted the “real” nation to this
      idea of “prestige” which, linked to international interests, seemed to betray the very notion of nationality. The
      people, PN argued, needed to guard themselves from these new elites that showed nothing but indifference to their
      pleas and betrayed old national and local values.
    


    Democratization and its “Waves”


    
      Starting in the early 1980s, the world experienced what many have called the third or fourth waves of
      democratization (Howard and Hussain 2013; Huntington 1991). This, to some degree, crafted a sort of global
      political homogeneity based on a similar institutional design. This empowered PN. While there are many variations
      among democracies, the historical record shows that PN successfully has consolidated in different contexts of
      political competition and at different levels of development. One can thus argue that democratization has
      facilitated the spread of PN worldwide, both in its right- or left-wing versions. In a world where elites and
      institutions still need democratic settings, electoral competition, or other forms of popular plebiscites in
      order to gain legitimacy, PN has excellent chances of increasing its global influence.
    


    Public Opinion and Discredited Political Elites


    
      Globalization and democratization have enhanced the importance of public opinion worldwide, and polls indicate
      that most people perceive traditional political elites as incapable of, or unwilling to, deliver promised goods.
      This represents a significant change. At the Versailles Peace Conference following World War I, politicians
      seemed to incarnate the best hope for a new and better world. Royalty had ceased to embody the nation and,
      instead, “the people” did (Aronson 2014). Newly emerging politicians seemed much closer to the people and better
      able to understand their needs. Although this had been the case in the US since the eighteenth century, and in
      most of Latin America since the late nineteenth, Europeans and their colonies also now embraced this principle.
    


    
      By the early 1950s and after another world war, western public opinion in developed democracies still had faith
      in political leaders: citizens viewed them as victorious warriors who had spared the world from evil. But by the
      1960s and 1970s, voters became skeptical and the “people” increasingly displeased. Mainstream political parties
      across the world started to lose prestige and political apathy seemed to settle in. While a majority in the US
      and Europe still held the post-war system in high esteem, social movements, the young, and critics of the
      establishment strongly voiced their discontent.
    


    
      Nationalism grew sounder. Political leaders claimed that their mission was to “rescue” traditional national
      values from corruption, political malpractice, public overspending, and secrecy. In the 1980s, Ronald Reagan and
      Margaret Thatcher ran on nationalistic platforms, held anti-government views, and claimed not to belong to the political establishment. Reagan’s promise to restore greatness to the US was
      echoed by Trump in his 2016 campaign. Outsiders were popular precisely because they were outsiders. During the
      late 1990s and early 2000s, something similar happened in Argentina, Peru, Bolivia, Paraguay, Brazil, Ecuador,
      and Venezuela.
    


    
      Liberals, aware of weakening levels of trust, also employed nationalist discourse, even though they often favored
      a pro-globalization foreign policy when in office. Bill Clinton gained the White House in 1992 by claiming that
      the US needed an urgent recovery and should focus more on its own people than problems abroad, as had been the
      case under his predecessor George H. W. Bush. In Latin America, studies of public opinion showed that during the
      1990s and early 2000s, citizens were hardly optimistic about their elected representatives and a meager 22
      percent trusted the system (Aragón 2013).
    


    
      Mistrust in the establishment strengthened PN. While most young voters still oppose its conservative, right-wing
      versions, they often are enthusiastic about “progressive” and socialist varieties such as Podemos in Spain
      or the Syriza Party in Greece. Young constituencies also have supported Latin American populist leaders.
    


    Nationalism and War


    
      Finally, the high frequency of war and conflict has facilitated the growth of PN. Strife in Africa and the Middle
      East continue to push the young and unemployed out of those regions, triggering strong nationalistic reactions
      from right-wing PN in Europe and the US. What I call an ideology of emigration has taken root and forms a
      critical piece of the contemporary global system.7 Most current
      wars are about the protection of national values, cultures, religions, and ethnicities, precisely the points that
      PN has successfully brought forward. Peoples claiming a common ethnicity, religion, or national identity fight
      for their right to create new states that would accommodate their needs. The frequency of conflict is higher
      today than during the period prior to World War I (Wimmer 2013, 11–20), and thus provides a constant stream of
      refugees that also fuels conservative PN.
    


    Conclusions


    
      The spread and consolidation of PN in the present time is tied to the long historical process that
      institutionalized and consolidated national identity in the West, as well as to the formation of an international
      system in which nationalism has been a constant presence. At the present time, PN is contributing to the
      fragmentation of the international system and the multiplication of global actors; in other words, it is
      reshaping the notion of “global order.” I argue that the variables that have prompted its growth and expansion
      will not go away anytime soon, and therefore one can expect PN’s influence to grow.
    


    
      PN, right or wrong, has claimed that the uneducated, the rural poor, the
      small-town folk, the less skilled, and the unemployed, represent a “people” and a “nation” that have been taken
      over by the educated, the beneficiaries of globalization, the technocrats, elites tied to international capital,
      and, sometimes, the politically correct. It has tapped into Weber’s idea that “the nation,” as a unifying
      consciousness, could be a hoax orchestrated by the upper classes. Populists in Latin America, Spain, Hungary,
      Greece, and elsewhere have accused traditional elites of hiding class struggle and discrimination behind the
      mantle of democracy. The discontented and those who lost jobs due to capital flight feel they are “strangers in
      their own land,” as Hochschild (2016) phrased it in her analysis of the US. Another important factor that has
      helped populists of all persuasions has been the decline of organized labor, not only in the US but also in
      Europe, which deprived blue- and white-collar workers of a voice that they could feel as their own. PN offered to
      become such a voice. For right-wing and conservative populists, multiethnic, multicultural nations – which
      dominate the developed world today – are dangerous and anti-national.
    


    
      Can PN be the solution to the increasing inequality that has characterized many developed democracies? The
      historical record shows that, in the short run, selected lower income sectors usually benefit from populist
      governments. In the long run, however, most populist regimes do not break class structures; rather, they create a
      new political elite tied to a more powerful state. They fail to resolve the problem of income differentials, and
      their developmental strategies often run into bottleneck problems that paralyze the export economy and provoke
      antagonistic reactions from the business sector, as seen in Argentina, Brazil, Ecuador, and Bolivia. In the
      developing world as a whole, PN policies have decimated the middle classes, swelling the ranks of those under the
      poverty line, while increasing crime. Despite charges of corruption and wrongdoing, however, once PN regimes have
      conquered that magical 25–30 percent of the electorate, they have secured a loyal clientele that kept voting for
      the same leaders. It is to be seen if the experience of PN in the periphery of the global system applies to its
      core.
    


    Notes


    
      1 One could ask whether the US politician Bernie Sanders is
      an exception, a populist who is not a nationalist and therefore promotes the unity of “all” people regardless of
      nationality. I suggest that, as Sanders himself has stated, his position is more that of a socialist than of a
      populist (Sanders 2017).
    


    
      2 There is of course an ongoing debate about the origins of
      nationalism. I see it as an essential component and engine of modernity but agree with Greenfeld that in
      embryonic forms, the notion of “nation” and nationalism preceded the sixteenth century.
    


    
      3 After an international agreement standardized passports in
      1920, England, France, Germany, the Netherlands, and, to a lesser extent, Spain, modernized their emission. In
      the Americas similar policies were enacted. In Britain, the Nationality and Status Aliens Act of 1914 made it
      obligatory to be of British birth to obtain a British passport. Photographs and signatures as well as a personal
      description of the bearer were required, thus reaffirming the connection between nationality and the self.
    


    
      4 It should also be noted
      that in France, President Emmanuel Macron and his less than two-year-old party represent a rejection of politics
      as usual.
    


    
      5 Populism can be traced to the era of President Andrew
      Jackson (1829–1837), and one could argue that the US has been one of the world’s most steadily nationalistic
      countries. From its origins to what Lieven has defined as its “troubled” relationship “with the world that the
      country has created” (2004, 7, 22), nationalism in the US has never waned.
    


    
      6 Raúl Aragón, Director of the Public Opinion Program of the
      Universidad de la Matanza, Argentina, designed the questionnaire and helped interpret the surveys. Respondents
      were residents of Buenos Aires, Bogotá, Montevideo, and their surrounding areas, with a sample size of 1,400 in
      each city and a +/– 2.3 percent margin of error (p = 0.05).
    


    
      7 Even in peacetime, large numbers of the young and poor have
      been socialized to think that migration is their only chance for a better future, thanks in part to social media,
      the Internet, easy access to cell phones, and informal networks of communication. In places like Mexico, most of
      Central America, parts of India or Thailand, Northern and Central Africa, and increasingly in Eastern and Central
      Europe, more than three generations of people have reached maturity expecting to migrate to the West.
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      Chapter 3
    


    Why the
    Nation Never Really Went Away


    Gregory Jusdanis


    Introduction


    
      For those who believed in open borders, unhampered travel, and the free movement of goods, 2016 was an annus
      horribilis. Populist nationalism had revisited the earth to punish globalization theorists for their hubris,
      chastise cosmopolitans for their smugness, and terrorize bureaucrats in Brussels and London for their blindness.
      The British referendum to leave the European Union on June 23, 2016 traumatized all those who expected both the
      flattening of the world and the crumbling of the nation-state. And if this were not enough, the election of the
      profane, “American First,” Donald Trump added to the sense of the apocalypse. November 9, 2016, shocked the world
      as it overturned the myths about the place of the United States in the globe, the possibility of free immigration
      into the country, and American commitments to fighting climate change.
    


    
      Little noticed but perhaps more stunning was the collapse of the idea of American exceptionalism itself, that
      American civic nationalism had nothing to do with the vile, racist identities of the old world, and that the
      United States had avoided the ethnic divisions of Syria, Russia, and Rwanda through the strength of its
      constitution and liberal institutions. The election of a man who had called Mexican immigrants rapists, who
      harangued his followers to help “build that wall” and institute a Muslim ban, undermined the belief in American
      liberal nationalism. Standing amidst Trump’s rallies neutral spectators could be justifiably confused. Was that
      an American president speaking of national carnage at his inaugural address or Slobodan Milošević wailing of
      national humiliation in Kosovo on June 28, 1989 (marking the 600th anniversary of the Battle of Kosovo)?
    


    
      Populist nationalism had indeed returned with a vengeance to strike down all those liberal conceits about
      multiculturalism, cosmopolitanism, and transnationalism. As López-Alves and Johnson argue in the introduction to
      this volume, populist nationalism claims to protect “the national interests and ‘the nation’ from external or
      domestic threats,” striving to defend “a lost, forgotten, betrayed, or quintessential ‘nation’ incarnated in
      groups characterized by certain culture, ethnicity, or background.” In the early twenty-first century this
      populist nationalism voiced anger against globalization, foreign interference
      in national affairs, and immigration from the Global South.
    


    
      This form of nationalism spread alarmingly around Europe. Marine Le Pen’s National Front Party was gaining ever
      more power and acceptance, much to the discomfort of Leftists and bureaucrats. Youthful, blond, and energetic, Le
      Pen shifted from her father’s antisemitism to a more acceptable Islamophobia. The Alternative für Deutschland was
      organizing mass rallies against Muslim immigration in Germany. Elsewhere the right-wing Viktor Orbán had been
      elected Prime Minister of Hungary, promoting his brand of “illiberal democracy.” Scores of other populist parties
      from Poland’s Law and Justice Party to the Freedom Party of Austria demanded an economic protection, a return to
      national values, and the closure of borders to immigrants. Europe seemed to be falling apart.
    


    
      But did nationalism just return in the last couple of years or have we simply ignored its other manifestations
      elsewhere? The election of members of the neo-fascist Golden Dawn Party in the Greek parliament did not seem as
      threatening globally, nor did the possibility of Greece’s departure from the Euro. The scorched earth populism of
      the Philippine President Rodrigo Duterte, his summary executions of “drug addicts,” and open incitement to
      violence did not capture the world’s imagination. The left-wing populism of Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva, the
      President of Brazil (2003–2010), of Evo Morales of Bolivia, of Hugo Chávez (1999–2013) in Venezuela, and of his
      successor, Nicolás Maduro, appear to people as distant phenomena, limited in the latter case to the borders of
      Venezuela, despite the near anarchy in the country. The anxieties over the spread of populist nationalism had an
      American, Western European origin.
    


    
      Because of our ethnocentric and ahistorical predispositions, we think that nationalism, in this case, populist
      nationalism, emerged with Donald Trump, Marine Le Pen, Nigel Farage, and Viktor Orbán to destabilize the global
      order and demoralize liberals. Donald Trump and Brexit look apocalyptic only because we have forgotten the
      nationalist explosions and bloodletting of the 1990s. It was not long ago that the decomposition of Yugoslavia
      resulted in ethnic cleansing within Europe’s borders and that the downfall of the Soviet Union led to wars in
      Georgia, Chechnya, and between Armenia and Azerbaijan. The Rwanda massacre – the mass murder of about 800,000
      Tutsis by the Hutu majority – occurred only in 1994. The year 2016 seemed dark and ominous because the
      nationalist winds flew largely across the West.
    


    
      Although there is a vast distance from Kigali to Washington, and from Tbilisi to Paris, all of these events are
      different manifestations of nationalism that appeared 300 years ago and continues to incite and inspire people.
      While the independence of Kosovo from Serbia in 2008 and the creation of South Sudan as an autonomous
      nation-state in 2011, cannot be filed together with the populism of the UK Independence Party, they are part of
      the overall phenomenon, having to do with assertion of ethnic identity, the establishment of borders, the calls
      for a better future, the attempt to control national destiny, a desire to enter modernity, the demonization of the other, the fear of globalization, and the need to protect
      indigenous ways of life.
    


    
      In short, as I will argue, nationalism did not simply return in 2016 to haunt the Enlightenment project of
      universalism with its portents of antediluvian hell. It was always with us. We just overlooked it, charmed and
      enthused by the promises of the post-national ecumene, the conceit that we were ineluctably moving towards a
      world of free trade, swift communication, Instagram, international conferences, carefree sea-side resorts,
      idealistic NGOs, and sugary Coca-Cola for all. I propose that nationalism, including the populist nationalism of
      Donald Trump and Viktor Orbán, is the modern expression of the perennial tension between the local and the
      universal. Philosophers, globalization and Internet theorists, journalists, and politicians have prevented us
      from understanding its continuous presence by promulgating the fable of universalism.
    


    The End of History?


    
      From the vantage point of today’s post-global disenchantment, it is hard to believe that Francis Fukuyama
      published in 1992 The End of History and the Last Man, quixotically predicting that the crumbling of the
      Soviet Union, the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, and the termination of the Cold War would usher the triumph of
      liberal democracy. Seemingly blind to millennia of political conflict and social inequality, wars and invasions,
      he envisioned the gradual end of ideological struggle and the global acceptance of western forms of government.
      Impossibly teleological and simplistic, his book espoused the benefits of westernization and the global
      acquiescence to its dominance without asking if there has ever been in human history such an example of social
      and political equipoise.
    


    
      Others rushed to usher the heroic, new world. Not as eschatological in its determination though as buoyant in its
      sweep as Fukuyama’s work, Steven Pinker’s The Better Angels of our Nature: Why Violence Has Declined
      (2011), charted the incremental disappearance of violence in human society.1 In nearly 800 pages, Pinker wanted to demonstrate how modernity abhors violence in the home,
      the neighborhood, and the globe. In this elegant and orderly story of moral progress he left little space for
      paradox or contradiction apart from the path towards an angelic future. As a result, Pinker did not ask whether
      violence could take different forms, such as the imprisonment of a large section of a population. If violence is
      indeed disappearing, how could a peaceful people commit ecocide? How can those dedicated to social harmony
      exploit others economically? Why would people be so willing to defend their pacific life with weapons of mass
      destruction? And he never asked why people would risk everything to defend their homes.
    


    
      It is this attachment to home that the liberal intellectual had a difficult time accepting. Chief amongst these
      was Martha Nussbaum, whose work exemplifies and promotes the ecumenical philosophy that flourished in Hellenistic
      Alexandria, a city cosmopolitan to the extreme. In a much-cited essay, “Patriotism and Cosmopolitanism” originally published in 1994, Nussbaum described patriotic pride as “morally
      dangerous” and then pleaded that we “work to make all human beings part of our community of dialogue and base our
      political deliberations on the interlocking commonality, and give the circle that defines our humanity special
      attention and concern” (1996, 9). Who would not embrace these values? What was difficult to uphold, however, was
      Nussbaum’s narrow focus on the pathologies of nationalism without really considering why people invest passion
      and effort in their identities. Could we all live in the cosmopolitan centers so beloved by her? Moreover, could
      these pluralistic cities symbolically be possible without the parochial outsiders? The cosmopolitan requires the
      existence of the provincial as its ideological opposite in a simple us versus them opposition. Deep down,
      Nussbaum really exhibited high-class disdain for the local, for Normal Illinois and Plain City Ohio, places that
      the cosmopolitan, despite her liberal multiculturalism, would not like to visit let alone live in.
    


    
      Much globalization theory of the last twenty years has focused on the emergence of the translational society
      without paying sufficient attention to the counter currents, those forces and institutions that were pushing in
      the opposite direction. Emblematic was Mike Featherstone’s very influential anthology Global Culture
      (1990). Although its subtitle was “nationalism, globalization, modernity,” the book’s emphasis fell on outlining
      the “global condition”: the new interlocking system of states, intercontinental travel, mass tourism, NGOs,
      international law, financial markets, and media conglomerates, all of which transcended the borders of the
      nation-state. While it dealt with problems such as the spread of diseases like AIDS, the book captured the
      optimism of a new world system and the sense of vertigo it gave people, exhilarating and frightening at the same
      time.
    


    
      Clearly Featherstone, his authors, and others were describing a relatively novel phenomenon. Yet, they
      overemphasized the modernity of globalization, without showing how in one respect globalization is as old as
      history:2 the spread of humanity itself from East Africa to the far
      reaches of New Zealand being the most extraordinary and epic example. Before the Internet there was the Silk Road
      connecting Beijing to Constantinople and the Inca road system bringing together what is now southern Colombia and
      northern Argentina. People have always been in contact with one another, exchanged goods and ideas, though
      without the breakneck speed of today.
    


    
      But there was something new in the way people could travel all the way to Antarctica for a cruise,3 attend meetings in Davos, find Pizza Hut in Nairobi, watch the Gulf War in
      real time, move money instantaneously from one country to another, and find lost-lost friends or relatives via
      Facebook. Europe was eroding its borders, the Euro enabled free movement of wealth, and citizens could move
      freely within the Schengen system. Prosperity seemed reachable to all. The year 1989 seemed to signal the age of
      Aquarius, a new prosperity, a Pax if not Americana, certainly Europea.
    


    The New Global Order


    
      It was understandable that theorists could detect in this new world order the emergence of a global civil
      society. John Keane has described this phenomenon as a dynamic non-governmental system of interconnected
      socioeconomic institutions that straddle the earth, drawing it together while pluralizing power and diminishing
      violence. Comprising personalities such as Bill Gates, Desmond Tutu, the Pope, Naomi Klein, the Red Cross,
      Amnesty International, and Al Jazeera, Facebook, and Twitter, it not only interconnects but also redefines who we
      are, constituting an autonomous social space in which individuals and groups transform power relations (2003, 8,
      62). Not reducible to commodity capitalism, it exists, like Jürgen Habermas’ concept of civil society, between
      the market and state. Keane believes that this structure presages a new type of “cosmocracy,” a conglomeration of
      interlocking and overlapping sub-state and supra-state institutions and multidimensional power processes that
      have social effects on a global scale (97). This new type of dynamic polity would be something between the
      Westphalian model of independent nation-states and a unitary global government.
    


    
      There is no doubt that Keane’s description of current processes is correct. What we are seeing is the creation of
      multidimensional order, reminiscent of the decentered systems of the Medieval and ancient periods, something like
      the Holy Roman Empire, the Ottoman Empire, the Roman Empire, and even the Hellenistic Empire. But what he does
      not satisfactorily examine is the way people have always pushed back against globalization. Not everyone on the
      earth feels they are a part of the forward advance towards peace and prosperity.
    


    
      With some irony the Greek-Egyptian poet C. P. Cavafy (1863–1933) described the panhellenic world created by
      Alexander’s conquests, an order characterized by a fervent mixing of peoples but united by the Greek language and
      culture: “We the Alexandrians, the Antiochians,/the Seleucians, and the myriad/other Greeks of Egypt, and
      Syria,/and those in Medea and in Persia, and all the rest.” Stretching from Alexandria to Bachtria, a city near
      the Hindu Kush mountain range, the Hellenistic Empire prided itself on its policy of “judicious integration” of
      peoples and in the “common Greek tongue” (“In 200 BC”).4 The poem stresses the optimism and pride of a people who took Greek culture to the Indus
      valley, only to see this multinational society crumble at the hands of Rome in due time.
    


    
      Origen (185–255 CE), an early Christian author, uttered similar sentiments about the
      benefits of Roman imperium:
    


    
      
        It is quite clear that Jesus was born during the reign of Augustus, the one who reduced to uniformity, so to
        speak, the many kingdoms on earth so that he had a single empire. It would have hindered Jesus’ teaching from
        being spread through the whole world if there had been many kingdoms … because men everywhere would have been
        compelled to do military service and to fight in defense of their land.…
        Accordingly, how could this teaching, which preaches peace and does not even allow men to take vengeance on
        their enemies, have had any success unless the international situation had everywhere been changed and a milder
        spirit prevailed at the advent of Jesus.
      


      
        (Origen 1980, 2.30)
      

    


    
      Reading Origen’s sanguine description of the blessings of Roman power and Christian universalism, the reader is
      right to be confused: Is this Origen writing or Fukuyama? Are we dealing here with the third century or the
      twenty-first century? Is the reference here the Roman Empire or liberal democracy? All global systems have their
      apologists.
    


    
      Origen’s astonishing description shows that Christianity required not only the transportation networks but also
      the peace and order of the Roman Empire. Within that empire Christianity established its own ecumenical system
      that, like all universal systems, paradoxically pushed towards uniformity: “There is neither Jew nor Greek, there
      is neither bond nor free, there is neither male nor female; for ye are all one in Christ Jesus” (Galatians 3:28).
      In other words, Jesus strived to erase all ethnic, class, and gender differences, much like the nation-state,
      1800 years later, in the name of one – in this case religious – identity. We are all the same – the theory goes –
      whether as Christians in the second century or as Americans in the twenty-first.
    


    
      What we see in these two passages is that the tension between the local and the universal goes back to the first
      global systems, the continuing tug-of-war between some forces pushing towards one direction and others towards
      the other.5 In short, human beings have always tried to articulate
      their sense of belonging to local societies, tribes, families, and clans while negotiating their link to grander
      systems of power and economic exchange. Since the financial crisis of 2008 some theorists and journalists have
      tempered their faith in globalization, and have acknowledged the power of the irrational, the attraction of
      Heimat, the fear of joblessness, and the threat to indigenous beliefs. To be sure, it was hard to believe
      in the global goodness of the Internet when hate groups could use it just as easily as revolutionaries.6
    


    
      This double usage of the Internet shows that we still operate in the tension between the ecumenical and the
      native. Along with WhatsApp, UNICEF, the Dalai Lama, Nigerian pop music, tours of the Galapagos, Schengen, good
      nationalism, there is ISIS, the incarceration system of the United States, Alternative für Deutschland, financial
      austerity in Athens, repression of the Rohingya in Myanmar, drug cartels, tax evasion, climate change, bad
      nationalism. In one respect, this seems so obvious that it should require no commentary. Yet we were led to
      believe that globalization, modernization, secularization, and transnationalism were self-evident, one-way
      streets.
    


    From 1979 to 1989


    
      We celebrated 1989 for the freedom it unleashed from Prague to the Kamchatka peninsula of Russia and Tiananmen
      Square in Beijing. But we forgot that before 1989 there was 1979, another momentous year. As the journalist
      Christian Caryl argues in Strange Rebels: 1979 and the Birth of the 21st Century, in 1979 Deng Xiaoping
      introduced the financial reforms in China that impelled the economy towards the world and the world towards
      China. This financial integration of the global economy, however, was accompanied by the Soviet invasion of
      Afghanistan, the repercussions of which Afghanis and the world are still dealing with. Moreover, Pope John Paul
      II made his fateful trip to Poland, inciting further political liberalization there. The populist Margaret
      Thatcher trounced the Labour Party and introduced privatization and anti-union legislation in the manner of
      General Pinochet of Chile. As if this were not enough, the Ayatollah Khomeini overthrew the autocratic Shah,
      bringing to an end the Shah’s thirty-seven-year-old project to convert Iran into a modern, western, secular
      society much in the way that Kemal Atatürk had done in Turkey. Like Atatürk, the Shah consciously strived to
      minimize the place of Islam in the life of Iranians.7
    


    
      In other words, the westernization sought by the Shah in part instigated the Iranian Revolution, which in itself
      overturned the western concept of revolution as a secular movement. The year 1979 witnessed these mutually
      reinforcing and mutually repelling phenomena. The open led to the closed and vice versa. The year China unlocked
      its borders to the markets of the world, Iran turned inward. Unfettered westernization, seen as decadent and
      corrupt, led to the introduction of a theocracy. Freedom in Prague was accompanied by repression in Grozny. This
      is why 1979 can be seen simultaneously as an annus mirabilis and an annus horribilis.
    


    
      Yet the duality of this message seemed incomprehensible to the theorists of cosmopolitanism and globalization.
      “The engineers of social and material advancement,” Caryl writes,
    


    
      
        can easily succumb to the certainty that their program is scientific, inevitable, indisputable – that progress
        is, essentially, an end unto itself. But this is true only as long as an overwhelming majority of people within
        a particular society is willing to accept this vision. The story of 1979 can be seen as the story of those who
        rejected it.
      


      
        (2013, 341)
      

    


    
      This is not quite true. The year 1979 witnessed forces pushing towards and against globalization at the same
      time.
    


    
      The real message of 1979, and of any year for that matter, is that there is no final standpoint to history, no
      ultimate peace, nor a life of rational existence, free of painful conflict, no push forward without a
      counter-revolution. After all, Origen’s global order gradually dissolved. And Fukuyama’s “last man” is the illiberal, chthonic Donald Trump, who, rather than leading the world into free trade,
      open travel, and prosperity, threatens to burn it with dark carbon.8 There is a tenuous but disturbing link between the hammers used against the Berlin Wall and
      the spades digging for coal in West Virginia, the pulpit in Tehran and the dais in Washington. While we
      celebrated the fall of the Berlin Wall, we are horrified at the rise of the Mexican Wall.
    


    
      The year 1979 pronounced less the return of religion than the death of the secularization thesis. It showed once
      and for all that religion could be revolutionary. Although most sociologists had abandoned the idea of modernity
      becoming increasingly more secular, José Casanova affirms, the secularization paradigm continues to have “lasting
      convincing power,” despite overwhelming evidence to the opposite (Casanova 1994, 280). Indeed, he points to the
      way religion “went public” after 1979: the Iranian Revolution and the rise of political Islam, the emergence of
      Solidarity in Poland, the involvement of Catholicism in social and political movements in Latin America, and the
      resurgence of Protestant fundamentalism in the United States (3). What took place then was a “deprivatization” of
      religion, which refused to restrict itself to the pastoral care of its faithful.9 Although various religions had resisted secularization over the last two centuries, they had
      accepted their place in the differentiated structures of modern society. In the 1980s, however, they took on
      overtly political roles.10 In order to make sense and comprehend
      this phenomenon, Casanova suggests that the theory of secularization reconsider its three main prejudices, namely
      its penchant for Protestant subjective forms of faith and inwardness, for liberal conceptions of the public
      sphere, and for the sovereignty of the nation-state (39).
    


    Our Bias for Cosmopolitan Thinking


    
      I think that globalization theorists should take the same advice, and reflect on their past bias for
      cosmopolitanism, civic nationalism, and deterritorialization, predispositions that have made them not only
      associate nationalism with the pathologies of extremism but also to undervalue the continuing pull of cultural
      and local identification in the world. These prejudices against nationalism have clouded thinking about current
      political developments.
    


    
      Let us look, for instance, at the concepts of territory and borders. It has been commonplace for some time among
      political and cultural theorists to speak about the “disassembling of the nation-state.” Saskia Sassen, for
      instance, characterized this as the dominant condition of our global modernity. In Losing Control? Sovereignty
      in an Age of Globalization she argued that “sovereignty and territory,” key features of the global process,
      have been reconstituted and displaced onto institutional arenas outside of the state (1996, 26). Offshore banks
      and firms create an economy outside of the regulatory umbrella of the state. Moreover, she affirmed that the
      development of human rights code has devalued the distinction between citizen and alien (96). “Immigrants have
      diluted the meaning of citizenship and the specialness of the claims citizens can make on the state”
      (95).11
    


    
      Yet for all the talk about deterritorialization and “disassemblage,” territory
      has not lost its importance in spatial governance. The declaration of independence of Kosovo and South Sudan, two
      of the more recent examples of nationhood, involved the assertion of borders, guaranteed internationally. Some of
      the most intractable problems in the Middle East, the lack of statehood for the Palestinians and the Kurds, stem
      from the inability of both peoples to determine not only their own sovereignty but also their own borders. That
      these borders are subject to dispute, as they have always been since the inception of the nation-state, does not
      minimize their symbolic or material significance in interstate relations.
    


    
      To those who travel to conferences, work electronically, and are engaged in international finance, boundaries may
      seem invisible. And they may generalize their experience to others. But to individuals who produce and exchange
      commodities and manufacture actual goods, territory remains of the utmost consequence (Maier 2016, 291). Indeed,
      to refugees borders have always remained not only physically real but almost unscalable. As Gazmend Kaplani, an
      Alabanian refugee in Greece discovered, “there are two categories of people – bearers of ‘cool passports’ and
      everybody else.” To those with good passports, “borders are nothing more than invisible lines, a trick of the
      imagination … as translucent as the light of the Mediterranean.” But those holding bad passports suffer from a
      “border syndrome” and crossing borders becomes an existential event (2009, 155). Whether in the Balkans, in the
      ballot boxes of the United States and Europe, the conflict in Ukraine, or the ongoing struggle for Palestinian
      and Kurdish independence people still recognize borders; they prize territory and seek the metaphoric and
      economic benefits of nationhood.
    


    
      These different approaches to conception of territory and borders, from the winners and losers of globalization,
      bring to light again the old truism that globalization is both enriching and threatening at the same time, with
      people fearing and welcoming it for a variety of reasons. For instance, as products, institutions, and ideas
      spread around the world, say Hip Hop, there is a greater homogenization of the world’s musical productions but
      music fans within a particular society would have a greater choice in musical traditions available to them.
      Although regions may look more and more alike, individuals within those locales have greater scope to pursue
      different paths. Globalization, according to Tyler Cowen, favors homogenization across the world but
      heterogeneity within a society, tending to encourage internally diverse polities rather than the proliferation of
      small unique ones (2002, 15, 65).
    


    
      But the inclination of theorists like Cowen to see the world as a marketplace prevents them from fully
      understanding people’s emotional attachment to their traditions. This preference for economic thinking not only
      elevates choice into a universal value but also fails to recognize the legitimate menace individuals might feel
      in this dialectic between homogeneity and heterogeneity. From time immemorial globalization in the form of trade,
      invasions, and imperialism has threatened groups with ethnic extinction. We may ask, for instance, how many
      ethnic groups thriving in the Byzantine Empire survive today. How many had just
      blended into other configurations, been absorbed, and disappeared? Cowen rightly says that today’s “so-called”
      indigenous cultures are regroupings, yesterday’s remixed versions of previous expansions (2002, 59).
    


    
      From the historian’s dispassionate perspective, this observation may be insightful. But to someone whose native
      tongue is about to disappear, a possibility facing many languages today, it seems callous. That from a historical
      point of view all societies are syncretic does not diminish the threat individuals may see in the possible loss
      of their identity. Globalization theory is often unsympathetic to the love speakers feel for their languages and
      the battle they might wage to save them. Often disregarding the centrality of culture in social life, it does not
      sufficiently take into account the continuing affection individuals may feel towards their locales, a warmth that
      is not always instrumental. People have over the ages been prepared to die for these sentimental connections and
      go against their economic self-interest.
    


    The Pull of the Local


    
      Thus, a major weakness of proponents of globalization theory over the last thirty years is to underplay the pull
      of nationalist sentiments and to overplay transnationalism as an unstoppable, eschatological process. For this
      reason proponents of globalization have been surprised and caught unaware by events like the Iranian Revolution,
      resistance to the extra-territorial push of the European Union, and the expansion of global markets, portraying
      these phenomena as irrational, if not pathological. You don’t have to be a rabid nativist to worry about the
      bureaucratic powers of Brussels or the effects of American films and music on your culture. Commentators who have
      responded to the shock of Brexit and Trump by demonizing the nation one more time have forgotten that the
      nation-state emerged as a novel political entity at the end of the eighteenth century in part due to the threat
      of globalization in modernity.
    


    
      The modern, centralized state had at its disposal the technical know-how and the reasons to infiltrate and affect
      daily life in a way unimaginable in the past. The Persian, Roman, and Ottoman Empires had neither the intent nor
      capacity to determine the minutiae of social life beyond urban centers. Indeed, the Hellenistic culture created
      by Alexander’s territorial acquisitions was a largely urban phenomenon (see Brown 1992). His army did not possess
      the means to affect the daily life of the provinces, though a slow exchange between cities and country was
      inevitable. As a result, the Hellenistic Empire could not practice a policy of centralization, aimed at the
      creation of cultural uniformity, as the modern state aspires to do. Indeed, what characterized these pre-modern
      empires was the degree of cultural and religious autonomy they offered subject peoples. The Ottoman Empire, for
      instance, divided its population into millets, or ethno-religious rather than geographically determined
      groupings, such as the Muslim, Orthodox, Jewish, or Armenian millet. A person belonged to the Orthodox millet independently of her place of residence, Athens, Alexandria, or Antioch.
      Because it was not tied to territory, each millet enjoyed a high degree of cultural leeway to determine the
      social practices of its people. Thus, the Greek Orthodox subjects of the Empire did not fear that the Empire
      threatened their way of life as Greeks in contrast to the nationalist elites of the nineteenth century who wanted
      to scrub away from Greek culture every vestige of Turkish influence.
    


    
      This changed, however, with the emergence of the modern, omniscient, compact, and centralized state that took an
      active interest in documenting, knowing, and organizing its population. As a result, an invading army could now
      imperil traditional folkways in ways unimaginable in the past. Consequently, people sought to protect these
      practices from their enemies, heightening their sense of uniqueness and attempting themselves to gain the
      trappings of a state. We see this in the resistance nations across central Europe and Scandinavia waged during
      the Napoleonic Wars of 1803–1815. The peoples of the various states and principalities that made up the loose
      confederation of the Holy Roman Empire now faced an aggressive state bent on imposing the universal values of the
      French Revolution upon them. They responded both militarily by actively resisting Napoleon’s armies and
      ideologically by formulating their own national culture.
    


    
      The German philosopher Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762–1814) exemplified this position in a series of lectures,
      “Address to the German Nation,” that he gave in Berlin in 1807–1808 after Prussia’s humiliating defeat in 1806,
      an event that dissolved the Holy Roman Empire. Speaking to a city vanquished and chastened, he spoke of cultural
      renewal and political unity. His speeches now stand as classic nationalist documents, yoking together culture and
      politics, nation and state, arguing in a circular manner the need of a state to protect culture, and justifying
      the state in name of the culture. Facing their resounding defeat at the hands of their French enemies, German
      political and cultural elites endeavored to unite the German people into one country, a process not completed
      until 1871. In this particular case, the French invasion spurred on German intellectual and political figures to
      unify their country.
    


    
      This drive to protect indigenous identities by nationalizing them is hardly a Western European feature alone but
      a feature of all colonial struggles. Foreign invasion or colonization compels indigenous intellectuals to compare
      their society and the foreign invader, much in the way Germans had wondered why France seemed to be so far ahead
      and their own society so backward. All nationalist struggles begin with comparison of an unjust present with a
      free future, of the technologically superior invader/colonizer and the belated colonized society, of a scattered
      nation and a unified nation-state. In the colonial situation, Partha Chatterjee has shown, nationalists accept
      the technological advance and sophistication of the colonizers, their statecraft, communication, science, and
      economy. At the same time, they assert the cultural advantage of the nation, which they separate from the power
      of the colonizer, declaring it sovereign beyond the occupier’s control (1986, 6). The “search for national
      culture” by intellectuals in colonial societies, has been motivated by their
      “anxiety” about being “swamped” in the foreign culture and about “becoming lost to their people” (Fanon 1963,
      209).
    


    
      Greece under the Ottoman Empire faced a different situation. Greek intellectuals made comparisons between what
      they perceived as their corrupt and technologically backward society and the better organized and technologically
      superior European nations. They advanced then a program of national renewal and political revolution against the
      Ottoman Empire. After many decades of effort Greeks launched in 1821 the first revolution against the Ottoman
      Empire and the first nationalist struggle against a foreign foe.
    


    
      In Egypt, to remain within the Mediterranean, political elites felt so humiliated by Napoleon’s invasion in 1798,
      that they too inaugurated a process of modernization in order to catch up with developments in Western Europe.
      Key here was Mohammed Ali (1769–1849) who instituted a series of economic, social, and military reforms in order
      to modernize his society. In his wake nationalist intellectuals began to see a direct correlation between “the
      realization of Egyptian authenticity and the attainment of modernity” (Gershoni and Jankowski 1986, 130).
    


    
      The tensions experienced by Germans, Greeks, and Egyptians at the end of the eighteenth and beginning of the
      nineteenth century between the modern and the traditional, the global and the local, which contributed to the
      rise of nationalism, are still operant today. That is to say, people feel the threat to their cultural identities
      and seek ways of protecting them.
    


    
      Of course, the propensity to cultural survival is not the only impetus to nationalism. Since the latter part of
      the eighteenth century, people have sought statehood because it is the only condition of self-rule in modernity
      (Taylor 1993, 42). The nation-state has presented itself (ideally) as a society of free and equal citizens ruling
      themselves. The experience of sovereignty in eighteenth-century Europe therefore has been different from that of
      Renaissance city-states or from the Athenian polis.12 People prize
      and guard citizenship because it grants certain rights and privileges. Apart from these material benefits, it
      also provides emotional ties related to but sometimes independent of the drive to self-government.
    


    
      The nation-state entails the union of two components, the culture and politics, a link between the drive to
      sovereignty and to a sense of belonging. Self-rule, in other words, has a cultural component, something that
      political theorists have often ignored. But it is culture that makes nationalism such a unique discourse and that
      renders the nation-state such a modern construct. While ethnicities have flourished since early antiquity, the
      idea that there should be a cultural overlap between those that govern and the governed, between territory and
      identity is without precedent in history. Some historians look for antecedents of nationalism in the Roman Empire
      and Byzantine Empire, for instance, and in forms of medieval statecraft (see Kaldellis 2013). While forms of
      cultural identification surely existed then, there is no example before the eighteenth century of a political
      structure claiming as its raison d’être the idea of cultural uniformity, that is, the belief that all
      people living within the state’s borders should share the same characteristics such as language, religion, or
      common origin. There is little evidence that pre-modern states either strived
      for such a form of uniformity or that they ever justified their existence on the basis of this homogeneity. The
      crucial difference is Walker Connor’s useful description of the nation as a self-aware ethnic group (1978, 388).
      While ethnic groups have thrived since before recorded history, which means that they posited conceptual
      boundaries between themselves and their neighbors, only in the modern period did they render these boundaries the
      basis for statehood. That is to say, in modernity ethnic groups made their identity the basis of their polity,
      yoking the nation and the state together for the first time (Jusdanis 2001).
    


    Ethnic Groups Will Always Be With Us


    
      Ethnic groups have sought and continue to seek independence and the trappings of statehood because they feel
      sufficiently distinct from their neighbors. On the basis of this distinction they also believe that they can
      further protect this cultural difference. They claim the basis for self-rule on their supposed difference from
      others and they argue for the necessity of sheltering their cultural distinction within their own borders. The
      nation makes a circular argument, purporting to shield the very thing it uses as a root of its own reason for
      being. But this makes for a compelling argument.
    


    
      But as critics we have to ask ourselves: Why did the various republics of Yugoslavia rush to claim sovereignty?
      Why should Palestinians seek their own nation-state? Why not be absorbed within Jordan? Why have the Kurds been
      waging a struggle for decades to form an independent state rather than be divided amidst Turkey, Iran, Iraq, and
      Syria? Why shed so much blood for an idea? For that matter, why do Basques, Quebecois, or Scots risk their
      political and economic order by claiming statehood? Why did the Catalonians push their society to the state of
      non-governability in 2017 and 2018? These four ethnic groups all live within their own respective liberal
      democracies. Independence will not win them more political freedom. Indeed, it may even disrupt their economic
      security, at least temporarily, as the case of Catalonia has shown. Yet, they jeopardize this stability for the
      unknown future in order to have the Quebecois or Catalonian flag fly at the United Nations and see their athletes
      bearing it in the opening ceremony of the Olympics.
    


    
      These are not petty or empty symbols but key aspects of modern life: self-rule, independence, belonging,
      solidarity, self-recognition, and the acknowledgment by others. In the modern period a stateless nation floats in
      a nether-land of political existence, as something untenable and inauthentic. No nation wishes, therefore, to be
      like Puerto Rico, neither a state of the United States nor an independent nation-state. Indeed, Puerto Rico
      presents a cautionary tale of a nation lost in the vicissitudes of history. A Spanish colony since 1493, it
      became a possession of the United States in 1898 and since then has an anomalous existence, being part of a
      country that neither wants it nor wishes to let it go.13 Puerto
      Rico is a nation without the international status of statehood, teetering on the margins of international politics without the hope of declaring its own borders. Hurricane Maria that
      struck Puerto Rico in the summer of 2017 highlighted this island’s political ambiguity.
    


    
      Because many theorists still underestimate the cultural dimension of social existence, they misunderstand the
      continuing attraction of nationalism. Or they reject it in favor of the variously named civic nationalism or
      constitutional patriotism, pointing to the United States as a country that posited self-rule rather than cultural
      difference as the basis of governance.14 While American colonists
      did not fight against a foreign foe, as did the Greeks for instance, they saw themselves united by language,
      national origin, religion, and race.15 In other words, just because
      they did not launch their struggle in the name of American identity, it does not mean that cultural factors were
      absent in the subsequent creation of the country. Indeed, the racial divisions defining the country since its
      inception and the nativism that has periodically exploded in the course of history should put to rest the
      supposed purity and blamelessness of civic nationalism. And the election of Donald Trump, who unashamedly
      expressed a political program of ethnic and racial fear and hatred, should further temper the tendency to posit
      the United States as exceptional, a country untouched by old-world, internecine proclivities.
    


    
      The distinction between cultural and civic nationalism is absolute and reductive, more doctrinaire than
      insightful. It may be useful in tracing different historical trajectories of nationalism but simplifies history,
      turning it into a morality tale of good and bad nationalism. Those cleaving to it only grudgingly acknowledge
      that national identity is part of a citizen’s relationship to the state and that social and political life has a
      cultural component. Enamored with the idea of democracy as the pursuit of rights and an expression of
      obligations, they overlook that it also has to do with the creation and acquisition of meaning.
    


    
      Nationalism as a political project appeared in the eighteenth century because it presented an attractive way for
      people to comprehend changes taking place in the modern world. The idea that “a large and rather heterogeneous
      group of people were all members of one nation” seemed to become a self-evident and desirable goal for the first
      time in history. “It provided a framework within which a large variety of different individual and collective
      projects could be worked out in ways which were both practical and meaningful” (Poole 1999, 24).
    


    
      Nationalism arose in the cultural, economic, and political interactions of groups in the modern world, a time
      when capitalism and colonialism brought more people together at a faster rate, thereby enhancing the
      opportunities for both cultural exchange and cultural death. This heightened communication further sharpened
      awareness of cultural borders, placing an emphasis on uniqueness and maintaining difference from neighbors.
      Nationalism appeared as a way of dealing with these changes, allowing for participation in modernity while also
      protecting the local and “authentic.”
    


    
      Nationalism then is the modern expression of the age-long interaction between the universalism and the local, the
      globalization and the indigenous, the whole and the part we saw in Origen. It
      promises people that they can partake in globalization with the assurance that their language, religion, their
      way of life would survive the unceasing drive towards homogeneity. For every impulse that pushes towards
      sameness, the nationalist screams for the value of authenticity and uniqueness. Nation-states both create
      conditions within their borders for homogeneous consumption patterns but also frustrate global flows by
      strengthening their borders (Urban 2001, 259). In a world where individual cultures are threatened with oblivion,
      nationalism asserts the possibility of moving forward, of getting ahead while also maintaining what is most dear.
      Nationalism, in short, is nothing other than our expression to be modern.
    


    
      For this reason, it is wrong to see it as the opposite of globalization or to imagine a time unfettered by local
      identification. Nationalism can descend to internecine conflict, ethnic cleansing, and genocide. It can express
      itself in the hostility to globalization and immigrants, as we see today. But nuclear power supplies carbon free
      energy while also the possibility of total destruction. The Internet can enable political protests in Cairo while
      also allowing terrorists to recruit their followers. There is no human institution or form of technology that is
      totally virtuous.
    


    
      Let us give up the illusion that the world will be as free from ethnic identities. Instead of railing against
      nationalism, we should try to understand the reasons for its continued appeal, to marshal its positive energies,
      and fight against its extremes. Trump, Farage, and Maduro are not its only faces. Another more powerful current
      of nationalism encourages us to see the Other not as the enemy but in the way Aristotle conceived of the friend –
      as another self. Nationalism represents both our impulse to be free and our need to coexist with our neighbors.
    


    Notes


    
      1 Continuing his celebration of teleological thinking, Pinker
      has argued recently for the ineluctable power of progress: Enlightenment Now: A Manifesto for Science, Reason,
      Humanism and Progress (2018).
    


    
      2 See here the case of Mesopotamian imperialism and the
      creation of global systems in ancient Uruk (Algaze 2001).
    


    
      3 We should bear in mind that even before the restrictions on
      travel after the terrorist attacks of 2001, international travel was a privilege not only of the wealthy but also
      of those holding the requisite documents. Most of the world’s passports do not permit visa-free travel. If you
      are a young man living in Lagos or Quito, the chances of getting a visa for the United States or Europe have
      always been minuscule.
    


    
      4 My translation.
    


    
      5 Garth Fowden demonstrates how this conflict between the
      ecumenical and the particular functioned in late antiquity (1993).
    


    
      6 A certain boosterism accompanied the rise of the Web,
      particularly of social media like Facebook and Twitter. The Internet was credited not only with bringing about
      social rebellions during the Arab Spring but also for spreading peace and prosperity around the world. It did not
      take long to realize that terrorists could as easily spread their message and attract followers as social
      activists. See the useful correctives to Internet “centrism”: Lanier (2013) and Mozorov (2013).
    


    
      7 Needless to say, the
      autocratic Recep Tayyip Erdogan, first elected Prime Minister in 2002, is undoing the decades-long Turkish
      experiment with secularism.
    


    
      8 It is appropriate that the first book of 2017 to express
      the post-Trump, post-global disenchantment, takes an anti-Fukuyama title, The Retreat of Western
      Liberalism, by Edward Luce. Writing twenty-five years after Fukuyama’s announcement of western triumph, Luce
      argues that western liberal democracy is far closer to collapse than we may wish to believe.
    


    
      9 This phenomenon of deprivatization of religion is a part of
      what sociologists call the de-differentiation of society, that is, the breaking down of the barriers between
      previously separate spheres such politics, religion, the bureaucracy. See Luhmann (1982).
    


    
      10 Not only have societies not grown progressively secular as
      social scientists and philosophers had predicted, but also religions are no longer confined to private spaces.
      “New types of globality and cosmopolitanism are becoming visible in, and arising from, organized religions. They
      can coexist with regressive forces in those religions, signaling the complexity of the religions’ organizational
      architecture” (Sassen 2011, 455).
    


    
      11 This statement seems naïve, almost unreal after Brexit and
      Donald Trump, two developments that have sharpened the distinctions between citizen and non-citizen, immigrant
      and resident, rather than erasing them. See also Sassen (2008). Her view here on the seemingly ineluctable spread
      of globalization, contradicts her position that societies have not been in fact becoming more secular. In other
      words, there is always resistance to any particular social or political development.
    


    
      12 Paul Cartledge discusses how the modern drive towards
      self-rule appropriated the Athenian concept of democracy – the taking of collective decisions in public following
      an agreed-upon process of open debate in a community constituted by citizens (2016, 36). Cartledge shows how
      political thinkers in seventeenth-century England revived the Athenian idea. The Athenian polis, despite its
      limitations, saw itself as a product of self-institution as opposed to the result of divine revelation. This
      followed a process of demythologization of philosophy, which tried to explain the world through a process of
      natural investigation, limiting in this way the power and presence of the gods in society.
    


    
      13 See Monge (1997) and Burnett and Marshall (2001).
    


    
      14 On civic or constitutional nationalism, see Kohn (1956),
      Walzer (1992), and Ignatieff (1993).
    


    
      15 I have argued this in greater detail in The Necessary
      Nation (2001) where I dispute the possibility of a civic nationalism, of a nationalism based on a political
      idea and of a nation held together by constitutional documents without reference to ethnicity or race. It is more
      realistic to speak of an intertwining of cultural and political threads in a nation.
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    Introduction


    
      Conspiracy theories have long operated in political discourse. These narratives attempt to explain social events
      and phenomena as produced and manipulated by secretly operating elite groups. In doing so, they produce
      narratives reflecting a perceived power flow in society that reflects the ideological framework of the adherent
      (Nefes 2014; Sunstein and Vermeule 2009).
    


    
      On an individual level, conspiracy ideation can serve three functions. First, it may serve as a psychological
      tool for adherents. For example, Sullivan et al. (2010) find that people will endow perceived enemies with
      certain powers to compensate for the adherent’s sense of a lack of control within their environment. This may
      serve to help people feel less overwhelmed by social and environmental problems and increase feelings of
      empowerment as it centralizes the cause of negative phenomena into a single entity. Second, adherents may use
      conspiracy narratives as explanations meant to challenge dominant narratives regarding social power structures
      (Sapountzis and Condor 2013). Third, scholarship suggests that conspiracy ideation might mask social biases that
      adherents feel unsafe or uncomfortable expressing (Swami et al. 2014).
    


    
      Within social and political organizations, one can easily see how conspiracy narratives are employed as frames. A
      frame is a story that intentionally and keenly crafts an ideologically laden narrative regarding an event,
      experience, or other social phenomena (Snow and Benford 1992). Frames are often used to recruit and spread
      movement narratives to non-members but also serve to increase commitment within social movement organizations
      (Noakes and Johnston 2005). Frames are also able to shift broader political discourse (Rochon 1998). Thus,
      understanding the nature and nuance of conspiracy ideologies within contemporary right-wing populist
      organizations can first, help explore the appeal, nature, and impact of said organizations; second, uncover the
      ideological and historical roots of the movements’ organizing; and third, provide insight into the ways that the
      movements influence both members and the broader public.
    


    
      This chapter explores the conspiracy narratives employed in contemporary right-wing populist movements of the
      United States and the United Kingdom. We explore the unique employment of
      conspiracies rooted in: (a) perceived threats to national sovereignty, (b) ethnonationalist nightmares focused on
      issues of race and ethnicity, and (c) threats posed by manipulative intellectual, political, and economic elites.
      Ultimately we show that these conspiracies present as organizational frames: they reflect an oversimplified
      ideological enemy of members of the organization that serves to create an enhanced collective identity for
      movement members resulting in increased activist commitment. Despite the movements’ small size, their frames
      potentially seep into and alter broader social discourses.
    


    Right-Wing Populism in the US and UK


    
      As López-Alves and Johnson describe in Chapter 1, populist
      nationalism claims to reflect the needs of average Americans and the United States vis-à-vis perceived threats.
      We see three conspiratorial narratives, or frames, of right-wing populism reproduced in contemporary movements
      that reflect these themes. First, the preservation of national sovereignty. This frame seeks to preserve and
      maintain national autonomy in relation to a perceived international entity. In our cases this manifests through a
      narrative of the dangers posed by certain global policy initiatives or transnational bodies and alliances such as
      the United Nations (UN) or the European Union (EU). Second, anti-elitism emphasizes distrust toward politicians
      and other intellectuals with power in society. In our cases it manifests in a frame that constructs academics and
      scientists as seeking to brainwash the population and cunningly control economic programs. Third,
      ethnonationalism frames the nation as an ethnic community, with a shared language, religion, culture and
      “heritage,” and often with a common “race.” This frame presents immigrant populations as maliciously intentioned
      and harmful to the nation. It is upon this frame that contemporary conspiracies about the death of Christianity
      at the hands of Islam and concurrent narratives regarding an impending race war emerge. Importantly, these three
      frames, rooted upon historical right-wing populist ideologies, are interconnected and often inform one another.
    


    
      Right-wing populism has long been present in the United States, starting with the American Revolution (Berlet and
      Lyons 2000; Formisamo 2012). The movement excluded women, people of color, and poor individuals. Framing the
      British crown as elitist, it scapegoated this entity to turn attention from inequality in colonial society. The
      movement fostered both a drive for independence and an attempt to expand white privilege in society. From this
      period a number of populist groups emerged: antimasonry efforts to destroy the elitist and anti-Christian Order
      of Masons; the Jacksonianism of the 1920s which promoted and extended racism and racist oppression by middle and
      working class white men; Theodore Roosevelt and the Progressives who sought to mobilize white, male Americans
      against the elitist left; Nativist movements that blamed immigrants for the problems facing America; the KKK
      which scapegoated black Americans, Catholics, Jews, and immigrants; and the
      John Birch Society which unifies “real” Americans (hard working, middle and working class whites) against people
      of color, immigrants, and global elitists (Berlet and Lyons 2000).
    


    
      Contemporary right-wing populism in Britain, likewise, has deep historical roots. At least as far back as the
      Peasants’ Revolt of 1391, the laboring classes have periodically mobilized to protest against controlling elites
      and demand greater rights for the “common man.” But populism became more pronounced in Britain as the preeminence
      of the British Empire waned in the early twentieth century. In the lead-up to World War I and during that
      conflict, groups such as the John Bull League decried mainstream politicians as elitist, corrupt, and
      out-of-touch. They called for simple, “common sense” policies and the reduction of government “red tape” and
      burdensome regulations. And, as the war escalated they often employed xenophobic rhetoric not only about Germany
      but about many other European nations as well (Nash 2015). Later, in the wake of World War II and amidst the
      escalating disintegration of Empire, popular discontent was fomented by a combination of demographic, economic,
      and political shifts. Namely, Britain was losing its place as a global superpower, increasing numbers of
      non-white migrants from former British colonies were arriving on its shores, and mainstream politicians were
      adopting policies such as strengthening ties with the European Union and instituting neoliberal economic reforms
      that were perceived by many ordinary Britons to threaten their jobs, their traditional ways of life, and national
      autonomy more generally (Gifford 2006). It was in this context that neo-fascist, white nationalist groups such as
      the National Front emerged and gradually evolved into political parties such as the British National Party and
      the UK Independence Party that are Eurorejectionist, anti-immigration, anti-Muslim, anti-elite, and favor a
      return to “traditional” values and ways of life associated with a largely white pre-war Britain (Copsey 2007;
      Ford and Goodwin 2010; Renton 2005; Richardson 2008; Wood and Finlay 2008).
    


    Our Cases


    The Tea Party Patriots (TPP) and Right-Wing Populism in the United States


    
      The Tea Party Patriots is a reform-oriented social movement organization that employs themes of right-wing
      populism (Berlet 2012) and is the largest organization under the broader Tea Party umbrella. The Tea Party’s main
      goals include promoting government fiscal responsibility, limiting government control, and bolstering free market
      capitalism. The movement’s current power is evident in their election of forty-five federal representatives in
      the 2010 election and incredible influence in shaping the Republican Party (Babington 2010; Pickler 2010;
      Woodward 2010). This increasing support and influence has led many to argue that the Tea Party has become the
      mainstream right (Jonsson 2009; Saad 2010; Williams 2010). The Tea Party threw
      their support behind Donald Trump in the 2016 election, providing political opportunity for his rise (Haltinner
      2017).1 Empirical data for this study are drawn from forty
      interviews with Tea Party members (conducted from 2010 to 2012), notes from participant observation at two
      chapters’ meetings (conducted from 2010 to 2012), and Tea Party Patriots website content (2013–2017). Interview
      questions centered on activist motivations for joining the organization, their goals through participation, their
      views regarding the ideal role of the state, and their opinions on current events.
    


    The United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) and Right-Wing Populism in the UK


    
      The United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) began as the Anti-Federalist League, a single-issue anti-European
      Union party in 1991, led by academic Alan Sked (Ford and Goodwin 2014). After failing to achieve electoral
      success, it changed its name, “re-branded” its image,2 and
      gradually adopted a more obviously anti-Muslim, or anti-“Islamification,” stance, calling for bans on women’s
      face coverings, increased monitoring of Muslim organizations, and a crackdown on cultural practices that violated
      “British values.” UKIP achieved significant electoral success in races for the European Parliament beginning in
      2004, and achieved its greatest success in June 2016 when the nation voted, by a slim margin, to leave the
      European Union.3 Empirical data for this study are drawn from
      official UKIP communications including party news items posted on ukip. org, party “Manifestos” and position
      papers dating back to 2010, and speeches by party leaders posted on ukip.org.
    


    Threats to National Sovereignty


    
      A fundamental frame of right-wing populist conspiracies engages with the preservation of national sovereignty.
      Right-wing populist groups in the United States and the United Kingdom construct this frame to create a clear
      enemy to explain what they see as a set of social problems: certain international bodies which threaten each
      nation’s respective autonomy. In both nations we see this frame manifest in resistance towards international
      policy initiatives, exemplified by the UN climate initiative, Agenda 21. Within UKIP, we also see this frame
      positing the European Union as a threat to national sovereignty.
    


    Agenda 21


    
      Agenda 21 is a sustainability initiative led by the United Nations, a body right-wing populists suspect as a
      possible puppeteer, secretly governing perceptively sovereign nations. The program is voluntarily implemented in
      supporting nations and is non-binding. Developed at the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development
      in 1992, held in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, Agenda 21 seeks to reduce poverty in
      developing nations, promote a more sustainable population, change patterns of consumption, curb deforestation,
      protect fragile ecosystems, conserve biodiversity, limit pollution, increase rights for women, children, and
      indigenous populations, and invest in science, technology, and education, among other things (United Nations
      Environment Programme 1992).
    


    
      Right-wing populists employ a manufactured frame that poses Agenda 21 as a tool being used by the United Nations
      to undermine national sovereignty (Carey 2012; Kaufman and Zernike 2012). Activists in the TPP and UKIP go
      further, and frame Agenda 21 as a conspiracy by the United Nations to curtail civil liberties and drastically
      reduce human populations (Carey 2012; Kaufman and Zernike 2012).
    


    TPP


    
      TPP activists believe that the United States has lost sovereignty to global elitists. They frame the United
      Nations as the puppeteer governing the US in the shadows. Activists cite former President Obama as “a puppet for
      a much grander plan.” As evidence of Obama’s traitorous ways, activists cite what they view as an Executive Order
      that formally implemented Agenda 21. According to Ann, a self-employed activist in Minnesota, Obama “signed an
      executive order establishing the World Council … to ensure America will participate in Agenda 21.” Thus,
      according to activists, even without a ratification of Agenda 21, the federal government, as a puppet of the
      United Nations, has implemented this program.
    


    
      TPP members view Agenda 21 as incredibly dangerous. If the subtle domination through puppets like Obama fails,
      activists fear that the United Nations will take more violent and repressive measures to secure their
      international dominance. Specifically, activists argue, the UN will implement a system of national imprisonment
      and mass murder.
    


    
      Activists believe that the United Nations has set up camps through FEMA, the Federal Emergency Management
      Association, to detain and kill American citizens. Aaron, a university administrator from the Midwest, argues
      that the Federal Government, under the guidance of the United Nations, is orchestrating a “gun-grab.” Sarah, a
      Minnesota-based lawyer, warns: “We have to be very vigilant … Agenda 21 is huge on taking away our right to bear
      arms.” She suggests that the UN, through the federal government, wants to take guns from people so that they have
      “no ability to fight back.”
    


    
      Aaron suggests that after this “gun-grab” the government is prepared to imprison its citizens and place them in
      concentration camps:
    


    
      They have these FEMA camps where they’ve built these prisons, or you can call them concentration camps, all
      throughout the United States, for the last five to ten years that I know of. And a lot of it, they’re utilizing
      these bases that they don’t use anymore, and so like they have these areas that are self-contained, they’ve got
      everything there to house thousands of people.
    


    
      The goal of these programs, according to activists, is not only for the UN to
      secure control of the United States, but also to implement a program seeking to cut the global population by 85
      percent. According to Sarah: “They are also taking away life – if you look at the UN global biodiversity
      assessment report … it states: ‘human population needs to be reduced by 85 percent.’ How do you do that? You kill
      people!”
    


    UKIP


    
      Right-wing populist frames about Agenda 21 have a slightly different character in the UK. Fears about a
      “gun-grab” and government-run concentration camps, for instance, are not generally articulated by UKIP. This may
      be due to the need for frames to resonate with broader popular discourse: gun rights are a more central concern
      for Americans than Britons.
    


    
      While UKIP’s official party website seldom directly engages with Agenda 21 conspiracy theories, the UKIP
      Daily newsletter, run by party supporters, does. Agenda 21 looks innocuous, they say, but it is really a
      “blueprint for the totalitarian, globalist New World Order that is stealthily forming around us [to] control our
      thoughts and every aspect of our lives.”4 Agenda 21, they claim,
      has been engineered by the United Nations and global elites (corporate leaders, mainstream politicians, and
      intellectual elites) to strip nations of their sovereign powers, do away with national borders, and use climate
      change alarmism to justify a massive human “depopulation” program. They claim that the elderly, in particular,
      will be targeted for elimination, denied healthcare and the basics of life when they are deemed no longer useful,
      and that this is already under way in Britain.
    


    
      We’ve seen a kind of veiled campaign against the elderly in the UK … [P] eople are kept in the best possible
      health while they’re productive in a very labour intensive environment, then put out to pasture to die as quickly
      as possible. This sounds very much like a human cattle farm: the globalists regard us as cattle, a resource to be
      exploited and then sent to the slaughterhouse.5
    


    
      The online newsletter includes links to the “Alt Right” site breitbart.com, to the New Zealand conspiracy site
      wakeupkiwi.com, and to American conspiracy videos focused on topics such as “The Illuminati and the Depopulation
      Agenda,” “Agenda 21 – The Plan to Kill You,” and “FEMA – America on Lock Down.” Clearly there is a transnational
      flow of conspiracy theories.
    


    The European Union


    
      As noted above, UKIP’s roots are in the Anti-Federalist League, a hardline Euroskeptic (or Eurorejectionist)
      party. So it is not surprising that one of the major discourses of the party today focuses on the growing
      dominance of the European Union, which they frame as a kind of colonizing
      “political superstate” or “the United States of Europe.”6 According
      to UKIP, the EU “controls and interferes with” the everyday lives of the British people through endless
      “Brussels-imposed red tape,” for instance the imposition of a host of unreasonable and costly rules and
      restrictions on everything from agricultural practices and labor conditions, to energy use and product labeling.
      Indeed, UKIP claims that mainstream politicians try to hide the fact that the EU actually runs Britain, and that
      the British people must now “grovel” to the EU for permission to run their own affairs.7
    


    
      The EU, according to UKIP, is a “political monster” that seeks to destroy the sovereignty of nation states, for
      instance by stripping them of the power to control their own borders. In the UK, they assert, this has led to a
      national crisis: “out of control” immigration that is bringing crime, economic strain, shortages of crucial goods
      and services, and societal breakdown more generally. A key selling point of the Brexit campaign was that to
      safeguard the security, the prosperity, and the way life of the British people, the nation must have unquestioned
      authority over right of entry into its sovereign territory.8
    


    
      Heightening a sense of alarm, UKIP asserts that the EU is attempting to build an army that could be used to
      enforce its will and embark on “military colonialism” around the world. UKIP suggests that despite the EU’s
      consistent track record of irrational, wasteful, harmful, and dangerous policies, a “cabal” of “Europhile
      propagandists” in Britain is trying to prevent the UK’s exit from the EU. And at the same time, UKIP
      characterizes the EU as a “gangster” making impossible demands on Britain before it is allowed to regain its
      independence.9
    


    
      In each of these cases the manufactured frames construct clear enemies: the United Nations, the European Union,
      and their allies and puppets. In addition, the frames pose a set of feared social problems that are explained by
      policy initiatives put forth by those enemies. This serves to unite adherents together as a righteous “us”
      opposed to a secretive, manipulative, and menacing “them.”
    


    Anti-elitism


    
      Right-wing populist frames regarding the threat to national sovereignty reflect a deeper ideological fear of
      elites. This narrative extends into the domestic sphere, where both TPP activists and members of UKIP frame
      elitists as secretly manipulating citizens. In particular, they cite education and economic policies as sites for
      colluding political and economic intellectuals.
    


    Public Education as Brainwashing Tool of Global Elites


    TPP


    
      TPP members frame public education as a tool used by the global elitists to indoctrinate children. At one Tea
      Party meeting members showed the film “IndoctriNation,” a documentary about how
      US public schools are indoctrinating children “with a humanistic, man-centered program that fragmented the family
      and undermined the influence of the Church.” This documentary and the conversation that occurred afterwards
      suggested that the public school system is teaching children to be feminists, atheists, socialists, and
      encouraging them to be gay. As a result, many TPP activists homeschool their children.
    


    
      Ann, for instance, is fearful about the culture in public schools and what it means for her own son. Her
      five-year-old grandson was put on ADHD medication that Ann categorizes as “a psychotropic” saying “this is an
      amphetamine base they bring into a developing central nervous system.” She believes that they do this to a child
      “who has nothing wrong with him except the schools no longer can discipline and they don’t want kids squirming.”
      Ann blames the Obama administration for this situation: “they got Kathryn Sebelius out there … putting forward
      $500 million to make sure our kids sit still in school. They got to drug them.” Ann feels as if this is part of
      the larger deception and manipulation on the part of the left: “Well, let’s lead sheep right into the collective.
      … That’s what makes me angry. It’s not right. It’s not natural. It’s not moral. It’s controlling. It’s this whole
      one world government, UN based.” By connecting this deception by the Obama administration to the feared “one
      world government,” Ann more broadly establishes it as deceitful and dangerous.
    


    
      Mariah, a Midwestern business consultant, too, believes that public school children are indoctrinated with
      elitist propaganda. Her daughter is in college at the University of Minnesota or, what Mariah calls, “the
      University of Marxism.” In this discussion she first dismisses the importance of public university education by
      suggesting that her daughter “is seeking a degree in science, a BS. And there is some truth to that.” Second, she
      suggests that the indoctrination at public school also occurs at the university level. For Mariah’s daughter to
      graduate
    


    
      she must have two classes in the category of social justice … she has to have Marxism 101 and 102 before she can
      graduate … [the University is] flagging individuals and making sure that, by the time they graduate … they will
      be Marxist.
    


    UKIP


    
      From early in UKIP’s history, the party has been critical of intellectual elites. Current UKIP leader Paul
      Nuttall recently lambasted the Labour Party. Labour, he said, has been,
    


    
      … high-jacked by a bunch of North London intellectuals. … They have nothing, nothing in common with the working
      class communities that Labour is supposed to represent. … We must ensure that shady establishment figures do not
      try to subvert the will of the people …10
    


    
      The higher education system is equally problematic, according to UKIP.
      University education simply puts students into debt, leads to them being over-qualified and underemployed, and
      “terrifies” them into conformist and “politically correct” thinking. UKIP derides what it calls the “illiberal
      ‘safe-space’ culture” of today’s campuses, and “politically motivated censorship by both students’ unions and
      university authorities to the point where 90% of British universities suppress free speech in some way.”11
    


    
      Universities are supposed to encourage free thinking. … Yet, rather than promote diversity of opinion,
      universities have increasingly come not only to encourage conformity, but actively to censor views that do not
      conform to a dogmatic political and cultural orthodoxy. … While the excesses of censorship are usually enforced
      by students, the impetus frequently comes not from the student body but from members of the faculty.12
    


    
      UKIP has offered a number of policy solutions to address what they see as the deficiencies, irrationalities, and
      perversities of the current public education system. They would encourage more parents to homeschool their
      children, they would “denationalize” universities and colleges, and they would encourage more students to eschew
      a university education for technical and vocational training.13
    


    Colluding Political and Economic Elites


    
      In addition to framing education as a battleground for elitist brainwashing, anti-elitist narratives also frame
      economists and economic policy as a bastion of corruption. In both the UK and US context we see political and
      economic actors constructed as duplicitous and a danger to the nation.
    


    TPP


    
      The TPP feature two competing frames regarding economic blackmail in the United States. First, they frame
      Democrats as establishing surreptitious control of poor Americans through the provision of public services.
      Second, they frame global elites as committing illegal and dangerous activity within the Federal Reserve System.
    


    
      The TPP frame regarding subtle social control of the poor engages with historical explanations regarding the
      “culture of poverty.” Beginning with the Elizabethan Poor Laws of the 1600s, western societies began to perceive
      poor people as morally inferior and culturally deficient (Katz 1989). Many centuries later, there are still
      widely circulating notions that poor people are lazy and parasitic, and that they lack morality, impulse control,
      and the ability to think ahead (Katz 1989). In the US this assumed inferiority of the poor has overlapped
      substantially with notions of the cultural deficiencies of racialized minorities. In the TPP use of this
      narrative, the plight of the urban poor is not solely their fault; it is the
      result of an abusive state that uses welfare-like programs to hurt poor people by intentionally continuing a
      cycle of poverty.
    


    
      This frame ultimately places blame for contemporary racial inequality on social services touted by Democrats.
      Activists argue that it is not discrimination that causes inequality; it is the use of welfare and entitlement
      programs as they result in dependency. However, unlike people who hold individuals accountable, the TPP blames
      the state in its role as a predator. Leonard, a self-employed activist from New England, for example, suggests
      that the state has intentionally manipulated black people through the welfare system. According to Leonard,
      welfare is to blame for urban poverty: “the welfare guaranteed that they’d stay in the hood forever and they
      wouldn’t be integrated. The public housing would then go up in the same bad neighborhoods.” Holly, an unemployed
      activist from Illinois, agrees:
    


    
      The War on Poverty. Actually, it just created more poverty. Because you could get more welfare if you were
      single, and so the black women decided, “well, I don’t need you, I can get more welfare when I’m single!” And it
      just destroyed the black family!
    


    
      In this frame, the primary actors in this narrative of state abuse are Democrats who intentionally deceive and
      enslave poor people of color. Leonard suggests that Democrats “always had a sullied name with black people” and
      that, as a way of fixing this relationship, they decided to establish the welfare system. According to Leonard:
      “They thought: ‘here is a way to win them back, give them free taxpayer money’.” Wayne, a black activist from the
      Midwest agrees: “It is the Left who regards my blackness as a disability which requires their aid to withstand.”
    


    
      At the upper level of the economy, TPP activists frame elites as maintaining their secret control through the
      Federal Reserve Bank. Aaron argues that European bankers control the national debt: “Who do we owe that money to?
      We don’t owe it to the federal government; we owe it to … the Federal Reserve … the big banks, all the European
      banks.” Moreover, Aaron argues, these banks make money off of Americans:
    


    
      They’re able to create all this money out of thin air and make it easy for people to borrow, and … every time
      they will print one dollar, they can loan it out to somebody, that dollar gets put in the bank. The bank takes
      that dollar and they’re able to lend 90 cents out to somebody else.
    


    
      He confounds this action with the US deficit, suggesting that both are methods used by “globalists” to control
      America:
    


    
      The way for the globalists to be able to do that is for us to be in so much debt that they can just kind of
      collapse the system because some day, those loans will have to be paid off.
    


    
      This control operates through the Federal Reserve Bank’s ability to regulate
      inflation. For example, Jaimee, a nurse from New England, suggests that the Federal Reserve Bank is a “banking
      cartel,” insinuating that it artificially fixes prices and the economy by no longer being “on a gold standard.”
      The use of the word cartel suggests back door agreements to dupe the populace for the benefit of the state.
      Belief in the duplicity of the Federal Reserve Bank has existed among the right since the Federal Reserve’s
      founding in 1791 (Diamond 1995).
    


    UKIP


    
      UKIP also employs a frame that constructs elites as controlling and deceiving the public. According to this
      frame, politicians waste taxpayer money on schemes that enrich the privileged few and harm ordinary
      Britons.14 Furthermore, UKIP frames mainstream parties as selling
      out the people, undermining democracy, sowing the seeds of social division, and endangering the nation for the
      sake of electoral gains. The Labour Party stokes “class warfare” and pushes for unsustainable immigration
      policies for cynical political purposes. Neither the Conservatives nor Labour is willing to take a hard stance on
      immigration because they are in the pockets of corporations who “want to turn the UK into a cheap labour
      sweatshop off the coast of mainland Europe.” In short, mainstream parties and public sector “fat cats” are more
      interested in shoring up their own privileged positions than in giving the people meaningful control over the
      nation.15
    


    
      UKIP portrays itself as an alternative to corrupt and self-interested mainstream politics. It pledges to cut
      immigration (to create a more prosperous, more secure Britain), to cut foreign aid and reallocate those funds to
      the National Health Service, and to foster “direct democracy” by decentralizing political decision making.
      Moreover, positioning itself in contrast to the mainstream parties, UKIP promises to fight against “political
      correctness,” reclaim national pride, and protect and celebrate “British culture.”16
    


    Ethnonationalist Nightmares


    
      In addition to constructing conspiracy frames centered on the threats posed by domestic puppets and international
      elites, right-wing populist movements also construct conspiracy frames centered on dangerous ethnoracial Others.
      Specifically, activists frame Muslims and (non-white) immigrants as intentionally seeking to destroy domestic
      culture and manufacture ethnic and racial animosity.
    


    “Islamification”


    TPP


    
      TPP members frame Muslim immigrants as threatening the rights of American Christians. In doing so, they engage
      with a broader ideology that constructs people from the Middle East as racial
      Others who are terrorists, lustful and gullible, nomadic and uncivilized, or providers of oil, any of which make
      them acceptable military targets (Said 1978; Shaheen 2006). Through this discursive process, Muslims are
      racialized and white racial fears get filtered through the language of religion (Joshi 2006; Rana 2007; Said
      1978; Shaheen 2006).
    


    
      Activists conflate religion with race as they frame Muslim immigrants as a threat to American life. Activists
      suggest that Muslims get special treatment under the law. According to Samantha, a 55-year-old law student in the
      Midwest: “in Minneapolis, you have the Muslim cab drivers who wouldn’t pick up people that had wine.” There is
      also widespread fear of Islam in schools, displacing Christianity, which is viewed as unjustly banned from the
      classroom. In the words of Luke, an unemployed activist in his fifties: “In the Minnesota Constitution, it
      specifically prohibits spending state funds on schools for any Christian religion and I’m curious why we spend
      money on Muslim schools …? Is it just Christian religions that are being suppressed in Minnesota?” Fears extend
      further, suggesting that Muslim people are seeking to take over US politics and radically redefine the legal
      system. According to Samuel, an unemployed activist in his seventies:
    


    
      The idea of the separation of church and state is something that is completely rejected by the Islamic religion.
      And, I mean, in Islam instead of a congressman, it’d be the Imam of the local mosque. And Sharia law. And I don’t
      know, I don’t think you’d look good in a habab [sic] or wearing one.
    


    
      This fear of Christianity being victimized is widespread in the TPP and Muslims are scapegoated.
    


    UKIP


    
      At the heart of UKIP’s desire to leave the EU are concerns over immigration – particularly concerns about a
      perceived influx of Muslim immigrants. UKIP aims to prevent the “Islamification” of Britain. In April of 2017,
      the party set forth its “Integration Agenda,” aimed at “bring[ing] communities together.” As part of this agenda,
      the party promised to crack down on practices associated in the national imagination with Islam. It would direct
      law enforcement to aggressively investigate and prosecute cases of “honour violence” and forced marriage. It
      pledged to ban face coverings in public, to shut down any schools suspected of spreading “Islamist ideology” and
      seize the assets of all suspect mosques, to place a moratorium on new Islamic schools, and to eliminate “sharia
      law and courts.” And, to combat female circumcision (usually referred to as female genital mutilation, or FGM),
      UKIP pledged to mandate annual gynecological exams for all “at risk” girls.17
    


    
      Clearly, the treatment of Muslim girls and women features prominently in UKIP framing around Islamification.
      Muslim men are constructed as abusive, predatory, and dictatorial, and Muslim women are positioned as helpless
      victims. UKIP decries the “political correctness” of mainstream politicians who
      are afraid to crack down on crime and abuse within Muslim communities or talk about “Islamic extremists” for fear
      of “rocking the multicultural boat.” The cowardly inaction of the mainstream parties allows the unfettered spread
      of Islamism in Britain and increases the risk of “Jihadist” attacks on British soil. It also undermines
      traditional British values of freedom and equality.18
    


    
      While UKIP does not explicitly state the fact, its “Integration Agenda” is, effectively, an assimilation agenda,
      aimed at neutralizing or eliminating religious and cultural diversity. And its emphasis on saving Muslim women
      from violent and controlling Muslim men is consistent with Orientalist tropes that portray Islam and Muslims as
      backward, oppressive, and dangerous (Said 1978).
    


    Racialized Immigrants


    TPP


    
      TPP activists further frame contemporary Mexican immigration as a threat to (white) American culture. This threat
      is so dire, activists argue, that it could lead to the breakup of the United States.
    


    
      First, activists argue, modern immigrants are categorically different than immigrants of the past: they don’t
      seek to assimilate into the national culture. For example, Samuel’s family came from Iceland, and, according to
      him, quickly assimilated into US culture: “in town and everywhere else they spoke English. Because [that]
      language was the language of the country they were living in.” However, Sam and others argue that immigrants
      today want to impose their culture onto the United States, rather than assimilating. Keith suggests that, if we
      don’t stop migration rates, “Our culture will dissolve into something unrecognizable.”
    


    
      Reproducing racial stereotypes of Mexican immigrants, activists further frame Mexican culture as lacking morality
      and infused with violence. Samuel argues that the United States will become like Mexico: “a nation of law
      breakers” and will be fraught with increased social problems including “welfare fraud.” This will result in a
      soaring national debt and widespread financial collapse. Likewise, Maxine expresses deep concern over welfare
      programs which she (erroneously) believes benefit undocumented immigrants. As a chastening example, she asserts
      that the fall of the Roman Empire was, in large part, caused by the extension of welfare to dangerous illegal
      immigrants – the Huns – and that the United States will swiftly follow suit.
    


    
      If the increased demand on welfare doesn’t destroy the United States, TPP activists argue, a race war will erupt
      and lead to a breakup of the United States:
    


    
      The southwest part of the US will become majority Hispanic. They will take over the states and local governments.
      Eventually, they will appeal to the UN to be … their own country, led by its own indigenous Spanish speaking
      population, as happened with the breakup of Yugoslavia.
    


    
      Immigrants of color are presented as a threat to the United States and, likely,
      a pawn of the United Nations in their goal of taking control of the United States. This fear of balkanization
      based on cultural lines is an extension of the white supremacist fear (or, for some, desire) of an America
      divided geographically along racial lines (Dobratz and Shanks-Meile 1997).
    


    UKIP


    
      Impending race wars do not feature explicitly in official UKIP communications. Instead, strong immigrant threat
      narratives frame racialized Others – particularly Muslims and Eastern Europeans – as an immediate threat to
      “ordinary” (i.e., white) Britons, by bringing crime, terrorism, and disease to the nation and creating crises in
      housing, healthcare, law enforcement, transportation, and education (Hogan and Haltinner 2015). Additionally, the
      perceived influx of (non-white, non-Christian) immigrants is said to be “dangerous to the British way of life and
      social cohesion.”19
    


    
      UKIP promises to ban unskilled immigration for five years, to adopt a “fast-track deportation programme” to clear
      Britain of “foreign criminals,” to crack down on illegitimate asylum-seekers, and to institute tests of
      “aptitudes and attitudes” for all new immigrants to ensure that they accept “British values” and British “history
      and traditions.”20 By using the language of British “values …
      history and traditions” “aptitudes and attitudes,” and “social cohesion,” UKIP carefully avoids the language of
      race – perhaps, again, to set itself apart from its chief electoral competitor, the more openly white supremacist
      British National Party. Nonetheless, race and ethnicity linger just beneath the surface of UKIP discourses. For
      instance the cover of UKIP’s 2010 Manifesto included four photographs that captured the party’s primary
      concerns: a one pound coin (the economy and independence from Europe/the Euro currency); a British passport
      (immigration); a police car (law and order); and a fair-skinned, blue-eyed baby (race and demographics). And in
      2016, the party launched a poster depicting dark-skinned immigrant hordes streaming across a border. The slogan
      read, “Breaking Point – We must break free of the EU and take back control of our borders.” Critics of the poster
      filed a formal complaint against the party for inciting “racial hatred,” and pointed out striking similarities
      between the poster and Nazi propaganda footage (Stewart and Mason 2016).21
    


    The Significance and Potential Impact of Populist Conspiracy Threat Narratives


    
      Collective action frames (CAF) are frames employed by specific social movement organizations to highlight the
      injustice of a social condition or describe normative actions as intolerable (Tilly et al. 2001). The process of
      framing allows movement actors and people in larger society to make sense of actions and events in a particular
      way. This packaging of movement narratives can both increase commitment of
      movement members and enhance the spread of movement ideas. Movement frames can be used to enhance activist
      commitment, a feature that matters deeply in the success of organizations (Tilly 1999). Finally, CAFs are
      employed to spread movement ideologies to the broader public either to recruit new members or to create social
      change by influencing social discourses. To achieve these goals, frames must resonate and engage with existing
      popular discourse (Gamson 1992; Noakes and Johnston 2005). Considering conspiracy narratives as collective action
      frames allows us to better understand their significance within specific social or political organizations and
      within the larger society.
    


    
      The three conspiracy frames outlined above provide insight into the broader fears of organizational members.
      Right-wing populists feel significant trepidation regarding national sovereignty, deception by elite bodies, and
      racialized Others. These three ideologies have long histories in right-wing populist groups, and the TPP and UKIP
      frame these concerns in ways that are meaningful to their respective members. Conspiracy narratives also clearly
      create an enemy against which collective identity can be constructed. Whether it be an international elite body,
      a sinister domestic organization, or malicious immigrant groups, each oversimplified enemy is endowed with great
      power and responsibility for social ills. In contrast, organizational members are able to develop a sense of
      collective identity as the group that clearly sees through the evil intent of these enemies. Such an identity can
      strengthen commitment to the organization.
    


    
      It is important to note that conspiracy theories generally do not provide specific solutions to the problems they
      identify. Although they construct clear enemies, they generally lack a clear path toward defeating those enemies
      and achieving the desired political, economic, and social changes. Compared to other CAFs, conspiracy theories
      are less likely to ignite political action (Jolley and Douglas 2013). Indeed, conspiracy theories may promote a
      sense of powerlessness which only fuels further conspiracy ideation. Additionally, because conspiracy theories
      often challenge the legitimacy of political bodies, the political process is not seen as a viable route toward
      social change (Swami and Furnham 2013).
    


    
      While conspiracy narratives may not offer concrete routes toward change, they nonetheless often have broader
      political, social, and economic effects. While causal links between TPP and UKIP conspiracy theories and social
      change is difficult to measure directly, there has been an increase in public awareness of these supposed
      conspiracies since the organizations began publicizing them. At the same time, we have seen certain political,
      economic, and social shifts that likely have been shaped by increased public engagement with these conspiracy
      theories. For example, Tea Party narratives challenging President Obama’s US citizenship and suggesting that he
      was a “secret Muslim” likely hardened right-wing opposition and antipathy toward Obama administration policies,
      perhaps most prominently the Affordable Care Act, while conspiracy theories focused on the Clintons, the UN, and
      the threat of “globalists” likely contributed to the electoral success of Donald Trump (Stack 2016). Likewise, in
      Britain, UKIP “scaremongering” over dangerous immigrant hordes and EU threats to British sovereignty likely helped drive the Brexit vote (Hughes 2016), and this impending “divorce” from
      the EU has sparked both political and economic uncertainty in Britain. The British pound has dropped
      significantly. There are calls for a Scottish referendum on separation from the UK (Guardian 2017). And
      the ruling Conservative Party has suffered surprise electoral losses leading to a hung Parliament (BBC 2017). All
      of these developments will arguably make the Brexit process even more difficult and more unpredictable.
    


    
      In conclusion, while right-wing populist conspiracy narratives generally fail to offer concrete solutions to the
      problems they identify, they have discernible effects both on populist organizations and on society more
      generally. Within social and political movement organizations conspiracy narratives help establish a group
      identity and increase commitment to the group. And within the broader society, engagement with these conspiracy
      narratives can nudge public discourse and public policy toward the right, and help fuel significant political,
      economic, and social changes.
    


    Notes


    
      1 The Tea Party was launched in response to the 2009 “rant”
      of CNBC reporter Rick Santelli. In this speech Santelli called for a “Chicago Tea Party” primarily focused on
      resisting the housing bailout proposed by Obama (CNBC.com 2009). He went on to suggest that Americans didn’t want
      to assist people who were in foreclosure due to their own failures. This message resonated with organizations
      already in existence, including FreedomWorks, ResistNet, the Our Country Deserves Better PAC, which helped form
      the basis of the Tea Party, and the Americans for Prosperity Foundation, funded by massive financial
      contributions from libertarian millionaires Charles and David Koch (Burghart 2012; Disch 2012). The organization
      hosts members of multiple ideological types (Haltinner 2013). For this chapter we are primarily looking at what
      Haltinner (2013) calls “conspiracy theorists,” a subset of TPP activists that adhere to and express conspiracy
      narratives. Haltinner estimates that nearly a quarter of TPP activists may fall into this ideological type.
    


    
      2 UKIP hired Dick Morris, a former Democratic strategist who
      now identifies as Republican, to help rebrand the party. Morris has been outspoken in his criticisms of Bill and
      Hillary Clinton and Barack Obama, he was strongly opposed to the building of an Islamic community center near the
      site of the 9/11 attacks, and he has propagated “Agenda 21” conspiracy theories, warning of a United Nations plot
      to impose global governance.
    


    
      3 The party was renamed the United Kingdom Independence Party
      in 1993, and Sked was ousted from his leadership position by party members who considered him too intellectual.
      UKIP’s new leadership adopted more populist rhetoric, and, under the leadership of Nigel Farage, it broadened its
      platform beyond its goal of withdrawing Britain from the EU to include issues such as immigration, tax policy,
      and the environment. In appeals to voters who felt disenchanted with the mainstream Labour and Conservative
      parties and threatened by demographic and economic changes, UKIP took a strong anti-immigration stance, advocated
      tax cuts and cuts to foreign aid, called for strengthening “direct democracy” through binding referenda, branded
      climate change a “hoax” and environmental sustainability projects a “scam,” and denounced political and
      intellectual elites for being out of touch and “politically correct” (Ford et al. 2012; Macmillan 2016; Reed
      2016). In 2014, UKIP won the largest number of votes of any British Party in
      the European Parliament, and two Conservative politicians defected to UKIP. In an apparent attempt to prevent
      further defections and the loss of voters to UKIP, the Conservative Party under David Cameron promised to hold a
      national referendum on Britain’s potential exit (“Brexit”) from the EU.
    


    
      4 All website content accessed June 2017. www.ukipdaily.com/human-cattle-agenda-21/.
    


    
      5 www.ukipdaily.com/human-cattle-agenda-21/; www.ukipmeps.org/news_1006_The-UNs-Agenda-21-pretty-unpalatable.html.
    


    
      6 www.politicsresources.net/area/uk/ge10/man/parties/UKIPManifesto2010.pdf; www.ukip.org/eu_has_perpetuated_the_profits_of_criminal_gangs_who_exploit_border_free_travel_and_non_existent_checks_at_the_external_border.
    


    
      7 www.politicsresources.net/area/uk/ge10/man/parties/UKIPManifesto2010.pdf; www.ukip.org/ukip_s_london_manifesto_2016.
    


    
      8 www.ukip.org/eu_fiddling_whilst_the_treaty_of_rome_burns; www.ukip.org/numbers_do_matter_minister.
    


    
      9 www.ukip.org/reaction_to_sede_recommendations_for_brexit; www.ukip.org/ukip_blasts_hollande_s_comments_for_uk_to_be_involved_in_eu_defence_initiatives;
      www.ukip.org/britain_betrayed_by_labour_meps_and_their_federalist_cabal_on_brexit_vote; www.ukip.org/farage_we_re_being_given_a_ransom_note.
    


    
      10 www.ukip.org/paul_nuttall_in_emotional_scenes_as_ukip_members_show_support.
    


    
      11 www.ukip.org/universities_are_ripping_students_off_and_closing_down_their_minds.
    


    
      12 http://tamukip.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/OpeningtheBritishMind.pdf.
    


    
      13 www.ukip.org/ukip_s_london_manifesto_2016.
    


    
      14 www.ukip.org/ukip_s_london_manifesto_2016; www.politicsresources.net/area/uk/ge10/man/parties/UKIPManifesto2010.pdf; www.ukip.org/our_party_election_broadcast_for_june_8; www.ukip.org/tories_will_let_us_down_on_immigration; www.ukip.org/government_s_tax_and_waste_culture; www.ukip.org/liz_truss_makes_fresh_attempt_to_fast_track_deportations.
    


    
      15 https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/ukipdev/pages/3440/attachments/original/1459984864/UKIP_Local_Manifesto_2016.pdf?1459984864;
      www.ukip.org/jeremy_corbyn_wants_to_see_a_return_to_the_class_war_politics_of_the_past; www.ukip.org/what_promise_will_the_tories_keep_on_immigration.
    


    
      16 www.ukip.org/our_party_election_broadcast_for_june_8.
    


    
      17 www.ukip.org/ukip_s_london_manifesto_2016; www.ukip.org/ukip_s_new_integration_policy_platform; www.ukip.org/crackdown_on_domestic_abuse_is_welcome_but_let_s_educate_too; www.ukip.org/action_not_political_correctness_needed_as_new_welsh_fgm_figures_revealed; www.ukip.org/fine_words_are_not_enough_we_must_take_action; www.ukip.org/margot_parker_backs_worldwide_day_of_zero_tolerance_on_fgm; www.ukip.org/margot_parker_backs_bill_to_ban_the_term_honour_killing.
    


    
      18 www.ukip.org/women_should_not_suffer_because_of_naivety_of_politicians; www.ukip.org/margot_parker_backs_bill_to_ban_the_term_honour_killing.
    


    
      19 www.ukip.org/without_cutting_immigration_integration_plans_bound_to_fail.
    


    
      20 www.ukip.org/ukip_s_london_manifesto_2016; www.ukip.org/liz_truss_makes_fresh_attempt_to_fast_track_deportations; www.ukip.org/new_path_guide_to_ukip_policy;
      www.ukip.org/without_cutting_immigration_integration_plans_bound_to_fail.
    


    
      21 www.theguardian.com/politics/2016/jun/16/nigel-farage-defends-ukip-breaking-point-poster-queue-of-migrants.
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    Introduction


    
      The purpose of this chapter is to present an outline of the emergence and evolution of modern nationalism in
      Ukraine. It has been a relatively late development in comparison to other nationalisms in Europe, while at the
      same time repeating the same stages of evolution from the mostly “pen-elite” phenomenon,1 to the ideology of the middle-class underachievers, to the crowning phase
      of populist mobilization against the common enemy, which is being observed at present.
    


    
      Ukrainian populist nationalism owes much to “indigenization” policies of the Soviet regime. These policies
      created the party-state elite that was able to harness a more xenophobic variety of nationalism to perpetuate its
      existence in power after the end of the Soviet Union. However, once ethnic nationalism was normalized as an
      instrument of political mobilization, it became harder and harder to contain it within limits dictated by
      Ukraine’s aspiration to become a liberal-democratic European state. Ethnicization of politics split Ukraine into
      competing ethnic communities and brought them into a military conflict with each other.
    


    
      The origins of the present phase of populist nationalism lie in the state-sponsored dispossession that most
      Ukrainians suffered in corrupt insider privatization campaigns of the early post-Soviet period. Both the “orange”
      revolution of 2004 and the “Euromaidan” revolution of 2014 were driven by people’s desire to clean up corruption
      in the government and restore the semblance of law and, hence, predictability in state-society relations. I argue
      that in both instances these expectations were not met. Post-revolutionary governments fell back on the
      well-trodden path of thievery and graft. As a means of symbolic compensation, they chose to rely on courting
      right-wing nationalist forces and stoking nationalist sentiments in the population at large. An important
      reservoir of the right-wing nationalist ideas and symbols was found among ideological heirs of the Ukrainian
      post-war émigrés in the West.
    


    
      Ukraine’s populist demagogues, such as the leader of the Radical Party Oleh Lyashko, succeeded in conflating
      imagery of a corrupt, larcenous public official with that of a Russian-speaking
      Ukrainian from the east. Even when separatists in Donbass fought for their ethnocultural rights and regional
      autonomy, they were presented as both the agents of a foreign power and the defenders of the status-quo-ante.
      Russia’s move on Crimea had emboldened Ukraine’s far right and allowed its transformation into trendsetters of
      Ukrainian politics. The anti-Russian nationalism in Ukraine now serves as the last remaining unifier of a
      political community that was repeatedly torn asunder by the elites’ betrayal. The case study of Ukraine presents
      populist nationalism as, first and foremost, the product of elite manipulation of a politically immature society.
    


    Pre-Soviet and Soviet History


    
      Ukraine has long been an “unexpected nation” (Wilson 2015). Devoid of their own statehood, Ukrainians had been
      denied even recognition of their separate ethnicity. For czarist Russia, Ukrainians were Little Russians, and
      their language was treated as a local dialect of the Great Russian tongue. For Rzech Pospolita (a traditional and
      official name of the Polish State), Ukrainians were khlopy (peasants) in need of Catholicization and
      external rule. Austria-Hungary called Ukrainians “Rusyns,” which was also what western Ukrainians called
      themselves until the early twentieth century.
    


    
      Ukrainian populist nationalism was a project devised by secondary elites disgruntled with their social mobility
      prospects. Applying the Hrochian scheme of nationalist development (Hroch 1985, 23) to Ukraine, we see the elite,
      or “scholarly” stage of nationalist myth-making from the late eighteenth to the early nineteenth centuries, the
      stage of “patriotic agitation” in the mid-to-late nineteenth century, and the stage of a mass nationalist
      movement – the bona-fide populist phase – not earlier than the Russian Revolution of 1917.
    


    
      The Russian Revolution gave Ukrainian nationalists an opportunity to create their first-ever state – the
      Ukrainian National Republic – which competed with the Soviets of workers and soldiers’ deputies that sprang up in
      the cities. Nationalists lost to the Bolsheviks and had to withdraw abroad. It fell onto the Communist Party of
      the Soviet Union to establish the first Ukrainian state that spread over most of the Ukrainians’ ethnic
      territory. Even the territories that were not historically Ukrainian, like Crimea, were later attached to Ukraine
      for the sake of geopolitical expediency.
    


    
      By tying ethnicity to territory, the Soviet power created a nationally conscious elite and gave a push to the
      nation-building processes. The Ukrainian communist government felt obliged “to adopt the putative
      nationalnost” of the eponymous country (Anderson 2006, 164). Thus, many functionaries of the Ukrainian
      nationalist governments displaced by the Soviets were able to return to public life as ardent promoters of
      Ukrainization Soviet-style.
    


    
      The results were impressive. If there had been few teachers of Ukrainian before the revolution, there were 45,000
      by 1923, and the Ukrainian language was made compulsory in all schools of the republic. By the end of 1927, 76
      percent of all elementary schools were using Ukrainian, and 94 percent of the
      Ukrainian youth were taught in the native language; the corresponding figure for Russians was 66 percent
      (Solchanyk 1985, 71). Up to 70 percent of government business was conducted in Ukrainian. Titular nationality had
      a safe majority in the government and among the party members (Molchanov 2002, 78). The 1935–1936 decrees made it
      “quite clear that ethnic Russians were being directly replaced with ethnic Ukrainians” and reaffirmed the
      practice of preferential appointment of Ukrainians to open positions (Martin 2001, 367).
    


    
      In contradistinction to López-Alves and Johnson’s observations in Chapter 1 of this volume, the populist nationalism that Bolsheviks promoted was quite inimical to
      private property and capitalism. However, it did claim to represent the interests of the working classes – and
      camouflaged itself as socialist internationalism – while at the same time pretending to speak for a “socialist
      nation” defined as a happy condominium of workers of the same ethnic background.
    


    
      Following World War II, Ukrainians increased their representation in the Central Committee of the Communist Party
      of the Soviet Union from 6.8 percent in 1952 to 18.5 percent in 1961, which was above the national Ukrainian
      average in the total population of the USSR. For both the Nikita Khrushchev and Leonid Brezhnev administrations,
      Ukraine was a land of choice, as their personal climb to power proceeded from local power bases. However,
      Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization campaign had also spawned a dissident movement, which in Ukraine took the form of
      nationalism.
    


    
      This nationalism was different from the official nationalism of the Party: it eschewed the ideas of the
      “flourishing” of all ethnicities under the tutelage of the republic’s eponymous nationality and appealed directly
      to the ethnoculturally “pure” and largely imaginary community of “free from Russification” ethnic Ukrainians. The
      nationalist dissidents were persecuted and isolated – only to return as heroes at the height of Mikhail
      Gorbachev’s perestroika. The “scholarly” phase of nationalist mobilization was thus repeated once again. A
      significant part of Ukraine’s Soviet-educated “pen elite” embraced ethnocentrism and popularized it for mass
      consumption.
    


    
      Populist nationalism showed itself in the wake of the Chernobyl nuclear disaster under the name of the Rukh
      (“movement”), originally under the umbrella of the Ukrainian Writers’ Union. Having started as a catch-all
      organization, the Rukh quickly passed through a national-democratic phase to become an ethno-nationalist party of
      rather radical persuasion. Soon enough, The Washington Jewish Week was able to describe it as an
      anti-Semitic organization (Little 1991, 78).2
    


    The End of the USSR and the First Decade of Independence


    
      When Moscow lay paralyzed by the abortive coup of August 1991, the Ukrainian Parliament passed the Act of the
      State Independence of Ukraine. National communists under the leadership of
      Leonid Kravchuk had to jump on the nationalist train to insulate themselves from the collapsing “center.” A few
      months later, Ukraine’s independence was reconfirmed by 90 percent of the voters in the December 1991 referendum.
    


    
      Ukraine’s postcommunist bosses used their newly acquired powers to protect the state rents and arbitrage
      opportunities they had successfully “nationalized.” A formal separation walled off the economy, preserving
      traditional spoils of office. In a movement common to all of the Eastern bloc countries, former apparatchiks and
      their proxies became self-appointed capitalists. Power was thereby translated directly into money. The masses
      were left with little else but populist promises of the upcoming “rebuilding of a nation.” State independence
      made it possible to conceal graft and corruption with the help of international aid, for which Ukraine, as an
      independent state, now qualified.
    


    
      Post-communist rulers were fully cognizant of the weakness of their claim to independence from the state that for
      the last few decades did nothing but transfer more decision-making authority to the national cadres of the
      officially sovereign Union republics. To consolidate control in the situation of profound political and economic
      changes, they had to reinvent themselves as defenders of a nation. Accordingly, the non-existing threat to
      national existence had to be rhetorically constructed.
    


    
      The administration of Leonid Kravchuk, formerly the chief for ideology of the Communist Party of Ukraine, was
      particularly vulnerable to accusations of collaboration with Moscow. The nationalist pressure “from below” was
      complicated by the Russian challenge “from above,” since neither Boris Yeltsin, himself a former Politburo
      member, nor other top officials of the Russian government showed any indication of preparedness to treat the
      office of the President of Ukraine with a due degree of deference.
    


    
      Populist nationalism was an answer to both challenges. However, hijacking the agenda of nationalist intellectuals
      was not enough. The stage of “patriotic agitation” had to be repeated yet again, now with all the instruments
      that the post-totalitarian state had at its disposal, to ensure a swift transition to the crowning phase of a
      mass nationalist movement.
    


    
      The wedding of populism and nationalism in Ukraine took the tried and tested form of state-sponsored
      Ukrainization. Although more than half of the population preferred conversing in Russian, the ruling elite
      rejected the idea of the Ukrainian-Russian bilingualism. Domestically, this had allowed the post-communist rulers
      to take over significant part of the nationalist platform, thus preempting the opposition’s attack on the
      government as the “Russian puppets.” Externally, Ukrainization bolstered the government’s sovereigntist
      credentials. No less important, promotion of ethnic nationalism was applauded by the Ukrainian diaspora in the
      West and bought its support.
    


    
      At the beginning of independence, 11.35 million ethnic Russians constituted 22 percent of the country’s
      population. The Russian language was the preferred means of communication for 60 percent of the nation, including
      more than 17 million Russophone Ukrainians, as well as hundreds of thousands of
      Jews, Belarusians, Moldovans, Crimean Tatars, Bulgarians, Armenians, Greeks, Gypsies, and other ethnic minorities
      resident in Ukraine. Elevating Ukrainian to the status of a sole official language of the state, while leaving
      Russian out, subjected all these people to a de-jure discrimination, which very soon translated into de-facto
      social, political, and professional disadvantage.
    


    
      By the mid-1990s, Ukrainian-speaking Ukrainians were still in the minority (40 percent) and outnumbered by the
      Russophone Ukrainians (33–34 percent) and Russophone Russians (20–21 percent) taken together (Arel and Khmelko
      1996, 86). Out of the country’s numerically strongest minorities, 90 percent of Jews, 79 percent of Greeks, 55
      percent of Belarusian, and 49 percent of Tatars indicated Russian as their native language. Characteristically,
      it was also called “native” by 4.6 million ethnic Ukrainians (Rudnytska 1998, 86–90).
    


    
      The post-Soviet Ukraine was, in fact, a state of two ethnic nations defined by language affiliations: Ukrainian
      and Russian respectively (Riabchuk 2002; Shulman 2000). Linguistic divisions overlapped with territorial: most
      Russian speakers lived in Ukraine’s east and south, and the least in the west. The language question became a
      staple in Ukraine’s electoral cycle, as presidential candidates from eastern regions repeatedly courted voters
      with the promise of awarding Russian the status of the second state language (Molchanov 2002, 227–230; Wolczuk
      2014).
    


    
      However, once elected, they failed to deliver. Even before independence, the Law on Languages of the Soviet
      Ukraine accorded the status of the sole official language to Ukrainian. The norm was enshrined in the
      Constitution of Ukraine in 1996. The Constitution of Crimea, ratified by the Verkhovna Rada in December 1998,
      proclaimed Ukrainian the only state language of the autonomy, mentioning Russian simply as a “permissible” for
      use “language of the majority of the population.”
    


    
      Once the state bureaucracy took charge of nationalist reeducation of the “Russified” Ukrainians, the Ukrainian
      movement proceeded to the stage of mass mobilization. Soon enough, even the use of the Russian language in public
      debate became ostracized. All parties were keen on proving their Ukrainian credentials. However, the regionally
      fragmented nature of the Ukrainian polity showed itself in varying degrees of support given to Ukrainization:
      from its widespread acceptance in the west to the widespread indifference in the south and southeast.
    


    
      Although formal rights of citizenship were extended to all ethnic groups, the government officials,
      professionals, and eventually all public employees, students and school children were pressured not to
      communicate in any other language but Ukrainian. Institutions of education, culture, and media were subjected to
      Ukrainization policies that progressively squeezed all other languages out (Molchanov 2002, 212–217).
    


    
      These policies have made Ukraine a typical “nationalizing” state (Brubaker 1995), trying to base its identity on
      glorification of eponymous nationality. Cultural production in Russian and other ethnic languages of the country
      has been stymied. Formal education counts Russian, which has been more widely
      spoken than Ukrainian, among foreign languages. Ukrainian history is being rewritten to purge its “Russianized”
      parts. Even the orthography has been remodeled with the help of the diaspora experts to “cleanse” the language of
      “foreign borrowings.”
    


    
      The nationalizing state makes no excuses about discriminatory policies that make fluency in the “titular”
      language an essential condition for promotion of public servants, culture workers, military, teachers, and
      instructors. Nationalizing policies drove a wedge between Ukrainian and Russian parts of a heretofore unified
      nation and provoked the rise of populist nationalism that became the defining force of Ukrainian politics. The
      two landmark events that have shaped it and gave it, at once, a recognizably populist and distinctively
      xenophobic anti-Russian hue, were the “orange revolution” of 2004 and the “Euromaidan” revolution of 2014.
    


    Nationalism in the “Orange” Revolution


    
      Ukraine’s elections in 2004 started as the incumbent Leonid Kuchma’s attempt to ensure the victory of his
      heir-apparent Viktor Yanukovych. Both men drew their political support predominantly from the industrialized,
      Russianized east of the country; both were accused of corruption and showed propensity toward short-cutting
      democratic processes. Yanukovych had a cleaned-up criminal record from the Soviet times; Kuchma had barely
      survived scandalous accusations of ordering the murder of an independent journalist Georgiy Gongadze.
    


    
      As the Ukrainian public was getting tired of corruption and cronyism, attempts to silence oppositional voices
      could only ensure more protests. The use of the “administrative resource” – the full power of the
      state-controlled media and administrative offices – to prop up the government-favored candidate had naturally
      shifted sympathies to the candidate of the opposition Viktor Yushchenko.
    


    
      Although Yushchenko had less experience and fewer connections to the powerful industrial and financial groups
      (“clans”), he compensated by having been perceived as corruption-clean. Lacking in state support, he appealed
      directly to the people in a typically populist fashion, as a protector of the poor against the rapacious greed of
      the rich and powerful.
    


    
      The appearance of a young, good-looking, clearly westernized (Yushchenko was married to an American) and
      ostensibly pro-democratic candidate drew the attention of Ukraine’s western partners and the nationalist diaspora
      in the West. This connection, and the support of Ukraine’s central “clans” – pushed aside by the Dnipropetrovsk
      and Donetsk oligarchs3 who were favored by Kuchma and Yanukovych –
      created the momentum that carried Yushchenko through the two rounds of elections and, most importantly, allowed
      him to challenge their results after a narrow loss to Yanukovych.
    


    
      The western powers poured big money into civil organizations that organized demonstrations across Ukraine and
      sitting protests in Kiev’s central square, the Maidan of Independence. The United States alone spent about $65
      million to provide communications, training, and direct financial support to
      the regime’s opponents. The International Renaissance Foundation, owned by the American-Hungarian investor and
      philanthropist George Soros, had allocated $1,201,904 for “elections-related projects” (Molchanov 2007, 286).
      Under the pressure from abroad, Kuchma allowed the unprecedented third round of elections, which brought the
      victory to Yushchenko. As most voters in the country’s south and southeast voted for Yanukovych, the winning
      candidate’s already visible preferences for the more nationalist electorate of the western regions solidified and
      led to the promotion of Ukrainian populist nationalism once in office.
    


    
      The time was ripe to mix populism and nationalism together. As the editors of this volume note, populist
      nationalism is particularly appealing to those who feel that some “other” – often a corrupt elite or some
      “outsiders” – are exploiting the “real” people, who are portrayed as virtuous and homogenous. The Yushchenko
      campaign managed to mobilize its supporters by giving the generic imagery of a corrupt, kleptocratic government
      official a proper name and the recognizable face of an eastern Ukrainian Russian-speaking industrialist. The
      implied suggestion that the political culture of Ukraine’s east made its people somehow more tolerant of
      corruption played on existing ethnocultural divisions and counterposed unpatriotic, opportunistic easterners to
      the idealized “true Ukrainians.”
    


    
      The west of Ukraine features a strong tradition of ethnic Ukrainian nationalism, often accompanied by
      anti-Semitism and Russophobia. The so-called integral nationalism born in this region in the mid-war period
      developed strong affinities with Italian fascism and German Nazism. The Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists
      (OUN), born in Vienna and active in western Ukraine under Polish rule, had early on distinguished itself by the
      pro-fascist sympathies and embraced Hitlerism as an opportunity for national home rule under German tutelage. The
      main theorists of the interwar OUN Mykola Stsiborskiy and Dmytro Dontsov had both expressed their admiration of
      fascism as a political model (Zaitsev 2015). Fascist influences showed, among other things, in the OUN’s ethnic
      supremacism and xenophobia, as illustrated by the “integral” nationalists’ slogans of “Ukraine for Ukrainians”
      and, in a direct copy of Deutschland über alles, “Ukraine above all.”
    


    
      After the fall of communism, OUN had reestablished itself in Ukraine as the Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists
      (KUN). It spawned other xenophobic, racist organizations, such as the State Independence of Ukraine, the
      far-right Social National Party of Ukraine (currently, Svoboda), the Stepan Bandera All-Ukrainian Organization
      “Tryzub” (“Trident”), the Ukrainian National Assembly–Ukrainian People’s Self Defense (UNA-UNSO), and, more
      recently, the Right Sector. Finally, it was reborn under the original name. It is to these organizations and
      their ethnocentric agenda of the “revival” of the Ukrainian nation “without zhydy [pejorative for Jews]
      and moskali [pejorative for Russians]” (Rudling 2012, 200–201) that Yushchenko started catering.
    


    
      In August 2006 he conferred the highest award of Ukraine – the Hero of Ukraine title – on Yuri Shukhevych, the
      son of the Ukrainian Nazi Roman Shukhevych and himself a leader of a xenophobic
      far-right UNA-UNSO. The next year, that same Roman Shukhevych was made the Hero of Ukraine notwithstanding the
      well-known history of his serving as the German Schutzstaffel (SS) Hauptmann and deputy commander of the
      Nachtigall Battalion of the German Abwehr special operations forces during World War II. In 2010 the highest
      award was posthumously conferred on the OUN leader and Nazi collaborator Stepan Bandera. Memorials to the Soviet
      soldiers killed in World War II were destroyed in Lviv and other western Ukrainian cities. The school textbooks
      and programs were rewritten to glorify the OUN militants, who allegedly fought both the Soviets and the Nazis, as
      Ukraine’s main liberators, while the enormous sacrifices of the Red Army were glossed over.
    


    
      While Ukrainian society remained divided between the Russophiles in the east and Russophobes in the west, the
      Ukrainian polity appeared hostage to the competing interests of several oligarchic clans controlling the
      country’s economy. Yushchenko’s promises to fight corruption proved stillborn. His government had inherited a
      power machine that institutionalized corruption, non-transparency, and intimidation of political opponents, and
      swiftly put that machine to the government’s own uses (Molchanov 2007). Politicians who supported the losing side
      in the election were arrested and jailed on sketchy charges. Thousands of officials of all ranks were dismissed,
      often with no evidence at all, for alleged involvement in the election fraud, and replaced with Yushchenko
      supporters.
    


    
      The government embarked on a legally dubious “reprivatization” campaign, confiscating business assets held by
      supporters of Viktor Yanukovych only to sell them for concessional prices to the new “orange” elite. This
      property redistribution, guided almost exclusively by political sympathies or antipathies, panicked foreign
      investors and slowed economic growth from 12 percent to less than 3 percent in a year. As the economy faltered,
      Yushchenko fell back on populism and boosted social spending in the absence of new streams of revenues. This
      triggered inflation and growth in unemployment. To counter inflationary pressures, the government resorted to the
      interventionist policies reminiscent of the Soviet times. By mid-2005, investors doubted Ukraine’s commitment to
      market reforms.
    


    
      Meanwhile, the orange coalition was collapsing under mutual accusations of corruption. Cynicism only deepened
      when it was learned that the Yushchenko family had registered the “orange revolution” symbols as the family’s
      private trademarks. Against such a background, the split of the original “orange coalition” into several warring
      factions was unsurprising.
    


    
      What was rather surprising was the Ukrainian people’s desire to give power back to Viktor Yanukovych. In the
      elections of February 2010, deemed free and fair by external observers, Yanukovych defeated his “orange
      revolution” opponent and was elected President of Ukraine. He annulled some of the more controversial acts of his
      predecessor, for example, revoking the Hero of Ukraine prize that Yuschenko had awarded to Stepan Bandera.
      Ukraine’s foreign policy became more Russia-friendly, while domestically a law
      “On the principles of the state language policy” gave the Russian and other minority languages the right to be
      used as a “regional language” on a par with the state language in regions of concentrated settlement of the
      respective ethnic minorities.
    


    
      Ukrainian nationalists were unhappy that the Russian-speaking citizens of Ukraine’s southeast received the right
      of using Russian in education and official communication with local governments. While Yanukovych argued that
      “the Russian language, which is native for many citizens of Ukraine, [should] take its rightful place in [the
      Ukrainian] society,” his opponents saw the law “as an instrument of the Russian attack on the Ukrainian language”
      (Masenko 2016). Populist nationalism of a xenophobic variety was reactivated as an instrument of internal
      political struggle against the regime dominated by east Ukrainians. To understand what happened next, we need to
      see the failure of the Yanukovych government in the context of western influences on Ukraine’s political life and
      society.
    


    Western Influences and Ukraine’s Western Diaspora


    
      Ukraine’s ties to the West are ties of economic, structural, and symbolic dependency. This dependence on
      international financial institutions, western investments and markets, loans, grants, cultural exchange programs,
      public and private philanthropy, and the rhetorical acceptance in a club of the so-called civilized nations of
      the world is the result of deliberate policies and psychological attitudes of the elite. The post-communist
      elite’s perceptions of the West are full of existential envy of western “model” history, lifestyle, and culture
      and a desire to appropriate all of this by simulating western tastes, narratives, and behaviors (Hundorova 2009).
    


    
      Psychological dependency takes various forms: from the purchases of the choicest real estate in London by
      Ukraine’s oligarchs (Gorchinskaya et al. 2015) to the exponential – 157 percent in the three years leading to the
      revolution – growth in the number of Ukrainians vacationing abroad for the sake of “being no worse than others”
      (Finance.UA 2014). Thirty-five percent of the people in the nation are willing to leave the country for good: of
      the Ukrainians with work experience, 84 percent want to work abroad (EY 2016; Kyslytska 2017).
    


    
      The rich show their allegiances by taking money out of the country: in two decades of independence, $167 billion
      left Ukraine for offshore destinations (Panchenko 2012). The “Euromaidan” added $6.21 billion to the leak in the
      first year after the revolution (Minprom 2016). The present rulers follow in the footsteps of their corrupt
      predecessors: Ukraine’s President Petro Poroshenko, his Minister of Finance Olexander Danyluk, and the Head of
      the Central Bank Natalia Gontareva have all moved money to tax havens offshore (Kozak 2016).
    


    
      The western influences on Ukraine are of a kind that emerge between the global metropole and the dependent
      periphery. A rather peculiar example of this can be seen in the almost
      reverential treatment that power holders in Ukraine accord to the Ukrainian diaspora of the Anglo-American world.
    


    
      The largest Ukrainian diaspora groups in the West reside in Canada (1.2 million) and the United States (1
      million). Such organizations as the Ukrainian American Coordinating Council, Ukrainian Federation of America,
      Ukrainian Congress Committee of America, the US-Ukraine Foundation, Action Ukraine Coalition, and the US-Ukraine
      Business Council play key roles as lobbyists for the Ukrainian diaspora political and business interests in
      Washington and Kiev alike. In these groups’ cultural imaginary, all corruption in Ukraine has Russian roots;
      hence, the more Ukraine distances itself from Russia and the Russians, the better for the nation. It came as no
      surprise that, as the “Euromaidan” revolution was unfolding, the diaspora groups pushed hard to use it as an
      occasion for further de-Russianization of Ukraine.
    


    
      In Canada, the Ukrainian Canadian Congress (UCC) and dozens of affiliated diaspora organizations sought to
      influence policy decisions of the governments of Canada and Ukraine in pursuit of similar objectives, lobbying
      for the “advancement” of Ukrainian cultural, historical, and national identities, the promotion of Ukrainian as
      the sole official language in Ukraine, and the revamping of education with a focus on Ukraine’s “unique,”
      “primordial” history. Once again, Ukraine’ Russian citizens appeared to be in the way.
    


    
      Most of the diaspora organizations are descendants of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, recently cloned
      in Ukraine as the OUN(b), a faction named after Stepan Bandera, and the OUN plain (formerly KMOUN), a remnant of
      a competing faction that was originally named the OUN(m) after its founder Andriy Melnyk. Both OUN(b) and OUN(m)
      were transplanted back to Ukraine from their overseas exile locations soon after the dissolution of the Soviet
      Union. Even so, they maintained direct lines of communication to the diaspora headquarters. The OUN(b) is
      currently headed by the Australia-born Stefan Romaniv, who combines the post with a position as head of the
      Australian Federation of Ukrainian Organisations. The OUN(m) was led by the Canadian political activist and
      former Wehrmacht volunteer Mykola Plaviuk until he died, back in Canada, in 2012.
    


    
      In 1990s, diaspora returnees manned the council of advisers to the Ukrainian president, represented Ukraine at
      the board of the International Monetary Fund, became consultants at the Ministry of Defense, established and
      headed institutes and universities, staffed western embassies, presided over the American Chamber of Commerce in
      Ukraine, and headed the North Atlantic Treaty Organization center in Kiev. Diaspora dollars propelled
      transformation of the initially moderate Popular Movement of Ukraine (Rukh) into a veritable ethno-nationalist
      organization fully aligned with the OUN’s ideological platform (Satzewich 2002, 205–206). Diaspora advisers took
      active part in the preparation of the Constitution of Ukraine, spearheaded legal reforms, and led “training”
      projects for the Ukrainian legislators, government officials, military commanders, journalists, and policy
      experts. Last but not least, Ukraine’s ambassador in the US was happy to report
      that “many Ukrainians who work in the FBI, CIA and similar agencies provide Ukraine with practical assistance”
      (Shcherbak 1998).
    


    
      Émigrés and their descendants found ways to head local offices of large multinational corporations and positioned
      themselves as middlemen in disbursement of the western foreign aid to Ukraine. In 1999, the Ukrainian Congress
      Committee of America, since 1980 under the Banderite leadership, received $180,000 from the United States Agency
      for International Development (USAID) to run a “nationwide civic information” campaign in preparation for
      Ukraine’s presidential elections that year. In 2000, the Government of Canada awarded $2.7 million to the
      Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies to implement the Canada Ukraine Legislative and Intergovernmental Project
      (Satzewich 2002, 207). In 2004, the diaspora raised no less than $1 million of its own money and disbursed $65
      million of the US budget money in support of the “orange revolution” (Associated Press 2004; Koinova 2009, 56).
    


    
      Since then, both Washington and Ottawa have spent millions of dollars on election observation missions, voter
      awareness training, strengthening of media freedom, support of civil society, and promotion of multiparty
      democracy in Ukraine. In most cases, diaspora activists became directly involved in these projects’
      implementation. This western tutelage paved the way for the “Euromaidan” revolution of 2014 and transformed it
      into the anti-Russian project it has become.
    


    
      As an official statement by the Ukrainian Canadian Congress (UCC) goes, “the majority of Ukrainians in Canada
      have considered Russia, both tsarist and communist, their historical enemy because it had been the prime
      oppressor of Ukraine’s freedom” (Molchanov 2016, 37). This attitude had existed well before the events of 2014.
      In fact, the better the relations between Ukraine and Russia appeared, the louder and more hysterical were the
      diaspora’s denunciation of a “Russia threat.”
    


    
      Ideological heirs of the OUN invested significant resources in rewriting the history of Ukraine as a history of
      constant victimization at the hands of the “Russian enemy,” completely ignoring successful cooptation of the
      Ukrainian elites by both the Russian empire and the USSR. In Canada, they sponsored legislation to recognize the
      collectivization-related famine that swept across several Soviet republics, Russia included, as an act of
      genocide reflective of the Russian hatred of the Ukrainian people. At the same time, they have, “for decades,
      dismissed or minimized an increasingly well-documented history of Ukrainian nationalist participation in pogroms
      and collaboration with the Nazis in mass murder” of Jews and Poles, as well as the Nazi-led punishing operations
      against Ukrainians and Belarusians (Ball and Rudling 2014, 38). The diaspora-sponsored historians, such as the
      current director of the Ukrainian Institute of National Memory Volodymyr Viatrovych, whitewash the war-time
      crimes of the nationalist guerrillas and try to exempt the Ukrainian SS division Galizien No. 1 from its obvious
      association with the Nazis (Cohen 2016; Strana.ua 2017).
    


    
      The diaspora’s resurrection of an “unfinished business” agenda dating back to World War II has not been healthy
      for Ukraine. One might argue that Vladimir Putin’s decision to send the
      so-called polite people in military uniforms without insignia to support the pro-Russian separatists in Crimea
      was in no small part a response to the intensity of the anti-Russian bacchanalia in the post-Maidan Ukraine. It
      is worthwhile remembering in this regard that one of the first legislative acts in the aftermath of the 2014
      revolution was to annul the law that allowed free use of Russian in Ukraine’s south and southeast regions. Even
      though the country had a much bigger fish to fry than brow-beating its linguistic minorities, the “us versus
      them” mentality prevailed. It is this divisive mentality that puts nationalism at loggerheads with democracy.
    


    The Nationalist Hijacking of Ukraine’s 2014 Revolution


    
      The mass protests that led to the fall of the Yanukovych government in February 2014 had their roots in people’s
      disgust with corruption and the authoritarian tendencies of the executive power. The political clique that ran
      the country focused on personal enrichment and blocked reforms that could help move Ukraine toward regulated
      liberal-democratic capitalism. The adversity of the kleptocratic regime that persisted under all administrations
      in the post-communist Ukraine made emigration and seasonal work abroad the only routes of escape still open to
      the common folk. Ukraine’s “European choice” – the prospect of eventual integration with the European Union –
      appeared as the masses’ last hope for a better life. Thus, when Yanukovych, seemingly under pressure from Moscow,
      turned away from signing the EU association agreement, much of the Ukrainian civil society rose up in protest.
    


    
      The “Euromaidan” started as the students’ sit-in demonstration against the president for reneging on his promises
      of European association. It featured populist demands to clean up the government of corruption and make it truly
      accountable to the people. The protests grew exponentially after the ill-conceived police action against the
      protesters. Hundreds of thousands of people occupied Kiev’s central streets and squares, eventually forcing
      Yanukovych to flee the country. However, this broad, civic-minded movement needed leaders and organizers, and
      those were readily supplied by the nationalists. The “Svoboda” and the “Right Sector” activists appeared as the
      “Maidan” striking force, militarized the initially peaceful protests, and succeeded in violently dislodging the
      government. According to some analyses, it is these far-right groups, and not the government forces, that should
      also be held responsible for human fatalities of the “Euromaidan” revolution (Katchanovski 2015).
    


    
      The Maidan revolution combined populism with nationalism by presenting Ukraine’s “European choice” as,
      simultaneously, a campaign to get rid of corrupt officials and an anti-Russian project par excellence. The
      radical nationalist parties that rose in prominence after Maidan, such as the aptly titled “Radical Party of Oleg
      Lyashko,” managed to merge the images of the hated corruptionist and the Russian-speaking eastern Ukrainian
      “separatist” together under the single designation of “internal enemies”
      (McPhedran 2014). Pressured from the right, the new government encouraged a Manichean opposition of the
      “civilized,” “European” Ukrainians and the “barbaric,” “Asian” Russians. Populist nationalism drives
      discriminatory policies, such as the nation-wide campaign of closure of schools with the Russian language of
      instruction, restriction on publication and dissemination of Russian-language newspapers and books, the ban on
      Russian artists and performers, Russian films and video materials on TV, and the like.
    


    
      Populist nationalism has to cater to the most common – which also happens to be the lowest – denominator on the
      street. That is why the Ukrainian-Russian demands of a limited cultural and political autonomy for the
      Russian-speaking southeast of the country were met with military repression. The start of the “anti-terrorist
      operation” in response to the originally unarmed demonstrations in Donbass immediately turned the autonomization
      movement into an armed rebellion. This, in turn, provoked a bacchanalia of hysteric denunciation of Ukraine’s own
      citizens of a “wrong” ethnocultural orientation as traitors, Russia’s agents, “scum,” and the like.
    


    
      Russia’s annexation of Crimea, formerly of the Russian Federation and with a population largely sympathetic to
      the Russian cause, had pushed Kiev even more into cahoots with ethnonationalist parties and groups. The far right
      became trend setters of Ukrainian politics, competing in de-humanization of Ukraine’s Russian citizens. While
      “Tryzub” published an appeal to “dam the Kryvyi Rih quarries with corpses of the moskali,” the UNA-UNSO
      promised to dump the bodies of dead Russians into the Kerch Strait until such time when they form a bridge to
      “reunite Kuban with Ukraine” (Molchanov 2015, 201).
    


    
      The nationalist militias evolved from perpetrators of the Maidan false flag operations (Katchanovski 2017) into
      the core force of punishing expeditions against Donbass. The nationalist Azov battalion, whose members brandish
      the Nazi and SS insignia, have been at the forefront of Ukraine’s civil war. This war, according to the Azov
      commander, Verkhovna Rada MP Andriy Biletskiy, helps implement the agenda of the “Ukrainian racial
      social-nationalism,” which demands “racial purification of the Nation” (Zuesse 2015). Ukrainians, according to
      Mr. Biletskiy, are “one of the largest and highest quality” parts of the “European White Races” that “produce a
      great civilization, the highest human achievement.” The “historic mission” of the Ukrainian nation, he says, “is
      thus to lead the White peoples of the world in the final crusade for their survival. It is to lead the war
      against Semites and the sub-humans they use” (Zuesse 2015). As commentaries in Ukraine’s social media attest, a
      sizeable portion of the country’s “netizens” would not be averse to the idea of consigning anyone suspect of the
      pro-Russian sympathies to the ranks of thusly defined “subhumanity.” The Azov’s subsequent transformation into a
      special regiment of the National Guard of Ukraine, and Mr. Biletskiy’s promotion to the rank of Lieutenant
      Colonel, both show that the government opted to turn a blind eye even to the most unpalatable declarations of its
      armed supporters.
    


    
      Vilification of Russia and the Russians produces surprising echoes of Mr. Biletskiy’s pronouncements on the top
      of Ukraine’s political pyramid. Thus, the leader of Ukraine’s Radical Party and
      the second runner-up in the 2014 presidential elections Oleh Lyashko demanded that the “Moscow invaders and their
      accomplices” be executed by hanging. The June 2014 speech by Prime Minister Arseniy Yatsenyuk referred to the
      Donbass separatists as “subhumans” and “filth.” President Poroshenko had vilified the anti-government protesters
      in Donbass as “terrorists, criminals, and non-humans” that ought to be “destroyed” as early as April 2014, and
      repeatedly designated armed opposition to his regime as “non-humans.” A senior adviser to the Minister of the
      Interior indicated that his department was preparing suggestions on the curtailment of democratic rights and
      freedoms for the pro-Russian activists in Donbass, which would include their expedited deportation to Russia
      (Molchanov 2015).
    


    
      While Kiev wages an undeclared war against Ukraine’s Donbass region, the regime-controlled press and “patriotic”
      social media debase Donbass defenders as “subhumans,” “bastards,” “imbeciles,” “potato beetles,” “cockroaches,”
      and the like. This cannot but remind an informed observer of the propagandistic preparation to the Tutsi genocide
      in Rwanda. In such an atmosphere, the civil war in Ukraine’s Southeast is bound to continue. The Donbass leaders
      do not see themselves as “subhumans” and will hardly submit to a possibility of execution by the nation’s
      “purifiers.”
    


    Conclusion


    
      The story of populist nationalism in Ukraine is a story of the elite’s manipulation of the masses. In this
      regard, it is similar to populist nationalism in the former Yugoslavia. From the very beginning, Ukrainian ethnic
      nationalism was used in political and economic struggles for the benefit of existing powers. Its class character
      contributed to the failure of the Ukrainian National Republic. In a move common to most post-Soviet states,
      “indigenization” helped solidify the party control of the masses, but also fostered the thirst for more power and
      control on the part of local party functionaries and the Soviet-educated “pen elite.”
    


    
      The collapse of the Soviet Union was not caused by the nationalist demands of independent statehood, but rather
      by the regional elites’ struggle to maintain and expand their privileges. In the process, however, the former
      communist state-makers had to embrace the nationalism of a “titular” nation. The reliance on populist nationalism
      became a key imperative in the context of multiple transitions, where both established identities and old social
      and economic certainties ceased to exist. Across all of Eastern Europe and Central Asia, nationalist policies and
      rhetoric helped to shore up post-communist rulers’ legitimacy and preempt the challenge from the right.
    


    
      Moreover, nationalism helped control the masses, subjected to the unprecedented campaign of dispossession and
      dismantling of socialist welfare states for the benefit of the new rich. Feelings of anger and helplessness that
      accompanied these changes had to be refocused away from the emerging capitalist elites and their state sponsors.
      Nationalist populism exploited bitterness over the failed Soviet policies and
      succeeded in equating Soviet communism with the “Russian” Other. It also offered a symbolic reward of the
      officially privileged identity to the population of the eponymous ethnicity.
    


    
      As people were losing their jobs and lifetime savings, the anti-Russian sentiment grew throughout all of former
      Soviet peripheries and erstwhile countries of the Eastern bloc. It was magnified by the media and approached
      near-hysterical overtones in the Baltic states. Discriminatory policies that targeted local Russian and
      Russian-speaking populations became the staple of the nation-building programs in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
      Moldova, Georgia, Kazakhstan, and further afield. Ethnic nationalism in Ukraine divided the formerly unified
      nation into a Ukrainian-speaking and a Russian-speaking part and set the one against the other.
    


    
      It has been argued that populist manipulation of the masses “maintains not only the naiveté of the emerging
      consciousness but also the people’s habit of being directed” (Freire 1985, 79). Ethnic nationalism in Ukraine has
      been painstakingly constructed by intellectuals and the power elite. Importantly, the culture codes they used
      were borrowed from the right-wing groups of the Ukrainian diaspora, which, in turn, had preserved the so-called
      integral (i.e., ethnototalitarian) nationalism of the inter-war Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists.
    


    
      In a development characteristic for a number of the post-communist states in Eastern Europe, anti-Russian
      nationalism in Ukraine became associated with Europeanization and westernization. Thus, the ostensibly
      pro-democracy “orange revolution” of 2004 saw the “people’s president” Yushchenko bestowing the highest honors of
      the state onto the specters of the World War II Ukrainian fascists. The “Euromaidan” revolution of 2014, once
      again, conflated ethnic nationalism and Russophobia with Europeanism and democracy.
    


    
      Russia’s annexation of Crimea and the support of separatist movement in Donbass could not endear Ukrainians to
      the Russian cause. The war in Ukraine’s East poured much oil onto the flames of populist nationalism that was
      already going strong on both sides of the conflict. In the process, the rhetorical race to the bottom between the
      Ukrainian government and the right-wing nationalist militias was bound to happen. Populist nationalism in the
      times of war differs much from populist nationalism in peaceful times. It remains to be seen, however, whether
      the much-avowed consolidation of the Ukrainian political nation will eventually succeed on the basis of
      xenophobic Russia-bashing.
    


    Notes


    
      1 According to Miroslav Hroch (1985), the first phase of
      national awakening is characterized by the emergence of a “scholarly” interest toward the language, culture, and
      history of a would-be nation; typically, those exhibiting such interest are writing professionals of some sort
      (teachers, journalists, artists, poets, and the like), hence “pen elite.”
    


    
      2 This author’s interviews at the time with random
      representatives of the Ukrainian Jewish community confirmed that the perception was widespread.
    


    
      3 Dnipropetrovsk (currently Dnipro) and Donetsk are among
      Ukraine’s largest cities and regional centers, commanding most economic clusters of the country’s southeast.
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    Deutschland!”


    On the Populist Nationalism of the
    Alternative für Deutschland


    Joseph Sterphone


    Introduction


    
      In October 2014, Lutz Bachmann, a public relations specialist, founded a group called Patriotic Europeans Against
      the Islamization of the West (PEGIDA), in Dresden. Bachmann founded the organization to combat what he claimed
      was the ongoing destruction of German and Western culture by Muslim refugees. The demonstrations spread across
      Germany as the organization grew. Shortly after PEGIDA’s first rally, prominent members of the relatively newly
      founded Alternative für Deutschland (Alternative for Germany, AfD) recognized the group as a “natural ally”
      (Korsch 2016, 120). Another faction within the party, however, was skeptical, calling the organization too
      xenophobic and nationalist – a natural deterrent for voters. This opposition, led by Bernd Lucke, kept the two
      organizations from associating publicly. As a result, Bachmann criticized the AfD as a “toothless mainstream
      party” (Grabow 2016).
    


    
      By 2015, however, the AfD had embraced PEGIDA and the similarly positioned Identitarian Movement (Identitäre
      Bewegung). Moreover, AfD politicians were openly attending PEGIDA rallies and events by 2016, and the two
      organizations held side-by-side rallies against immigration in May 2017. Both PEGIDA and AfD positioned
      themselves as the only group representing and advocating for the common German. Indeed, where PEGIDA is a
      populist organization and movement, AfD might now be considered its institutional counterpart. But how was it
      that the AfD, which initially framed itself as a Euroskeptic and economically liberal party that saw PEGIDA as
      too nationalistic, became PEGIDA’s institutional counterpart? By 2017, the AfD had become the most electorally
      successful new party in German history, and one of the most electorally successful new parties in European
      history. Much of this can be traced to the AfD’s switch towards embracing more explicitly nationalist and
      populist stances, especially on social issues.
    


    
      This chapter tracks the AfD’s shift in rhetoric and policy orientation from its founding through June 2017. It
      argues that although the change in AfD leadership in 2015 resulted in more explicitly nationalist and populist
      policies, both of those threads were present from the beginning. More specifically, it argues that the AfD grounded its early Euroskepticism in nationalism and populism, even though
      it later changed the group it was opposing in the name of the German people. The chapter closes with some
      thoughts on the conditions necessary for the emergence of the AfD in Germany, and of populist nationalist parties
      more broadly.
    


    Founding a Populist Party


    
      Wahlalternative 2013 (Electoral Alternative 2013) was formed in September 2012 in response to Chancellor Angela
      Merkel’s handling of the Greek debt crisis. The organization was founded by Alexander Gauland, Bernd Lucke,
      Konrad Adam, and Gerd Robanus, all former members of the Christian Democratic Union (CDU) and all of whom
      expressed concern that the party was not conservative enough. This new political pressure group billed itself as
      explicitly Euroskeptic and critical of the Federal Republic’s existing political elites and parties. Members
      focused their critique on the CDU in particular; Alexander Gauland, formerly a CDU state secretary in Hesse,
      complained that “the CDU had lost its soul under Merkel” (quoted in Wittrock 2012). The belief about the
      necessity of an alternative to the CDU was central to Wahlalternative appeals, press releases, interviews, and
      speeches.
    


    
      Wahlalternative critiqued more than just the “soul” of the CDU. On the front page of its erstwhile website,
      members declared themselves as emerging in opposition not only to Merkel’s policy, but also to “the united front
      of professional politicians” (“Wahlalternative 2013: Startseite” 2012). In the realm of European fiscal policy,
      in particular, they argued that the CDU and its Bavarian counterpart the Christian Social Union (CSU) had fallen
      out of sync with conservative values, that the Social Democrats and Greens provided no real opposition to the
      standing conservative government, and that none of the parties in the Bundestag were representing the will of
      “the people.” Thus, Wahlalternative promoted alternatives to the “old parties” (Altparteien).1 Heading into the January 2013 state election in Saxony, members sought
      election through an alliance with the Free Voters (Freie Wähler), a small independent association, but did not
      win any seats. Within one month, the Wahlalternative leadership dropped the Freie Wähler and together with other
      prominent supporters, created the AfD as a new political party.
    


    
      Not much changed within the organization except for its structure. Many of the AfD’s early supporters were the
      same economists, businesspeople, and professors who had supported Wahlalternative. The AfD grew very quickly:
      within four months, it had a regional office in all 16 states (Berbuir et al. 2015, 155). During the first year,
      the AfD’s program focused largely on two stances. First, it promoted Euroskepticism as its central plank. But
      rather than calling for a complete exit from the Union, the AfD sought a retreat from the Euro and a
      reinstatement of national currencies (“Startseite” 2013).
    


    
      Second, it stressed the importance of strengthening “the will of the people.” AfD leaders and documents argued
      that at all levels of German politics, the Altparteien were running the
      system based on their interests rather than the people’s (Alternative für Deutschland 2013). In response, the
      AfD’s party program called for the incorporation of more direct democracy at all levels.
    


    
      The AfD’s criticism of “career politicians” and the Altparteien frames “the people” in contrast to the
      “elite.” Given the centrality of its Euroskepticism, however, it is clear that it understands “the people” to be
      national and German. The AfD’s plan for returning political influence to “the people” included reinstating
      national sovereignty and rights, but also tightening immigrant integration policy. The leaders called for a new
      law that would focus on immigrants who are “willing to integrate” (integrationswillig) and would be based
      on the Canadian model, which immigration scholars have criticized for emphasizing conformity and cultural
      singularity (see, for example, Li 2003). That said, the 2013 party program dedicated relatively little space to
      immigration, foreigners, culture, or specifying who was included in the Volk.
    


    
      In the September 2013 federal election, the party failed to gain any seats in the Bundestag2 and it was similarly unsuccessful in state elections. But the AfD received
      the fifth highest vote share in the 2014 European Parliament election and gained seven seats, including one for
      then-spokesman and co-founder Bernd Lucke. During the lead-up to this election, the AfD changed its slogan from
      Mut zur Wahrheit, telling it as it is,3 to Mut zu
      Deutschland, or the courage to stand up for Germany or be nationalistic.4 The party doubled-down on its Euroskeptic rhetoric, while some politicians increasingly
      incorporated nationalistic refrains. Beatrix von Storch, for example, who was nominated for the fourth position
      and was aligned with the AfD’s more conservative faction, stated in her introduction on the AfD’s European
      election webpage:
    


    
      
        Democracy means sovereignty of the people. One people. And not sovereignty of the peoples. And there is no
        EU-people. For that reason, there can be no European democracy. … A people governs itself. Not other people.
        The French over the French. The Danish over the Danish, and the Germans over the Germans.
      


      
        (Alternative für Deutschland 2014a)
      

    


    
      Following this success, the AfD won enough votes in state elections to gain seats in the Saxony, Thuringia, and
      Brandenburg Landtags in 2014, and in Hamburg and Bremen in the first half of 2015. In only two years, the AfD had
      gone from being unable to clear the 5 percent barrier in a federal election to holding seats in the European
      Parliament and in five separate state parliaments. However, prominent party leaders and official spokespersons
      Frauke Petry and Bernd Lucke were at the center of factional conflict. At a convention in 2015, the party elected
      Petry as the new spokesperson. Lucke subsequently left the party. In a press release, Lucke asserted that he
      could not remain in the party as a “bourgeois poster child for political ideas, that [he] reject[ed] with deep
      conviction … includ[ing], in particular, anti-Islamic or xenophobic views” (quoted in Spiegel Online
      2015).
    


    
      Lucke was not alone in his assessment of the party’s direction under Petry.
      The shift was widely understood in the media as representing a transition away from Euroskepticism grounded in
      liberal economic policy and towards a more right-wing populist and reactionary ideology. Moreover, this shift
      corresponded with the emergence of the right-wing reactionary and Islamophobic protest movement PEGIDA. Marcus
      Pretzell, a then-prominent member and representative to the European Parliament, stated proudly that the AfD is
      both an anti-Euro party and a “PEGIDA Party” (Steiner 2015). This meant that the AfD would begin to more actively
      pursue social policy and issues, including immigration, policing, education, culture, and identity. By aligning
      with PEGIDA, a party organized solely around Islamophobic German cultural nationalism, the AfD repositioned
      itself as explicitly populist and nationalist.
    


    
      Furthermore, the timing of the shift matches with the beginning of what is popularly referred to as the European
      refugee crisis. AfD politicians and party materials emphasize opposition to the Merkel government’s handling of
      the influx of refugees. This issue allowed the AfD to join its Euroskepticism, which targeted EU level policies
      dictating that member states accept refugees, with its newly centered nationalist and xenophobic positions, which
      emphasized that accepting refugees would dilute German culture and that Muslims are unsuitable immigrants. Most
      analyses of whether the AfD can be classified as either nationalist, populist, or far-right can be separated into
      two periods. English-language studies published concurrent with or before the shift in the party leadership
      typically characterized the party as primarily anti-elite and Euroskeptic, with some even arguing that the AfD
      ought not be classified as nationalist or far-right (Arzheimer 2015; Bebnowski 2013; Berbuir et al. 2015;
      Franzmann 2016; Grimm 2015; Jankowski et al. 2016). Although a few of these early analyses incorporated critiques
      of the AfD’s nationalist and far-right policies (Häusler and Roeser 2015), more contemporary studies highlight
      its nationalist and populist tone, although they tend to undertheorize their inseparability (Häusler 2016;
      Häusler et al. 2016).
    


    Understanding Populist Nationalism


    
      Today it is popular to talk about resurgences of nationalism and populism in Europe and North America. Scholars
      and journalists have observed that parties and politicians that we might not classify as overtly nationalist are
      making populist appeals and vice versa, but this discussion often treats the two phenomena separately, or, at
      least, understates their relationship. As López-Alves and Johnson note in the introduction to this volume,
      populist ideologies and groups typically use “the nation” as an underlying boundary. For example, the
      late-nineteenth-century Populist Party in the United States primarily framed itself as an agrarian movement
      organized in opposition to northeastern capitalists and financiers. Party leadership deployed class as the
      dominant organizing ideology, calling on “the toilers” and “the industrial classes” to organize against “the
      plutocrats” (Kazin 1995, 37). However, it also deployed anti-immigrant and racist sentiments. Such discourses either actively conceptualized the laborer – and therefore “the people” –
      in a nativist and (white) nationalist manner or created a blindspot, allowing anti-Black sentiments among white
      workers to remain strong and uncontested. Indeed, although ostensibly organized around class concerns, the
      American Populist Party was still nationally and racially inscribed, as many class-based populist movements are.
    


    
      Scholars continue to disagree on many of the particulars of populism. It has been conceptualized variously as a
      political strategy or tactic (Franzmann 2016; Gidron and Bonikowski 2013), an ideology (Deegan-Krause and
      Haughton 2009; Mudde 2004; Stanley 2011), or a discursive style (Kazin 1995; Papadopoulos 2000; Pelinka 2013;
      Wodak 2015). Thus, there is substantial disagreement about what populism is and how it operates. However, the
      scholars’ shared certainty is that “populism worships the people” (Ionescu and Gellner 1969, 4) and that it
      exists globally irrespective of local particularities (Ionescu and Gellner 1969; Mudde and Kaltwasser 2012; Wodak
      et al. 2013). The major differences between the three perspectives center around whether populism is something
      one believes or one does, and what sort of actor can do or believe it. For those conceptualizing populism as a
      strategy, it is primarily movements and parties that do populism as a means of organizing or mobilizing;
      whereas for those understanding populism as a discursive style, it is something that can be done by anyone
      (Laclau 2005). On the other hand, if populism is an ideology then parties, movements, and individuals can be
      populists or believers in populism, rather than just doers of populism.
    


    
      The discursive and ideological approaches have more in common. For both, populism is “moralistic” and
      “identitarian” rather than programmatic (Mudde 2004). Compromise on the essential issues, which typically frame
      what the party is against, is seen as a corruption of the purity of the movement, sacrificing the will of
      “the people” to appease “the elite” or “the outsiders.” One central feature of populism, whether understood
      discursively or ideologically, is the formulation of a singular and supposedly homogeneous group – “the people” –
      who are cast in opposition to some Other, typically “elites” but also often immigrants, foreigners, or racial
      Others (Bergsdorf 2000; Laclau 2005; Mudde 2004). Wodak (2015) argues that, in fact, all right-wing
      populist parties rely on a scapegoat onto which they can project an existential threat to “the people.” And as
      López-Alves and Johnson assert, populists usually cast this existential threat as one to a nationally inscribed
      working class, and, thus, to jobs, culture, and ways of life.
    


    
      Another key point of agreement is that populism can hold many ideological positions. Populism has been called
      both a “thin(-centered) ideology” (Freeden 1998; Stanley 2008, 2011) and an “empty signifier” (Laclau 2005).
      These designations indicate that populism is an incomplete concept; it does not identify who “the people” are and
      with whom they are in conflict on its own. Indeed, parties, politicians, movements, and individuals from both the
      political right and left have variously been described as populist. It is precisely because populism has no core
      that it is chameleonic, and why we can identify it in so many seemingly inconsistent contexts. Populists fill the holes in their program by drawing on other ideologies or
      discourses to define the people, the Other, and the type of existential threat this Other poses. This has
      included distinctions between labor and capital, between the commoner and the political elite, and between the
      nation and the foreign. This lattermost formulation, in which “the people” refers to the national people,
      is the most common formulation. Worker-oriented populisms are premised on a people that starts and stops at the
      boundaries of the national community: it is not the worker or commoner writ-large who needs to organize
      politically against the bourgeoisie or foreigner, but the national worker or the national woman.
    


    
      Thus, we might understand populism as a political discourse or ideology that appeals to the idea that “the
      people” need to organize against an Other that poses some existential threat. It is the doctrine of popular
      sovereignty taken to its extreme: governance rooted in the “general will” (Mudde and Kaltwasser 2012). Both
      groups are conceptualized as internally homogeneous, but the people are valorized and cast as the victim while
      the Other is vilified and represented as the perpetrator.
    


    
      Nationalism is the underlying logic for this dichotomy, producing an antagonism between the national and the
      non-national Other (e.g., immigrants, racialized Others), while also blaming the political elite for allowing
      cultural, racial, or ethnic infiltration. Most importantly, nationalism provides a readily available set of
      symbols, myths, and meanings around which “the people” can be organized. Because nation relies so heavily on
      fictive internal homogeneity (Anderson 1983; Calhoun 1997; Connor 1994; Skey 2009) and the existence of a set of
      repertoires that can be drawn on publicly (Brubaker et al. 2004; Edensor 2002; Fox and Miller-Idriss 2008), it
      provides a strong basis for developing populist claims. This combination of nationalism and populism is certainly
      not new. Rather, it has been increasingly successful recently among right-wing parties in Europe, including
      Austria’s Freedom Party, France’s National Front, Britain’s British National Party, and the Netherland’s Freedom
      Party.5 This brand of populists opposes globalization, open borders
      or migration policy, multiculturalism, changing gender roles, any change that threatens the internal homogeneity
      of the people, and, therefore, the establishment that has promoted or allowed such policies.
    


    Data and Method


    
      One of the benefits to studying right-wing populist nationalist parties in the contemporary period is the wealth
      of available sources. This includes institutional documents – such as party platforms, posters, speeches, press
      releases, and official websites – and social media – namely, Facebook posts or tweets from official accounts.
      Thus, there are ample data for discourse analytical studies of right-wing national populist parties and
      movements. With its focus on critiques of power and on the process of demystifying ideology, critical discourse
      analysis is a useful approach for examining texts produced by populists.
      Moreover, because critical discourse analysis begins with the assumption that all texts are contextual, both
      historically and immediately, it allows for historically and processually oriented analyses of discourse over
      time (Wodak 2015, 50–51; Wodak and Meyer 2001, 66–70).
    


    
      Critical historical discourse analysis is necessary for studying Alternative für Deutschland for two reasons.
      First, internal struggles between factions within the AfD produced substantial shifts in the party’s dominant
      ideology, and although the appeals that AfD politicians make today are not new, their language has changed.
      Second, like many other national populist parties or movements, the AfD has been largely reactive to both
      mainstream politics and current events. As a result, it is necessary to contextualize its program, speeches, and
      other materials, within the broader context of migration or refugee flows and changes in the German and European
      economies. The analysis here focuses on official documents published or used by the AfD between its founding and
      June 2017. This includes party programs, posters, press releases, and content posted to the official AfD website.
      The remainder of the chapter is organized around analysis of themes that reflect the party’s nationalist and
      populist character.
    


    Euroskepticism and Globalization


    
      Most studies of the AfD’s early years argue that because it focused primarily on economic and fiscal policies, it
      should be considered mainly Euroskeptic or anti-globalist (Arzheimer 2015; Berbuir et al. 2015). Such studies
      tend to emphasize the party’s focus on the political elite to argue that, at least in its early days, the AfD
      ought not be considered nationalist. At first glance, the AfD’s platforms prior to Petry taking over as
      spokesperson seem to support this argument. However, the emphasis placed on Europe and the idea of autonomy and
      democracy reveal that even Wahlalternative’s opposition to the Euro and the Greek bailout were grounded in
      nationalist language.
    


    
      From its inception, the AfD framed itself foremost as a Euroskeptic protest party that provided an alternative to
      the mainstream parties, which it argued all had the same pro-Europe policies (“Wahlalternative 2013: Startseite”
      2012). AfD politicians initially framed their Euroskepticism around two themes. First, they opposed the Euro and
      the economic entanglements that came with Germany’s membership in the European Union. In preparation for the 2013
      federal election, for example, the party called for a dissolution of the Eurozone and a return to national
      currencies (Alternative für Deutschland 2013). Second, the AfD grounded its Euroskepticism in appeals to and
      defense of democracy understood as (national) popular sovereignty. This is most explicit in Beatrix von Storch’s
      assertion that “[d]emocracy only works nationally, not internationally” (Alternative für Deutschland 2014a).
    


    
      These two arguments frequently overlapped. The AfD’s first federal party program asserted that every (national)
      people should be able to decide their currency by plebiscite. It used
      anti-Euro slogans reminiscent of other right-wing national populist parties, namely the Austrian Freedom Party.
      One such slogan on a postcard advertisement reads: “We do not want the Euro. No foreign debt shifted to the
      German people” (quoted in Häusler et al. 2016, 25). In its platform for the 2014 European Parliament election,
      the AfD called for the implementation of a “citizen’s veto” so that the EU would “serve the citizen” on the
      important issues, including the future of the Euro (Alternative für Deutschland 2014b, 10).
    


    
      This phase of AfD policy reveals a framing of “the people” as German first and European second, if anything. Its
      Euro-policy was inscribed with a rejection of the transnational. In fact, it treated fiscal policy as essentially
      a subset of foreign policy. Thus, the AfD’s early party programs frame European policy as yet another realm in
      which the party can defend the national people from the foreign (Lewandowsky 2016, 49). This is especially clear
      in its critique of the Altparteien, which in their support of the European project and German elites, were
      promoting anti-German policy and subverting the sovereignty of the German people. According to the AfD, a
      coalition of the foreign (the EU) and the elites (the mainstream parties) threaten Germany with dangerous and
      undemocratic policy.
    


    
      Under Lucke’s leadership, AfD’s populism fostered an image of conflict and contestation between the German people
      and a specifically European or transnational elite. This elite supported the Euro, promoted using German money to
      fix financial crises in the Mediterranean, and gave up German autonomy and sovereignty to the European Union. It
      was selling out the German people and German interests for its own profit. This distinction between an elite that
      was not oriented towards German interests and an elite that represented those interests was essential, given that
      most of the AfD’s founding members had advanced degrees and often were longstanding members of the economic and
      political elite. Like the US populists, theirs was not a purely class-based conception of “the people” and “the
      elite,” but also a national one. Thus, the economically based Euroskepticism at the heart of early AfD party
      programs was more than just an expression of distrust in economic or fiscal policy, but also a set of
      pro-national, anti-global appeals.
    


    
      This form of Euroskepticism remains a hallmark of AfD policy. In their materials for the September 2016 Berlin
      state election, AfD Berlin politicians continued to emphasize the Euro crisis’s hit on democracy. All branches of
      the AfD, whether state or federal, spoke in their party platforms of the need to rid Germany of the Euro and to
      oppose centralization in Brussels (Alternative für Deutschland 2016). Certainly, Euroskepticism remains an
      important part of AfD’s policy positions – especially economic and fiscal policy – and an important means by
      which the AfD can frame itself as the only party truly promoting democracy and “the people.” Since Petry’s ascent
      to party leadership in 2015, however, AfD politicians have diminished their focus on economic Euroskepticism and
      placed a keener focus on domestic social issues. Populist nationalism remains
      the lens through which the AfD’s economic policy is framed, but the party’s primary focus has shifted.
    


    Foreignness, Multiculturalism, and the German Leitkultur


    
      It is no coincidence that the shift in party leadership in 2015 corresponded with the rising prominence of
      immigration and refugee policies both in Germany and Europe. This shift matched the German public’s generally
      negative outlook on the consequences of admitting refugees; public opinion data from 2015 and 2016 show that
      although the German public broadly supported admitting refugees, this approval was apprehensive. The Institut für
      Demoskopie Allensbach found in 2015 that a plurality of Germans wanted Germany to accept as few refugees as
      possible, and more Germans perceived refugees as threatening German culture than enriching it (Köcher
      2015).6 Moreover, polls by the German Institute for Economic
      Research showed that a plurality of Germans in early 2016 saw refugees as undermining the core values of German
      society and German cultural life (Gerhards et al. 2016). The new AfD leadership sought to capitalize on this
      concern for German culture, values, and society.
    


    
      In September 2015, the AfD published a position paper on asylum and refugee policy with the tagline: “Bringing
      the Asylum Chaos under control with the courage to stand with Germany” (Alternative für Deutschland 2015). The
      use of the AfD’s slogan, “Mut zu Deutschland,” which asks each German to be proud of being German, invokes
      nationalism as a solution to the problem of “Asylum Chaos.”7
      Although the primary focus is on concrete policy recommendations, including revoking the right to apply for
      asylum while within German borders, it still clearly invokes the national people. In the same document, AfD
      leaders critique European Union asylum policy for not securing the outer borders of the Schengen Area. They also
      criticize the federal government for not being concerned about the psychological strain that unprotected outer
      borders put on the German people. Again, the AfD is criticizing a federal government that is more concerned with
      Europe than with the German people. The dominant message is of a Germany that is being overrun by so many people
      seeking asylum that, with no direction from the government, it might as well be chaos.
    


    
      In fact, the idea that the national body is being overrun by immigrants or refugees is a common starting point
      for AfD rhetoric. In the section on “Internal Security” in its 2017 party program, the first two subtopics focus
      on “foreigner criminality,” which is conveniently the first mention of foreigners in the program (Alternative für
      Deutschland 2017). In the first subsection, titled “Effectively Combatting Foreigner Criminality,” the AfD calls
      for the “prevention of the acquisition of citizenship by mere birth in Germany” on the basis that “members of
      criminal gangs can gain citizenship this way” (Alternative für Deutschland 2017, 22). This sets a clear tone for
      the rest of the party program. Indeed, of the subsequent five sections, three are explicitly about foreigners and
      immigration, while the remaining two include subsections focused on protecting
      and maintaining German national culture.
    


    
      Immediately after the section on criminality and internal security, the AfD opens a section called “Asylum
      Requires Borders: Immigration and Asylum” by outlining “the demographic problems of Europe and Africa.” The
      problem it presents is, again, one of a Europe overrun. It states that,
    


    
      
        The goal of the AfD is self-preservation, not the self-destruction of our state and our people
        [Volk]. The future of Germany and of Europe must be secured in the long-term. We want to leave our
        descendants a country that is still recognizable as our Germany.
      


      
        (Alternative für Deutschland 2017, 27, emphasis added)
      

    


    
      Here, immigration and rising birth rates in Africa and the Middle East are posed as a threat to Germany’s
      internal character. Based on the binary the AfD proposes between self-preservation and self-destruction,
      immigration poses an existential threat to the German nation. Here the standard populist existential
      conflict between the people and an outside force is represented explicitly through the lens of the nation – it is
      not just “the people” broadly conceived, but the German ethnonational people (Volk).
    


    
      The premise of the national people being internally corrupted or infected is a common theme in the AfD’s party
      program for the 2017 federal election. Indeed, maintaining the fictive internal homogeneity of the national
      people is of primary concern. In addition to claiming that Germany should return to its previous system in which
      citizenship was granted by descent, the AfD argues that naturalization should be the only means of gaining German
      citizenship as a “non-German.” Naturalization ensures a successful “assimilation and loyalty” to the immigrant’s
      new homeland. This is an essential part of the AfD’s longstanding position that “every migrant or immigrant … has
      a responsibility to adapt to his new homeland and the German Leitkultur, not the other way around”
      (Alternative für Deutschland 2017, 31). Again, it emphasizes the possibility that Germany and Germanness will be
      lost in the face of increased immigration, especially if the system of granting citizenship remains as the
      Altparteien would have it. It is also important to note the use of the term Leitkultur (guiding or
      common culture), which was introduced to German debates over national identity and citizenship in 2000 as the
      commonly held conservative and nationalist antithesis to multiculturalism.8
    


    
      The AfD openly discusses its opposition to multiculturalism in a subsection titled “German Leitkultur
      instead of ‘Multiculturalism’.” For nationalists, multiculturalism is a direct threat to the imagined internal
      homogeneity that makes up the national community. German politicians opposing multiculturalism typically argue
      that it results in “parallel societies,” a perversion of the national body, and the destruction of values
      (Alternative für Deutschland 2017, 43, 46). The AfD presents itself as the primary defender of German national
      culture and of the German nation more broadly. This defense is not just
      against the “foreigners” who are said to undermine German culture, but also the Altparteien and left-wing
      media that it claims are promoting multicultural and “politically correct” policies that encourage or at least
      enable the desecration of the German nation. These policies are stifling what it means to be German, as expressed
      in language and culture, the classical Romantic – and ethnonational – seats of German nationhood.
    


    
      In spite of their Euroskepticism and opposition to the idea of a European identity, AfD politicians are quick to
      connect contemporary Germany to Europe. German culture and norms are almost always presented as part of a broader
      European or Occidental tradition.9 And it is in the context of
      Germany-as-Occidental that the figure of the “foreign,” with whom Germany – and “the West” – is engaged in
      cultural struggle,10 becomes clear: Islam and Muslims. To highlight
      this, the AfD gave a section titled “Islam in conflict with the free and democratic constitutional order” as much
      space as it afforded climate and energy policy combined (Alternative für Deutschland 2017, 33–34). This section
      begins by stating that “Islam is not a part of Germany,”11 and goes
      on to claim that the number of Muslims living in Germany is a distinct danger to Germany’s state, society, and
      values.
    


    
      Femininity and womanhood are also important sites of contestation over Germany’s values. For example, the AfD
      argues that Islamic veiling practices go against the Basic Law’s guarantee of equal rights between women and men.
      Accordingly, it calls for a national ban on veiling, which would bar public servants and students from wearing
      headscarves. By invoking the Basic Law and notions of gender equality, the AfD is again arguing that Islam is
      inherently incompatible with those essential qualities of German society and German identity. Indeed, the party’s
      Berlin branch published a pamphlet for use in the 2016 state election titled “Islam is not a part of Germany,”
      one page of which is dedicated to “The Condition of Women in Islam.” It describes a caricaturized version of
      Islam, in which women are beaten by their husbands, young girls are forced into marriage, and women are entirely
      subordinate. This is consistent with Western Orientalist narratives that do not seek to accurately represent the
      people they describe, and produce images of a fundamental and unbridgeable distance between two allegedly
      incompatible civilizations (Said 1978).
    


    
      The AfD’s deployment of feminist discourses – typically framed as (white) German women (a subset of “the
      national people”) against Islam – to mobilize women against immigrants is a common nationalist tactic (Farris
      2017). In one testimonial, Mariana Harder-Kühnel, an AfD candidate, notes that she joined the party because she
      wanted freedom and security for women and girls in Germany. Similarly, a poster distributed by AfD Berlin in 2016
      depicted a variety of pepper sprays and read: “Since ‘Cologne,’ many women from Berlin have strengthened their
      defenses. The smart ones vote AfD” (AfD Berlin 2016). This poster references the sexual assaults that occurred on
      New Year’s Eve in Cologne, which were immediately associated with refugees, African and Arab immigrants, and Muslims by politicians and the popular media. Here, the AfD attempted to
      mobilize women voters by suggesting that only it protects women against violent or deviant immigrants and
      refugees.
    


    
      What is especially noteworthy about the AfD’s attempts to mobilize women is that its policies and program are not
      pro-woman. Indeed, its national program dedicated entire sections to critiquing what it called “Gender-Ideology”
      – the notion that gender and sex are different. The AfD claims that this ideology is anti-constitutional, because
      it rejects the “naturally given differences between the sexes” (Alternative für Deutschland 2017, 39). More
      specifically, it argues that “Gender-Ideology” contradicts “(classically understood) marriage and family as
      state-run institutions” that can “bring about the people as the bearer of sovereignty” (Alternative für
      Deutschland 2017, 39). Feminist scholars have pointed to the importance of this idea of women-as-producers of the
      nation as an aspect of the symbolic and representational repertoires of nations (Farris 2017; Walby 1996;
      Yuval-Davis and Anthias 1989). The AfD’s use of this repertoire does not stop at its opposition to
      “Gender-Ideology” or support for “traditional marriage.” A poster distributed by the AfD’s national branch
      depicts a pregnant white woman smiling and lying on her back in a field, while the text reads: “New Germans? We
      make them ourselves.” In addition to framing women as the producers of new nationals, the AfD is proposing
      reproduction by white Germans in opposition and as favorable to immigration. New Germans do not come from
      naturalization or immigration, but rather from birth – from descent, as pre-2000 citizenship law dictated.
      Nonetheless, the AfD’s support for German women only extends so far. Its program refers to “Equal Pay Day,” a day
      dedicated to calling attention to the pay gap, or “gender neutral language,” as propaganda. For the AfD,
      supporting women means protecting them from Islam and Muslim men, not supporting their rights or social
      equality.12
    


    Conclusion


    
      Throughout its program, the AfD positions itself as the defender of the national people, understood as in
      conflict with Islam, multiculturalism, and “Gender Ideology.” This focus on demographics and the construction of
      the national society was a new dimension of AfD rhetoric that emerged from the shift in leadership from Lucke to
      Petry. Earlier iterations of AfD nationalism and populism focused on the German people (the “common person”) in
      conflict with a class elite. This early economically focused understanding of the populist conflict was still
      nationalist in its framing of the economic and political “elite” as selling out the German people and German
      interests to a non-German Europe. Following the shift, though, party leadership recentered the conflict on the
      national body in conflict with foreign invaders. Pretzell and Petry ultimately left the party in late 2017,
      claiming that these more extreme positions, like those that prompted legal action against von Storch,13 prevented the party from providing legitimate opposition.
    


    
      However, it is important to recognize that the AfD’s populist nationalist
      positions are not new in the context of German politics. Indeed, many of its positions are strongly reminiscent
      of statements made by leading centrist politicians. Notions of a wave of immigrants (refugees) who would
      undermine German culture with their antithetical beliefs and way of life are prominent in Social Democrat Thilo
      Sarrazin’s controversial 2010 book titled, Deutschland schafft sich ab (German Does Away with Itself). In
      fact, AfD leaders happily cite Sarrazin, a member of a party they critique and that critiques them, as a major
      ally. Moreover, in spite of her comments from 2015 that Islam does, in fact, belong in Germany, Angela Merkel’s
      call to ban the burqa wherever possible because it conflicts with German culture fits comfortably with the AfD’s
      claims that Islam is incompatible with German culture. Similarly, the AfD’s concern over “parallel societies”
      echo anti-immigrant appeals made by the CDU/CSU about the same (Merkel 2016). This should not be surprising,
      though; in order for the AfD to claim to represent the nation, it needs to draw on the range of symbols and
      meanings that already exist. While the AfD’s policies and rhetoric might be more overt, they can only be so in
      the context where these appeals are part of an existing and available repertoire.
    


    
      The AfD’s electoral success in the 2016 and 2017 state and federal elections helps illustrate this. Appeals to
      the notion of a German Leitkultur, to the idea of a corrupting multiculturalism, and to the need to combat
      an existential threat from Muslim refugees and immigrants, work precisely because the German people have been
      primed. Prior to 2014, Angela Merkel and her CDU/CSU commonly made these same types of appeals, and although less
      often, they still do. Merkel’s 2010 declaration that multiculturalism had failed in Germany echoes through the
      AfD program, almost as if it set the tone. This should not be surprising, given that much of the AfD’s membership
      and leadership consists of disillusioned Christian Democrats. Ultimately, it is important that we remember that
      populist nationalist parties like the AfD do not arrive unannounced or without preparation. They develop within
      and draw from the range of meanings and positions that are seeded by mainstream parties. And so they cannot be
      studied without engaging both the representational and symbolic, and the material and structural contexts.
    


    Notes


    
      1 The term Altpartei, used both by Wahlalternative and
      the AfD, was one used frequently by Josef Goebbels, a connection highlighted by former State Secretary of Berlin,
      Ulrich Kasparick, in 2015. This comparison became a popular critique of AfD rhetoric.
    


    
      2 German parties that do not receive more than 5 percent of
      the second vote do not typically receive seats in the Bundestag. In European Parliament elections, the
      requirement is 3 percent.
    


    
      3 A more direct translation might be: courage to speak the
      truth.
    


    
      4 The AfD’s slogan, “Mut zu Deutschland,” is particularly
      tricky to translate. It simultaneously invokes the needs to stand by, with, and for Germany, but each of these
      fails to capture its underlying nationalistic sentiment. The AfD is calling
      for Germans to have the courage to be nationalistic, which is particularly defiant of the hegemonic discomfort
      around nationalism.
    


    
      5 Ruth Wodak refers to the development of these far-right
      populist-nationalist parties across Europe as the Haiderization of Europe. For more on her analysis of the
      proliferation and increasing electoral success of such parties in the twenty-first century, see Wodak 2015; Wodak
      et al. 2013.
    


    
      6 Interestingly, when asked about accepting refugees from
      “crisis areas,” Germans were less likely to select “as few as possible” than if they were asked about accepting
      refugees from Africa, specifically.
    


    
      7 For more on this, refer to footnote 4.
    


    
      8 For more on the German Leitkultur debate, see Manz 2006.
    


    
      9 It is important to recall that the party’s opposition to
      Europe is primarily a policy-based opposition, rooted in Euroskepticism and a disdain for European federalism.
      And although it rigidly opposes Germany ceding sovereignty or any form of self-determination (including cultural)
      to Europe and the EU, it maintains the hegemonic national discourse that Germany is a fundamental part of Europe.
      This is, in part, tied to the need for its policies and discourses to remain apprehendable (within the Overton
      window) in the mainstream. But it is also a result of a need to frame Islam as inherently incompatible with
      Germany, and Orientalist discourses are more readily available.
    


    
      10 The AfD uses the term “Kulturkampf” to describe
      what seems to be a civilizational conflict between “the West” and Islam. The term recalls Otto von Bismarck’s
      policies against the Catholic Church at the end of the nineteenth century, which overlapped with aggressive
      policies towards the Poles, including deportation, seizure of property, and attempts to disrupt Polish
      communities.
    


    
      11 More literally, “Der Islam gehört nicht zu Deutschland”
      might be translated as “Islam does not belong to Germany.”
    


    
      12 It is important to note that the AfD applies this same
      logic to LGBT people. It frequently appeals to LGBT Germans in its posters and its speeches, attempting to
      mobilize them by highlighting a perceived threat from Islam. The party simultaneously actively opposes marriage
      equality and same-sex adoption.
    


    
      13 Von Storch was banned from Twitter and faces fines under a
      new German law against Internet hate speech for a tweet that accused the Cologne police department of appeasing
      the “barbaric, gang-raping hordes of Muslim men” (FAZ.NET 2018).
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      Chapter 7
    


    Nation,
    People, and National Populisms in Contemporary Spain


    Raúl Moreno-Almendral1


    Contexts, Problems, and Legacies


    
      Analyzing the intersection of populism and nationalism is inevitably prone to the temptation of projecting the
      history of those claiming to speak or act for the people and the nation, terms which have often been used
      interchangeably.2 The practical ambivalence between a democrat and
      a populist, a patriot and a nationalist, reveals the existing theoretical conundrum. This applies to contemporary
      Spain and its contentious and winding histories of nation-building and democratization, which provide interesting
      material for any scholar of nationalism or democratization.3 The
      existence of political actors using the language of nationhood to denounce the limitations and deficiencies of a
      partisan and unstable system goes back to the first forms of a Spanish nation of citizens. When alternative
      nationalisms appeared in the late nineteenth century, tensions and conflicts escalated regarding the definition
      of “the people,” which constituted the ultimate legitimate collective subject.
    


    
      Thus, it is not surprising that historians of modern Spain have used a perhaps too broad, non-exhaustive concept
      of populism to see populist elements in several political phenomena that have in common their nationalist
      character. Nineteenth-century radical democrats, such as the liberales exaltados during the Liberal
      Triennium (1820–1823), or the multifarious republican and democratic movements before and after the advent of the
      liberal and oligarchical Restoration system (1876–1931), are cases in point. Even better examples are the
      anti-clerical and anti-Catalan nationalist Lerrouxism in early twentieth-century Catalonia, the Blasquismo
      in Valencia, or the more variegated regeneracionistas and revolutionary movements during the Restoration
      and the Second Republic (1931–1936), which usually nurtured an antinomy between a vital but unrepresented real
      Spain and an institutional but fossilized one.4
    


    
      After a clear intensification of nationalist discourses during the Civil War (1936–1939), Spanish and non-Spanish
      opposition to Francoism built on the idea of a subjugated Spanish people (or “peoples,” in the case of
      non-Spanish nationalists and some sections of the Spanish left).5
      When Francisco Franco died in November 1975, this “people” (or “peoples”) was to occupy the streets and overthrow the regime through what was called la ruptura democrática (the
      democratic breakdown). However, by late 1976 the democratic breakdown had been rendered impossible. The
      alternative way of reform (la reforma democrática) allowed the transactionist transition to democracy that
      eventually took place. After 1982, when the Spanish Socialist Party (Partido Socialista Obrero Español,
      PSOE) took over power, mobilization and political participation declined.
    


    
      The new system addressed the interplay between national tensions and territorial organization in an open and
      ambiguous way, which permitted political actors to develop more and more contradictory and opposing
      interpretations and policies as the decentralization process evolved. The current 1978 Constitution affirms the
      national sovereignty and unity of “the Spanish people.” Article 2 says that “the Constitution is based on the
      indissoluble unity of the Spanish nation” but “recognizes and guarantees the right to autonomy of the
      nationalities and regions of which it is composed, and the solidarity amongst them all.”6 The Estado de las Autonomías (State of Autonomies) granted Spanish
      nationalists a clean conscience after Francoism, as it secured a Spanish nation-state for a more or less tacit
      multinational situation. For its part, the main non-Spanish nationalist forces obtained a great share of
      political power, which they used to develop more or less intense non-Spanish nationalization processes within
      their regions. Catalan nationalism was particularly successful in attaining social hegemony in the Autonomous
      Community of Catalonia.7
    


    
      The two main Spanish systemic parties from the 1980s onwards, the self-proclaimed social-democratic PSOE and the
      (liberal)-conservative PP (Partido Popular) have been accused of adopting populist discourses and
      practices, both in power and in opposition. However, according to Xavier Casals, the recent history of populism
      in Spanish politics stems from the “Italianization” of politics announced by the relative success of figures such
      as José María Ruiz Mateos, who in 1989 obtained two seats in the European Parliament, or Jesús Gil y Gil, major
      of Marbella between 1991 and 2002.8 Both of them were right-wing
      allegedly anti-establishment politicians that came to politics from their (eventually failed) enterprises,
      football club presidencies, and gossip magazine appearances.
    


    
      A later wave of populism commenced in Catalonia, starting with marginal radical parties such as the rightist and
      xenophobic Plataforma per Catalunya (PxC, Platform for Catalonia) or the anti-capitalist, revolutionary,
      and independentist Candidatura d’Unitat Popular (CUP, Popular Unity List). The Catalonian context has
      changed since 2010, when the Constitutional Court amended the 2006 Statute of Autonomy. This generated a polemic
      that evolved into an intended self-determination process – el procés – through which an entity called “the
      Catalan people” would have “the right to decide” (dret a decidir) as a legitimate sovereign subject,
      regardless of the supposedly foreign Spanish laws, parliaments, and courts.9
    


    
      Although terrorism imposed a different evolution in the Basque Country, alienating a democratic rhetoric for the
      Basque nationalists, it can be said that by the early 2000s, the 1978
      two-party system suffered a crisis of legitimacy and representation whose origins are difficult to pinpoint in
      chronological terms. Nevertheless, it became very clear when the economic crisis ensuing from the 2007–2008
      global recession shook Spain and the 15M phenomenon – with the different indignados movements and
      mareas ciudadanas10 – mobilized in 2011 against what was
      presented as a submission of the popular sovereignty to non-democratic economic powers, both foreign and
      domestic. The ruling PSOE went from denying the crisis to applying austerity measures, including a reform of the
      Constitution that made budgetary stability its first priority, a reform resulting from a PSOE–PP agreement.
      According to the Constitution and given that those two parties held more than 90 percent of the seats in
      parliament at that moment, a referendum was not compulsory. However, the measure was censured as the Spanish
      version of national sovereignty’s submission to the “markets’ dictatorship” (la dictadura de los mercados)
      and the “Brussels bureaucracy,” allegedly controlled by German interests.
    


    
      As of the foundation of Podemos in January 2014, discussed in the next section, the Spanish political system was
      in a systemic institutional crisis and the clamors for a diffuse, sometimes almost millenarianist, “constituent
      process” (proceso constituyente) had already been uttered. The 2014–2016 electoral cycle spawned a
      complete reshuffle, a change which had not happened since 1977–1982. In this critical context, the possibility of
      a theoretically pure populism in Spain intermingled with debates about nationhood, sovereignty, democracy, and
      citizenship.
    


    
      In the following sections, I argue that this new political scenario presents populist elements that are stronger
      than before and constitute a distinctive feature of a systemic crisis. I also argue that Spain offers a relevant
      example of what López-Alves and Johnson argue in the first chapter of this book: that nationalism is not an
      opposite but a powerful and necessary driving force for populism to really emerge and be successful, that
      populist nationalism cannot be caricatured as a marginal and exclusively leftist or rightist eccentricity, and
      that its multifarious character and social force is not the past refusing to fade away – but rather, the
      conflicts of our world waking up self-satisfied dreamers of global liberty and progress. In order to do that, I
      address the two major political phenomena in contemporary Spain in which the intercrossing of nationalism and
      populism is clearest. Besides, they are the two main anti-systemic forces in this crisis. On the one hand,
      Podemos has crafted a new kind of Spanish patriotic discourse that, paradoxically, advocates for a multinational
      Spain. This implies forming alliances with other non-Spanish nationalist leftist forces, with which it shares the
      goal of subverting the current state of affairs (including the current Spanish nation-state). On the other hand,
      contemporary Catalan secessionists have intensified and now accelerated their attempts to convert Catalan society
      into a separate Catalan nation that could, and eventually would, have its own state at the end, no matter the
      inconvenient details – including laws – or unexpected mishaps – such as unfulfilled electoral expectations –
      because a greater good is on the horizon. As long as it brings about a real
      democracy, a free nation, and an empowered society, “the ends justify the means” principle seems to have more or
      less tacitly settled “in the name of the people,” an old idiom that puts together the previous three
      expectations.
    


    Podemos, the Spanish People, and the True Nation


    
      Podemos is not the only political outcome of the Spanish crisis, but it has been the most successful one and has
      somehow managed to grow quickly.11 Created in Madrid within an
      environment of university-degree holders and college professors, new social movements, left-wing libertarians,
      (post)Marxist and critical theory intellectuals, Podemos is an anti-systemic party that nurtures a message of
      freshness, democratic regeneration, horizontality, and novelty, but a historical analysis undercovers a richer
      and more complex and deeper legacy. This heritage can be perceived in its organizational tensions (centralized
      direction versus decentralized and theoretically spontaneous local groups or “circles”), but it also affects
      ideological issues, including its ambiguous relationship with “the national question” (or la cuestión
      nacional). Here two local previous traditions are more operational than avowed in shaping Podemos:
      republicanism and socialism.12
    


    
      Historical republicanism in Spain developed in the nineteenth century in the margins of progressive and radical
      politics, although it came to the fore shortly during the First Republic (1873–1874). Republicans understand the
      “demos” as “the people,” which is a political entity that radically and irreducibly binds together individuals
      into a homogeneous political subject whose existence and voice is inherently intermingled with the actual res
      publica, the “common things” or interest. Theoretically, this operation could be undertaken without
      nationalism. In practice, the republican “people” has overlapped with civic forms of nationalism.13
    


    
      A common feature of Spanish republicans, both unitary and federal, was the existence of a pure and true Spanish
      people, whose political exclusion by liberal elites precluded the nation from attaining collective fulfillment
      and was behind its external decadence and internal troubles.14
      Thus, getting the power back to the people by increasing politicization, enhancing a citizenship culture, and
      implementing an effective universal suffrage, was the real way of reaching national harmony through properly
      engaging citizens and institutions.
    


    
      Whereas the republicans’ nation was the Spanish people, historical socialism was supposed to be internationalist,
      as its central concept was the working class and national ideas were deemed part of the bourgeois superstructure.
      However, Spanish socialists ended up adopting Spanish national frameworks and discourses. As with republicanism,
      socialism crafted and fostered subversive understandings of the Spanish nationhood, contents that were in more or
      less open contradiction with those promoted by the Spanish nation-state at the time. They shared with republicans
      an emancipatory and combative spirit that eventually evolved into more
      mainstream and moderate versions that fully integrated into the “1978 Regime” that Podemos denounces.
    


    
      Both of these traditions include dualistic conceptions of reality and anti-establishment attitudes, and both have
      provided remarkable forms of Spanish national discourses and practices. Nevertheless, to account for the question
      about populism, recent global developments in the intellectual and sociopolitical mobilization realms must be
      considered too. Productions from the post-1989 intellectual turmoil and subsequent reconstruction of the left,
      spanning from the Latin American experiences (including Hugo Chávez’s Venezuelan populist nationalism) to Ernesto
      Laclau’s theory of populism, have undoubtedly been imprinted on many Podemos leaders.
    


    
      Understanding populism as a product of, and also a danger for, troubled liberal democracies is surely more common
      than agreeing on who is populist.15 In the academic milieu, authors
      from different backgrounds and political allegiances have worked on populism as a real feature in the Podemos
      strategy and message.16 However, there are considerable differences
      between the populism that is imagined as a leftist path towards political hegemony and the actual practice of
      those parties whose members are sensitive to these ideas. As Villacañas points out, for Laclau the populist
      reason is based on the creation of a pervasive and radical antagonism through the rhetorical accumulation of
      demands in chains of equivalence. Thus, every existing demand is tied to a supposedly previous floating
      signifier, “the people,” which under a charismatic leadership and through specific political channels, emerges as
      the basic tool for a new power-reaching leftist hegemony.17
      Therefore, “the people” of the populists would be the result of a specific and contingent discursive operation,
      while “the nation” would be a preexisting entity whose traits cannot be equally shaped and mobilized. In this
      sense, populism and nationalism would be incompatible.
    


    
      However, when we abandon abstract political theory and militant academicians’ desiderata in order to study
      particular discourses and practices, one realizes that “the people” is never a completely floating signifier.
      Quite the opposite, for most political actors it is a concept of long and contentious history that has been
      intensively related to certain ways of understanding and building nationhood. Here I contend that the Spanish
      case shows that populism needs nationalism to thrive, that the “people” of the real-world populists is a form of
      “nation,” and that the ambiguities and contradictions of each form of populist nationalism answer to ideological
      traditions and conflicts that precede the founding “populist moment.”
    


    
      For Podemos, that moment was arguably the electoral cycle that culminated in the 2015–2016 general
      elections.18 Then party commentators and sympathizers escalated the
      usage of some of their core statements: the current Spanish political system was called a “second Restoration” or
      the “1978-regime,” implying that it was an unreal democracy; there was a moral opposition between the elites
      (casta) and the true people (gente), with Podemos embodying the latter.19 From late 2017 onwards, this radicalism has abated, but key positions in the “national question” debate have been essentially maintained. Party leaders and
      members are uncomfortable and politically clumsy with everything related to national symbols (including flag and
      anthem) as well as open expressions of Spanish national allegiance. Because of that, they are conveniently
      flogged by right-wing politicians and commentators as “anti-españoles” (anti-Spaniards). Nevertheless,
      notions of Spanish nationhood can be traced in Podemos discourse and practice according to what has been
      previously discussed.
    


    
      Since its beginning, the public speeches and internal debates of Podemos have brimmed with more or less explicit
      references to Spain and the Spanish people, although they are hardly ever completely unequivocal. Continuous talk
      of “nuestro país” (our country) and claims about “recuperar la soberanía popular” (retaking popular
      sovereignty) are not very specific, but require an underlying collective Spanish framework. Every national
      imaginary consists of a definition of who is a member of the nation, who is at the margins, and who is outside. A
      quite stable feature of Podemos discourse is ambiguity and flexibility in defining the Spanish people and Spain
      as a whole, both in its limits and its contents. Sometimes there is one, sometimes there are several, and their
      relationships are variegated.
    


    
      However, this is not the only source of ambiguity. The opposition between the privileged, cynical, and
      anti-patriotic elites and the suffering people throws out to the margins of the nation those who have broken the
      social compact, who have perverted institutions and are not “the real Spain.” There is a latent tension in the
      idea that Podemos represents the real and genuine change for the Spanish people’s empowerment, since the way it
      is expressed somehow implies that the systemic forces (PP, PSOE, and the self-proclaimed “centrist” Ciudadanos)
      are less legitimate actors and their voters would be a sort of defective citizen that for some reason had
      rejected the irresistible offer. “Nunca más un país sin su gente” (Never again a country without its
      people), as some Podemos representatives uttered when they took possession of their seats in January 2016, is a
      way of saying that the other parties did not and do not represent la gente.
    


    
      One year before, the Marcha del cambio (“March for change”) had ended up in a massive rally at the Puerta
      del Sol, Madrid, where the 15M movement had been kick-started. In his speech at the rally, Podemos Secretary
      General Pablo Iglesias drew on the May 2, 1808 uprising, a recurrent national referent for the Spanish left.
      Again, the ordinary people had defended independence and sovereignty whereas the elites had teamed up with
      foreign powers and betrayed the nation’s cause. He also suggested a connection with April 14, 1931, when the 2nd
      Spanish Republic was proclaimed and “there were people who dreamed about a modern and democratic Spain.” He
      finished by proclaiming:
    


    
      Our homeland [patria]20 is not a brand; our homeland is the
      people [la gente]. They wanted to humiliate our country with that swindle that they call austerity. Never
      again Spain without its peoples [sus gentes], never again Spain as a brand so that the rich do business.
      We are not a brand, we are a country of citizens. We dream as Don Quixote, but
      we take our dreams very seriously. And today we say homeland with pride and say that the homeland is not a lapel
      pin, not a wristband. The homeland is that community which guarantees that every citizen is protected, which
      respects national diversity, which warrants every children, whatever their skin color, go to public school clean
      and shoed. The homeland is that community that guarantees that sick people are tended to in the best hospitals
      with the best medicaments. The homeland is that community that allows us to dream of a better country, but
      seriously believing in our dreams. Madrid, Europe, 31st January 2015, year of the change. We can dream, we can
      win [Podemos soñar, podemos vencer].21
    


    Podemos’ Convergences, the Peoples of Spain, and the Plurinational State


    
      The subsequent two general elections rendered good results for Podemos, but not good enough for reaching
      executive power. The party entered a reconfiguration process whose main milestone was the Vistalegre II Assembly,
      where the iglesista sector reaffirmed its dominance. This included clearer claims for true patriotism and
      the necessary appearance of the Spaniards for the deployment of Podemos discoursive logic of “building people”
      (construir pueblo).
    


    
      However powerful this sort of populist civic nationalism could be, its consistency is severely challenged by the
      issue of the plurinationality of Spain. Again, stricto sensu the populist “people” would be compatible
      with different nations, but in practice the shadow and sometimes the evidence of contradiction is pervasive.
      Whether it is the result of political strategy due to Podemos alliances with other non-Spanish leftist
      nationalist parties (the so-called convergencias or “convergences”) or comes from a real conviction,
      defending the existence of several Spanish peoples and their right to self-determination is not new either.
    


    
      Indeed, we can observe this tension within the socialist tradition at certain points in the twentieth century. It
      affects historical socialists, anarchists, and communists in different moments and with different provisional
      outcomes. The underlying problem is the projection of the traditional socialist opposition between oppressed and
      oppressors into national imaginaries, which in Spain roughly coincided chronologically with the rise of
      non-Spanish nationalisms. According to this idea, not only does coercion exist internally within nations (e.g.,
      the Spanish nation during the oligarchical Restoration regime), but also between nations (e.g., the Spanish
      nation oppressing the Catalan or the Basque nations through the Spanish state). Thus, it was very difficult for
      the twentieth-century Spanish left to manage a national Spanish discourse inherited from leftist liberals and
      republicans, and at the same time not to sympathize with their fighting partners’ logic of double liberation (of
      class and nation). Consequently, they had to craft different composite solutions, some of them inspired by
      federal republicanism (nation of nations, country of countries, confederation of peoples, etc.). Podemos faces this problem nowadays. As Iglesias and some of his fellow party members write,
    


    
      For us Spain is plurinational. We think that the best future is that in which the different nations of our
      country live together in a common project based on fraternity, social justice and respect for differences. But
      contrary to the resistance to change [inmovilismo] and the aggressiveness from those that rule today (and
      their allies), who irresponsibly enlarge the breach among the peoples of Spain, we defend the right to decide,
      which is not only expressed in the need of a referendum in Catalonia, but also in a deeper democratization and
      popular empowerment in general.22
    


    
      Notwithstanding the efforts and arguments of its rivals, Podemos has yielded good electoral results in regions
      with non-Spanish nationalist movements. The different lists endorsed by Podemos obtained in the 2016 General
      Elections 24.5 percent in Catalonia (ranking first), 22.2 percent in Galicia (ranking third), 25.4 percent in
      Valencia (ranking second), and 29.1 percent in the Basque Country (ranking first). This has come at the price of
      leaning on other undoubtedly non-Spanish nationalist organizations and transferring to the future the political
      consequences of assuming that multiple nations imply multiple sovereignties.
    


    
      In Catalonia, Podemos integrated into En Comú Podem with other leftist forces. Both militants and voters are
      divided between Spanish Catalanist federalists, Catalan nationalists that seek a sort of Confederate Spanish
      State with the other Spanish peoples, and Catalan nationalists that are for an eventual partaking in the
      secession process in order to have an influence in it. The existence of a sovereign and unified Catalan people
      and the rejection of the 1978 system is a common feature with ERC and CUP, but the repudiation of Spain is not as
      clear and undisputable as in its potential rivals. Probably, using the idea of the double oppression to divert
      attention from the secession process towards social problems has softened the unwanted and delayed answer to a
      critical question: If Spain is “plurinational” and this means that its “internal” peoples are sovereign entities,
      what is the exact nature of the “Spanish people”? An entity at the same level of the Catalan people and with whom
      the Spanish people must be fraternal; or something else, a composite form of Spanish civic nation? A third way
      for some, an outright contradiction for others, what is clear is that a communitarian and mobilizing, apparently
      civic and tacitly cultural, idea of “people” is key for both subversive national projects.
    


    
      The recent Catalonian process imposes a sort of dynamics that moves En Comú Podem away from attempting a novel
      form of Spanish unionism. In practice, its leaders, speakers and, representatives usually find themselves joining
      the Catalan secessionists, as they both see the current Spanish nation-state as an alien entity to be dismantled
      or, at least, substantially transformed. The official position of Podemos–En Comú Podem is a legal referendum,
      claiming that the current Constitution should not be an insurmountable hurdle.
    


    
      In Galicia, Valencia, and the Basque Country the general tone is the same, but
      with some differences in intensity. Terrorism’s legacy complicated the Basque landscape and pushes Podemos
      Euskadi (the Podemos branch in the Basque Country) into a slippery terrain for achieving the “third way” role.
      The convergence of Podemos with the local non-Spanish leftist nationalist forces (the izquierda abertxale)
      has been less clear, as it would bring Podemos dangerously close to the intellectual platform that justified and
      nurtured radical Basque nationalism terrorist activities in the 1960s–2000s. Instead, we can find claims for the
      Basques to live together with their diversity peacefully, including a respect for the different national feelings
      and identities. However, it is not clear yet to what extent an eventual growth of the pro-abertxale sector
      within the party would modify the situation.
    


    
      Anyway, naivety in gauging consequences, applying double standards, and making unfeasible proposals are common
      critiques made of Podemos. For the moment, the apparent relative moderation of its allies regarding their
      political agendas towards a plurinational Spain has helped in merging the different “Spanish peoples” into a
      common demand. However, if Podemos has developed a populist strategy and, as we have previously argued, it will
      only carry it through if it is shaped in national terms, it will probably and eventually clash with the outcomes
      of a Spanish state where bottom-up constituent mobilization and the possibility of fragmenting sovereignty can be
      permanent.
    


    People, Nation, and Populism within the Catalan Secession Process


    
      The endeavor undertaken by Catalan nationalists together with the Catalan regional government to secede from
      Spain has gained momentum since 2010, but the symbolic secession process – that is, claiming that there are two
      countries, with two peoples with two different cultures – is older than a century. Within this context, some
      assert that if we can see a populist formation in Spain, it is in the movement for Catalan secession.23 This populist formation is trying to transform the overwhelming hegemony
      of cultural Catalanism, both on the right and the left, into a secessionist consensus. Initially sold as a simple
      and easy exercise of democracy by what was presented as a “national minority,” its vicissitudes have turned it
      into a dangerous hybrid between vaudeville and tragicomedy, with subsequent dates of independence hailed by
      Catalan nationalist propaganda (2013, 2014, 2015, 2017, etc.).24
      Some authors even argue that it has become more of a period than an event, calling it the “procesisme,”
      the perhaps never ending process of being “in the process” of independence.25
    


    
      Certainly, Catalan leftist nationalism, sometimes including the PSC, has always asserted the ultimate sovereignty
      of the Catalan people in one way or another. Making it compatible with the Spanish constitutional structure was a
      different matter, perhaps desirable, but the Catalans were indisputably a different people with the “right to
      decide.” Concepts such as “nationality” and “cultural nation” helped some to
      live in the ambiguity, but the political dynamics since the late 1990s (including the actions of the Spanish
      nationalist parties) made it more and more complicated. Thus, the 2010 sentence over the 2006 statute’s (partial)
      unconstitutionality was perceived more as an aggression against the “dignity” of the Catalan people than an
      ordinary procedure within the Spanish decentralized state. The statute referendum was depicted as a
      Spain–Catalonia negotiated self-determination process, whose result would have been violated by the Spanish
      Constitutional Court. Political conflict over the sentence was also accompanied by the deployment of a remarkable
      public discussion and the rekindling of the economic grudge discourse, summarized in slogans such as “Spain robs
      us!” (Espanya ens roba!) or “The subsidized Spain lives off of the productive Catalonia” (L’Espanya
      subsidiada viu a costa de la Catalunya productiva).26 This
      coincided with the harshest moments of the 2007–2008 economic crisis, which also affected middle- and lower-class
      groups in Catalonia. Demands for a fiscal privilege for Catalonia, similar to that of the Basque Country, were
      rejected.
    


    
      Ever since, the project has been a calculated radicalization of Catalan politics so that a unified political
      formation leads a unified Catalan people through a sort of positive non-violent constituent process to a paradise
      of national fulfillment, which is equated to the existence of a Catalan State. Spanish Catalans and Spaniards
      from other parts of Spain living in Catalonia are uneasy elements to achieve this and are thus ignored or
      sometimes called “colonizers” or “anti-Catalans.”27 One interesting
      example can be found in Carme Forcadell’s speeches. Before presiding over the Catalan Parliament between 2015 and
      2018, Forcadell, an ERC member, was the leader of the Assamblea Nacional Catalana (ANC), an association created
      in 2012 which ever since has played a major role in the “pro-independence” mobilizations. This included massive
      rallies in Barcelona and a reenactment of the 1989 Baltic Chain in the 2013 Diada (the Catalan “National Day”),
      the so-called Catalan Way towards Independence (Via Catalana cap a la Independència). However, it also
      organized smaller events. On May 26, 2013, Forcadell was in La Marina de Sants (Barcelona) and claimed the
      following:
    


    
      We must be clear about who our adversary is. Our adversary is neither [lists the Catalan nationalists parties]
      nor the socialists. Our adversary is the Spanish state … and the Spanish parties in Catalonia, such as Ciudadanos
      and the PP, which should not be called the PP “of” Catalonia but the PP “in” Catalonia. Therefore, these are our
      adversaries, the rest of us are the Catalan People [la resta som el poble català], the rest of us are
      those who will obtain the independence.28
    


    
      By 2013, these two “foreign” parties represented 20.6 percent of the voters; by 2018, Ciudadanos was the first
      party in Catalonia and, together with the PP, added up to 29.6 percent (about 1.3 million votes). However, this
      does not seem very important for the Catalan nationalist mental framework. The main idea is still that the Spanish state is not democratic because it does not allow the “people” (arguably
      Forcadell’s “Catalan people”) to vote for secession.
    


    
      The creation of Junts pel Sí (JxS) in 2015 was a milestone in the development of a Catalan populist nationalist
      formation, since that way the traditional ideological cleavages were to be subdued to a more important division:
      those in favor of a referendum, no matter what Spanish laws and courts say, and those against the unquestionably
      democratic “right to decide.” JxS is an electoral coalition that presented itself as “the civil society list,
      supported by Convergència Democràtica [CiU, the then ruling right-wing Catalanist party] and ERC, in order to win
      the [2015] 27-S plebiscitary elections and thus build a new country that improves people’s lives.”29 Certainly, for many Catalan leftists, this moment was an opportunity for
      a deeper change, not only political but also socioeconomic. This perception created a common ground with En Comú
      Podem and the CUP, the anti-capitalist Catalan nationalist party that refused to integrate into Junts pel Sí, but
      spawned major tensions with the Catalanist right. On its part, the Spanish government, controlled by the
      conservatives since late 2011, had restrained itself from applying counterproductive extreme policies and relied
      mostly on the court system, not as severe and straightforward as some Spanish nationalists would have liked it to
      be.
    


    
      This 2015 “plebiscitary election” resulted in a half-success. Junts pel Si obtained 62 seats, which together with
      the CUP’s 10 seats, exceeded the 68 needed for an absolute majority. Nevertheless, these 72 seats, obtained
      through the Spanish electoral law, which slightly privileges the rural vote, only represented 47.7 percent of the
      75.0 percent turnout. After a long process that forced right-wing Catalan nationalist president Artur Mas to give
      up an additional term due to CUP’s imposition of another candidate (Girona’s mayor Carles Puigdemont), the new
      Junts pel Sí government and the secessionist majority in the Catalan Parliament have passed different
      proclamations and laws towards the “unplugging” (desconexió) from Spain. The Spanish Constitutional Court
      has annulled them. This has not persuaded secessionists to renounce the laws and proclamations, although internal
      divisions became more and more visible.
    


    
      In early September 2017, JxS and CUP’s majority in the Catalan Parliament called a new referendum for October 1,
      2017, and passed a law that de facto suspended the validity of the Spanish Constitution and the Catalan Statute
      of Autonomy. Spanish centralism, lack of judiciary political neutrality, and inability to recognize and respect
      plurinational realities were (and are) usual arguments in the Catalan nationalist worldview depicting Spain as a
      deficient (even non-existent) democracy. Nevertheless, the soon-to-be Catalan Republic envisioned in this law
      seemed very close to a mono-national centralist polity30 where the
      selection of judges eventually depended on the executive and the parliamentary majorities.31
    


    
      The referendum was suspended by the Constitutional Court and several legal cases were opened regarding the
      regional government’s involvement in the organization. In late September, some second-level Catalan government
      members were arrested and a judiciary commission seeking evidence of the
      support for the referendum was surrounded and blocked in the regional Department of Treasury. Two Civil Guard
      vehicles were vandalized and the leaders of the main secessionist associations (ANC and Òmnium Cultural) were
      then arrested and imprisoned accused of sedition. Suspicious of the Catalan regional police, the Mossos
      d’Esquadra, the Spanish government deployed thousands of Civil Guards and National Police officers. The
      referendum day was a relative success for Catalan nationalists. The Spanish government was impotent to prevent it
      and the violence used by the National Police and Civil Guard in some polling stations in order to seize the
      ballot boxes as instructed by the judiciary had a huge impact on public opinion within and without Spain. The
      results had no guarantees, but they were proclaimed anyways: a turnout of 43 percent with 92 percent voting for
      “yes.” The tensions rocketed. King Felipe appeared on TV defending the constitutional order and two massive
      pro-Spanish demonstrations were held in Barcelona. Carles Puigdemont asserted that the referendum was valid and
      expressed the Catalan People’s will for secession, ambiguously declaring independence and suspending it at once
      “in order to negotiate [the details of secession] with the [Spanish] state.” The Spanish government initiated the
      legal process for implementing Article 155 of the Constitution, a federal coercion clause. On October 27, 2017,
      the secessionist majority in the Catalan Parliament approved a Declaration of Independence. Although the
      celebrating crowds at Plaça de San Jaume cried for the lowering of the Spanish flag from the Generalitat Palace
      (fora, fora, fora, la bandera espanyola!), that never happened. The Spanish government, supported by the
      European Commission, took over the Generalitat and called new regional elections immediately. Puigdemont fled to
      Brussels with four of his fellow cabinet members while those remaining in Catalonia were jailed. All of them were
      accused of rebellion, sedition, and embezzlement. Catalan nationalist mobilization rekindled under the rhetoric
      of “political prisoners” and human rights violations. Elections were held in December 2017. The turnout was 79.1
      percent, and the clearly secessionist parties obtained 47.5 percent and 70 seats.
    


    
      As of early 2018, the stalemate remains. There is neither an alternative parliamentary majority nor overwhelming
      social support for independence. Instead of returning to autonomy, additional exceptional measures are likely if
      a new secessionist government continues along the September–October 2017 political lines.
    


    Conclusions


    
      The usage of the idea of “people” as a tool for political contestation dates back to the very beginning of
      Spanish nationalism and can also be found in other non-Spanish nationalisms within Spain. Populism, understood in
      its widest sense, has usually been intermingled with nationalist claims and frameworks. In fact, and pace
      theoreticians of populism, we have argued that populism is a form of radical and subverting nationalism whose
      specific main contemporary forms in Spain are those of the Podemos phenomenon
      and Catalan secessionism, perhaps the two main political features of the systemic crisis that the Spanish state
      is undergoing. In both cases, the paradox is a promise of democracy made “in the name of the people” while
      significant sections of the demos do not agree with the project (according to the last elections, half of the
      Catalans and at least two-thirds of the Spaniards). In the case of Podemos, the fundamental problem for a
      successful deployment of a populist formation is, in our view, the tension between a discourse based on the
      Spanish people and the implications and consequences of the plurinationality of Spain. What strengthens the party
      in areas with powerful non-Spanish nationalist movements can easily prevent a consolidation of a new civic
      definition of the Spanish nation, to which the idea of composition (a people made of different peoples) seems
      invigorating but also dangerous and difficult to manage. The best example is its relationship with the Catalan
      secession movement: En Comú Podem opposes (unilateral) secession but, as the PSC once did, seems to support
      secessionist parties in most of their other key policies. For Unidos Podemos, the cost of acknowledging other
      sovereign subjects different from the Spanish people and trying to harbor different nationalisms in a polarized
      competing scenario might be too high, no matter how loud its Spanish patriotic rhetoric sounds.
    


    
      On its part, traditional Catalan nationalism also has experienced an intensification and turning point in which
      radical change combines with an apparently expansive and tacitly exclusionary idea of the community. In both
      cases, the claims for the empowerment of the forgotten, the excluded, of the real people, are mostly couched and
      received in national terms (although the problems start when we try to clarify the national borders and the
      nation’s political contents). It might be right to point out the practical failure of the procès in
      achieving a Catalan state, but the populist formation of Catalan nationalism is alive and well. Looking at how
      both sides claim to defend basic citizens’ democratic rights, we confirm that “the people,” imagined as a real,
      discrete, and internally united collective subject, still shapes that powerful and contentious common ground
      between democracy and nationhood. The theoretically rational building of modern politics was erected on that
      unsteady soil. As nationalism scholars like to recall through the allegory of the two-faced god Janus, the
      building’s foundations are made of belief and ambiguity, and a crevice in its basement spawns both ghosts of
      individual oppression and spirits of collective fulfillment. After more than two centuries of illusions and
      blood, the old principle of national sovereignty seems to be quite operational.
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      to refer to those who, within the framework of the Spanish state territory, claim that their nation is not Spain.
      This foremost (but not exclusively) includes Catalan, Basque, and Galician nationalists. I also use “nationalism”
      here as it is often understood in the English-speaking literature: the set of cultural productions, political
      ideologies, and social movements that are significantly shaped by the idea of nation or its equivalents.
    


    
      6 See a provocative and caustic account of this problem in
      Bastida (1998). For the different Spanish nationalist discourses since the Transition, see Núñez Seixas (2010). A
      mainly quantitative approach is found in Muñoz Mendoza (2012). For the Basque and Catalan nationalism, a good
      introduction in English is Conversi (2000).
    


    
      7 The best introduction in English to these developments and
      other contemporary cleavages, such as the memory of civil war, dictatorship, and transition, is by Humlebæk
      (2015).
    


    
      8 Casals (2013); see also Sanders et al. (2017).The phrase
      “Italianization of politics” is coined from post-1945 and especially post-1991 Italian political history. It
      includes fragmentation and instability, intense informal arrangements and institutional discredit, charismatic
      and celebrity leaders (such as Silvio Berlusconi), and a flippant and frivolous approach to politics.
    


    
      9 The 2006 Catalan Statute of Autonomy was promoted by the
      Tripartit, a governing coalition of the Partit dels Socialistes de Catalunya (PSC), a Catalanist
      party federated with the PSOE, Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya (ERC), the traditional leftist Catalan
      nationalist party, and the ecosocialist Iniciativa per Catalunya Verds. After a troublesome and polemic
      process (which included a harsh PP campaign against the Statute and several rewordings within the Cortes
      Generales, the central Parliament), a referendum was held in Catalonia before the Constitutional Court
      pronounced its decision. The turnout was 48.9 percent, with 73.9 percent in favor (the figures for the previous
      1979 statute were 59.6 percent turnout and 88.1 percent in favor).
    


    
      10 A marea (tide) is a name given to a social movement
      with sectorial demands and articulation. On the 15M, see Calvo (2013).
    


    
      11 For a vision “from within” see Iglesias (2015b).
    


    
      12 On nationalism within Spanish republican and socialist
      traditions, see Blas Guerrero (1991), Guerra Sesma (2013), Moreno Luzón (2011).
    


    
      13 On the problems of an opposition between “civic” and
      “ethnic” nationalism and the impossibility of a strictly civic nation, there is a significant literature. See
      Calhoun (2007).
    


    
      14 Unitarian Spanish republicans stressed state
      centralization and uniformity as equality. Federal republicans advocated decentralization and political
      composition matching with cultural diversity. Of course, all of them defended a common Spanish nation and an
      elective head of state.
    


    
      15 For a working definition of populism as a political
      phenomenon, see Müller (2016).
    


    
      16 Examples in Errejón and Mouffe (2016), Thomassen (2016),
      and Zarzalejos (2016). A complete debate on whether Podemos is populist or is not would require a specific essay
      and is beyond the reach of this chapter.
    


    
      17 Villacañas (2015).
    


    
      18 Podemos obtained 8.0 percent in the 2014 European
      Parliament Elections. In 2015 it decided to run for the regional and municipal elections in coalition with other
      forces, which rendered uneven but good results (ranking third or fourth in most cases). The decision produced
      major successes, since the “lists of change” (listas del cambio) could, after some post-electoral
      agreements, win some important cities such as Madrid, Barcelona, and Valencia.
      The great moment for the party came with the December 20 general elections. Having allied with En Comú Podem in
      Catalonia, Compromís in Valencia, and En Marea in Galicia, it carried out the so-called remontada
      (“recovery”) despite negative polls. The coalition obtained 20.7 percent (Podemos alone got 12.7 percent). After
      a political blockage and an unsuccessful attempt at forming a government alternative to the PP, the elections
      were held again. Then Podemos allied with Izquierda Unida (a coalition formed in 1986 by the old Communist Party)
      and with other small leftist forces, proclaiming an objective of becoming the first party in the left and
      confronting the PP. On June 26, 2016, the “Unidos Podemos” coalition of coalitions obtained 21.1 percent, which
      was less than what its members had obtained separately in the first general election on December 20, 2015.
    


    
      19 The word “gente” does not have a direct English
      equivalent, so it is usually translated as “people.” However, the Spanish word pueblo (people) is not the
      same as gente, which is more informal and implies a certain underdog or at least non-elite notion.
    


    
      20 I translate “patria” for homeland (it could be
      “mother-country” or “fatherland” too) but, as in other romance political vocabularies (French, Portuguese,
      Italian), the meaning of patria in Spanish is more complex than these words in English. It does not only
      mean origin or attachment, but also contains stronger political notions, such as the ensemble of self-conscious
      citizens, endowed with rights and duties.
    


    
      21 Iglesias (2015a).
    


    
      22 Podemos (2017, 37).
    


    
      23 Villacañas (2015, 123–127). See also Ucelay da Cal (1982).
    


    
      24 It could be argued that there is also a pro-Spanish
      populism in Catalan politics. Frequently, the Ciutadans–Ciudadanos Party has been called populist for its
      combative positions towards some elements of the Catalanist hegemony, such as the priority presence of Catalan
      language over Castilian in the school system (the so-called inmersió lingüística). In this case, the
      simplistic and anti-institutional message would be depicting a Catalonia in which Spanish is persecuted and in
      which the Catalan nationalist government will keep violating Spanish Catalans’ rights. Political discourses
      during Ciudadanos’s later expansion throughout Spain and the Emmanuel Macron-inspired platform “España ciudadana”
      (“Citizen Spain”) would be additional examples of this sort of “systemic Spanish populism.” However solid we may
      find this point, it is also an example of the labile and diffuse nature of “populist” as a concept.
    


    
      25 The main reference for the history of the secession
      process so far is Forti et al. (2017). Also see Crameri (2014).
    


    
      26 For the recent intellectual platform of Catalan
      nationalism, one example is Bel (2015). For the economic issue, see Borrell and Llorach (2015).
    


    
      27 There are more studies about anti-Catalanism within Spain
      than about hispanophobia in Catalonia. However, respectful or condescending indifference is much more common than
      the other epithets, at least concerning the formal and public sphere. Theoretically, this sovereign Catalan
      people is open for everybody, but in this self-satisfied picture there is no explicit answer for those who are
      culturally Catalans according to Catalan nationalism criteria but want to stay Spanish, or those Spanish citizens
      who define Catalanness in ways that do not comply with those of Catalan nationalism.
    


    
      28 www.youtube.com/watch?v=qNrMSwbkI-s [Retrieved March 3, 2018].
    


    
      29 www.juntspelsi.cat/qui_som?locale=es [Retrieved May 16, 2017]. CiU, which was marred by
      systemic corruption, had veered towards secessionism in 2011–2014 and dissolved in 2015. Its successor was the
      significantly less powerful Catalan European Democratic Party (PDCat).
    


    
      30 With the exception of the Aran Valley, as it is also
      recognized in the Statute of Autonomy. “Unionist” parties have held a consistent hegemony in Aran since the
      outbreak of the secessionist crisis.
    


    
      31 Llei 20/2017, del 8 de
      setembre, de transitorietat jurídica i fundacional de la República. Diari Oficial de la Generalitat de
      Catalunya, 7451A, 08/09/2017.
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    Introduction


    
      The recent Brexit referendum in the UK and Donald Trump’s victory in the 2016 US presidential election
      demonstrates that Anglo-Saxon populist nationalism is alive and kicking. For centuries, the UK had imposed Pax
      Britannica on much of the world and still thinks of itself as a major world power. London continues to be a
      preeminent global financial center, the Royal Navy is still a force to be reckoned with, and English is the
      lingua franca for the rest of the world.
    


    
      The US has been the successor of the UK and is the reigning superpower. Americans control space and the seas. The
      dollar is the reserve currency of the world. The US commands cultural hegemony even over rivals such as Russia
      and China. Much of the world obsesses over Hollywood and Harvard. Apple, Amazon, Google, Facebook, and Microsoft
      – “the Frightful Five” – dominate the commanding heights of the global economy and our lives (Manjoo 2017). Pax
      Americana still rules the roost.
    


    
      Yet there are warts in this narrative. Not all Anglo-Saxons have done well in the former and current superpowers.
      The post-1991 brave new world without the Soviet Union has not led to peace, prosperity, and the pursuit of
      happiness. Military misadventures in Afghanistan and Iraq have proved expensive. The UK and the US have not only
      lost blood and treasure, but also reputation and legitimacy. London and New York stand discredited after
      triggering the financial crash that caused the Great Recession starting in late 2007. Despite the taxpayer-funded
      bailouts of the big banks on both sides of the Atlantic, jobs have been scarce, wages have stagnated, and
      inequality has skyrocketed. Many in the UK and the US have assigned the blame to immigrants and globalization.
      They remember a halcyon past with much nostalgia and seek to return to it. Therefore, they have voted to “take
      back control” (Johnson 2016) and “Make America Great Again.”
    


    What is Populism and What is Populist Nationalism?


    
      Populism is a word that is used widely and understood poorly. In What is Populism?, Jan-Werner Müller
      (2016) argues that there is no theory of populism, there are no coherent criteria for defining populism, and the
      use of the term “populism” itself might be populist. He goes on to argue that populism posits the people against
      the elites but this is merely a necessary, not sufficient condition for populism. As well as being anti-elitists,
      populists are anti-pluralists. They are likely to frame their anger or indignation in terms of racial, ethnic, or
      national identity. Populist movements consciously encourage and practice identity politics. They assert, when
      they can, specific values associated with their presumed identity, see themselves as honorable, and cast their
      group as victims of those who don’t adhere to their values. Müller posits that populists in a democracy become a
      threat to the very principle of democracy itself. Populist nationalists are simply those who imagine a
      monochromatic identity around their nationstates and demand loyalty to the nation above all else, marginalizing
      and victimizing those who do not dance to their tune.
    


    
      One could take the view that Müller is a touch too harsh on populism because of his German roots. One could also
      argue that the American Revolution of 1776 was a form of populist nationalism. The people in thirteen British
      colonies of the New World rebelled against a distant governing elite on the grounds of “no taxation without
      representation.” Although the ideals of the American Revolution were informed by the philosophy of the
      Enlightenment, the rebels legitimized themselves by claiming to represent an oppressed people, a claim that
      populist nationalists continue to make to this day.
    


    Anglo-Saxon Populist Nationalism


    
      While populist nationalism might trace its roots to 1776 in the US, it goes much further back in the UK.
      Arguably, it might have been triggered precisely 500 years ago when, according to legend, a troublesome monk
      nailed ninety-five theses to the door of the local church in Wittenberg. This event of October 31, 1517 in a
      small town in modern-day northeastern Germany seemed fairly innocuous. Rome had a history of burning heretics and
      silencing troublesome priests. Yet canny small-town boy Martin Luther proved more than a match for the big bosses
      of the Vatican. With lady luck smiling on him, Luther used Johannes Gutenberg’s printing press, chose German over
      Latin, and gave his people much of their modern idiom. In the process, the father of the Protestant Reformation
      became “Europe’s most published author – ever” (Pettegree 2017).
    


    
      It took barely ten years for England to follow suit. There, it was not an austere monk but a carnal king who
      initiated the matter. In 1527, Henry VIII “arrived at the momentous conviction that his marriage was against the
      law of God” and he ought to find a new wife (Bernard 2005). He dispensed with the plump Catherine of Aragon and set his heart upon the lissome Anne Boleyn. Since the pope did not
      oblige Henry, he appointed himself the boss of the Church of England. Until now, the Catholic Church had been
      “catholic and universal.” Henceforth, it would be popular and national. Soon, William Tyndale began writing what
      would eventually become the King James Bible. This put reading and understanding the written word at the heart of
      English culture. Furthermore, as Norton (2011, 11) writes, “the Bible, more than any other writing in English,
      shaped the English language” and the English nation. Arguably, England is the land that gave birth to the
      populist nationalism that spread to other parts of the world in due course of time.
    


    
      Under Queen Elizabeth (1558–1603), populist nationalism strengthened. England’s gallant victory over the Spanish
      Armada in 1588 became a sacred national myth (Martin and Parker 1999, 184–209). The English began to see
      themselves as the plucky island nation that fought a mighty continental tyrant for its liberty. This was later
      bolstered by the victories of Horatio Nelson at Trafalgar and the Duke of Wellington at Waterloo. The myth
      reached an apogee during the Battle of Britain when gallant airmen beat back bloodthirsty bombers intent on
      bombing the country into the Stone Age. On August 21, 1940, Winston Churchill immortalized his peerless pilots by
      proclaiming, “Never in the field of human conflict was so much owed by so many to so few.” Even today, British
      history textbooks dwell disproportionately on the UK’s gallant record in fighting the Nazis. The idea that the UK
      is an invincible beacon of freedom, the champion of progress, and the land of parliamentary sovereignty, still
      stirs the British soul.
    


    Populism versus Nationalism in Anglo-Saxon Lands


    
      In Chapter 1, Fernando López-Alves and Diane E. Johnson argue that
      virtually all populisms are nationalistic. In Anglo-Saxon lands, this is not always true. From the earliest days,
      there has been tension between populism and nationalism. By the logic of Protestantism, everyone could find the
      light by reading the word of God and anyone could start a church if he got others to follow him. Even during
      Queen Elizabeth’s time, many Puritans refused to play ball and some “dared to rebuke her to her face” (Brogan
      1999, 31). Soon, a myriad of small “separatist” churches sprung up because the most devout could not accept
      belonging to the sinful national church. These Puritans were populists, but not nationalists, and many ended up
      in the lands that now comprise the US.
    


    
      In the late nineteenth century, populism took an economic form in both the US and the UK. The term “populism”
      itself was reportedly coined when some members of the Kansas Farmers Alliance were riding back home from a
      national convention in Cincinnati. They were trying to describe the views that they and other alliance groups in
      the West and the South were developing. This was the time when railroads enjoyed monopoly status and robber
      barons had achieved godlike eminence. In 1873, Mark Twain and Charles Dudley
      Warner had published The Gilded Age: A Tale of Today. In the very first chapter, Squire Hawkins decides to
      leave Tennessee because “a man [would] just rot” in a place where “shiftlessness and poverty” reigned (Twain and
      Warner 2016, 5).
    


    
      Twain and Warner painted a tale of post-Civil War America where dodgy land speculators, rapacious bankers, and
      corrupt politicians took advantage of poor, gullible, and hardworking Americans. Populism was merely a
      spontaneous response to the inequality, injustice, and inhuman exploitation of the Gilded Age. As Twain and
      Warner grimly portrayed, farmers were suffering enormously in that period. Farm prices fell by two-thirds in the
      Midwest and the South from 1870 to 1890 (Judis 2016). It meant the death knell for the small family farm and the
      ascendance of the big “bonanza” farm. Farmers drowned in debt and, by 1880s, banks owned 45 percent of the land.
      At the same time, immigrants from China, Japan, Portugal, and Italy put downward pressure on wages. Populism
      sought to free the political system from “money power” and bring some economic justice to those who lived off the
      sweat of their brow (Kazin 2016, 18). It is to this tradition that Bernie Sanders belongs when he makes the
      argument that “the billionaire class has rigged the rules to redistribute wealth and income to the wealthiest and
      most powerful people of this country” (Sanders 2016).
    


    
      Similar to the US, populism in the UK often took the form of movements that sought to extend suffrage, mitigate
      class divides, and ameliorate the terrible state of the working classes. Radicals like William Cobbett campaigned
      against corruption and for causes such as the Catholic Emancipation. These populists spoke up for the people,
      held the feet of the powerful to the fire, and furthered the cause of justice in their land.
    


    Populism and Nationalism in Anglo-Saxon Lands


    
      Despite great movements for economic justice, populism and nationalism more often than not converge instead of
      diverge in Anglo-Saxon lands, falling squarely in the definition of populist nationalism that López-Alves and
      Johnson set out in Chapter 1. Arguably, imperialism in the UK and
      expansionism in the US are key reasons for this convergence. The British Empire provided a convenient safety
      valve for tensions that simmered over the centuries but never quite boiled over as in France, Germany, and
      Russia. Adventurers, missionaries and misfits could migrate to save souls, civilize natives, and amass wealth. As
      British Anglo-Saxons expanded overseas, their American cousins spread overland “from sea to shining sea,”
      spanning North America from the Atlantic to the Pacific. Befitting their Puritan legacy, they sought to achieve
      what they believed to be their “manifest destiny to overspread the continent allotted by Providence for the free
      development of [their] yearly multiplying millions” (O’Sullivan 1845, 2).
    


    
      The Anglo-Saxons were not the only expansionists on the planet but, starting from 1588, they emerged as the most
      ruthless, rapacious, and ridiculously successful ones. The sun never set on the British Empire and more natives
      have survived south of the Rio Grande than north of it for a reason.
      Anglo-Saxon populist nationalism had a fervor that its European rivals lacked. Unlike Portugal, Spain, and
      France, it was not the monarch that drove this expansionism. The process was far more bottom-up. Anglo-Saxon
      conquerors, colonizers, and companies who believed in the superiority of their culture, religion, and nation took
      over much of the world. Pertinently, this constant expansion by Anglo-Saxons, especially the conquest of Native
      American lands, later inspired Adolf Hitler’s quest for Lebensraum in Eastern Europe and Russia (Snyder
      2017).
    


    
      It is this legacy of Anglo-Saxon populist nationalism to which Nigel Farage – leader of the UK Independence Party
      (UKIP) – and Donald Trump belong. They mourn the loss of national power and the influx of immigrants into their
      hallowed homeland. Like Farage, who has fretted about immigrants threatening British identity and the future of
      the country, Trump has damned Mexicans coming across the border. As per Trump, these dark-skinned hordes tend to
      be drug smugglers, criminals, and rapists who not only drag down wages but also make the US a dangerous place to
      live (Trump 2015). For Farage and Trump, immigrants do not possess “our” nationality or subscribe to “our”
      culture, and they threaten “our” way of life. If they had their way, Farage and Trump would return to the glory
      days when the UK and the US were firmly in the ascendant.
    


    Brexit: Mixing Memory and Desire


    
      In 1922, T. S. Eliot published the poem The Waste Land, lamenting April as “the cruelest month” for, among
      other things, “mixing memory and desire” (Eliot 1922). The British in general and the English in particular prize
      the memory of their empire and desire to be a truly mighty power again. It is this mix that allows Europe to
      exercise the same effect on British minds as the full moon on werewolves. The fundamental question is at once
      exceedingly simple and excruciatingly complex: Is the UK a part of Europe?
    


    
      If Richard the Lionheart could be brought back to life, he would most certainly say yes. After all, Richard spent
      some of the best years of his life battling Salah ad-Din Yusuf ibn Ayyub, or Saladin as he is commonly known in
      the West. This English king put his life on the line repeatedly for European Christendom. As noted earlier, this
      identity dissolved for Henry VIII who broke away from Rome. The 1533 Act in Restraint of Appeals to Rome famously
      declared that “this realm of England is an empire” and the 1534 Act of Supremacy held the sovereign to be “justly
      and rightly … supreme head of the Church of England” (Mullett 2010, 2). European laws stopped overriding English
      ones in any matter even as Great Britain spread common law all the way from New Zealand to Canada.
    


    
      By 1900, the soon-to-die Queen Victoria’s realm comprised just under a quarter of the world’s surface and was
      home to just over a fifth of the planet’s population. The Treaty of Versailles saw this empire expand to its
      zenith. This was by far the largest empire the world has ever seen. Even Genghis Khan would have turned green
      with envy.
    


    
      By 1800, Great Britain relied on its colonies, not on Europe, for food and raw
      materials. It was now an industrial power, a financial power, and a maritime power. By 1846, Richard Cobden and
      John Bright’s populist Anti-Corn Law League had won the day for free trade (Barnes 2010). Now, cheap food poured
      in from the vast prairies of Canada and the United States, benefitting workers and manufacturers. British
      agriculture shrank as a result, hurting villagers and landowners. The rest of Europe with its large agricultural
      sectors retained high tariffs while the British enjoyed the bountiful fruits of their colonies quite literally.
    


    
      Needless to say, the British Empire caused the UK’s center of gravity to shift from Europe to its overseas
      territories. The British won these territories after brutally battling one European power after another. As a
      result, Great Britain developed a tortured relationship with the continent. Geographically, this former Roman
      colony is a part of Europe. Culturally, its elites have modeled themselves after ancient Greece and Rome. Boris
      Johnson, the Etonian leader of the “Leave” campaign during Brexit, studied classics at Oxford. He also spent time
      gallivanting across Europe, in homage to the Grand Tour that was once de rigeur for a young English
      gentleman as a coming of age journey. Politically, though, it is a different story. The UK has long looked not to
      Europe but elsewhere. Its dominions and colonies once spanned the globe. For two centuries, its interests lay
      more in India than in Poland (Bogdanor 2013).
    


    
      Even more than India, the UK has shared affinities of blood, language, and culture with other Anglo-Saxon lands.
      Its affinity with the English-speaking peoples runs deep. In the early 1950s, Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden
      remarked that 90 percent of letters from abroad to an English village come “from relatives in Australia, Canada,
      New Zealand, South Africa and so on. Europe was where their relatives who had died in two World Wars were buried”
      (quoted in Singh 2016). Even today, the British find it easier to emigrate to Australia or Canada than to
      French-speaking Belgium or Dutch-speaking Holland. It is not entirely surprising that Prince Harry’s wife hails
      from distant US, not neighboring France.
    


    
      The end of World War II pulled the UK closer to Europe but it was never able to escape its memory of empire and
      desire to project power. Therefore, it has been consistently cavalier with its finger on the trigger. In 2011,
      David Cameron disastrously intervened in Libya. In 2003, Tony Blair infamously dragged the UK into the Iraq War.
      Margaret Thatcher did better than both. At a time when the British economy was sputtering and her government’s
      popularity was sinking, Thatcher emerged as the Iron Lady thanks to a spectacular victory in the Falklands War.
      Thatcher was the most charismatic of the populist nationalists who have never reconciled to minor power status
      and have always found the EU too small and too confining a club. Tellingly, the Iron Lady was the patron saint of
      the “Leave” campaign.
    


    The Clash of Two Traditions


    
      After World War II, mainland Europe was terrified of another war. The 1951 Treaty of Paris gave effect to the
      Schuman Declaration that sought to make war between historic rivals France and Germany “not merely unthinkable,
      but materially impossible” by pooling together coal and steel production (The Schuman Declaration 1950). Six
      years later, these six nations signed the 1957 Treaty of Rome to form the European Economic Community (EEC). Over
      time, this community expanded with countries like the UK, Greece, Portugal, and Spain. The 1985 Schengen
      Agreement created open borders, setting in motion the free movement of people across the EEC. In 1986, the EEC
      adopted a European flag and signed the Single European Act to create a true free trade area where not only
      people, but also goods and services could seamlessly flow across borders.
    


    
      Despite the march towards greater integration, it was the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and of the Soviet Union
      in 1991 that changed the destiny of the EEC. The prospect of German unification brought back ghosts from the
      past. To slay them, German Chancellor Helmut Kohl and French President François Mitterrand decided to bind their
      two countries closer together and lock a reunified Germany into the heart of Europe. Together with Jacques
      Delors, a socialist and a Catholic in the grand dirigiste French tradition going back to Jean-Baptiste
      Colbert, they pushed through the Maastricht Treaty. Signed on February 7, 1992, this treaty transformed the EEC
      into the EU and led to the launch of the Euro. From now on, a new supranational entity sat atop Europe’s historic
      nation-states that had emerged after centuries of evolution, revolution, strife and war.
    


    
      The very birth of the EU triggered an upsurge of British, or rather English, populist nationalism. Already,
      Thatcher had begun to wage war against Delors and his vision of greater European integration. Thatcher came from
      a strong national tradition where sovereignty rested in the British Parliament, which reflected the peculiar and
      particular genius of the people of the UK. Self-appointed elites in Brussels had no right to ride roughshod over
      haloed timeworn traditions of the British people.
    


    
      In 1988, Thatcher threw down the gauntlet to Delors in a magisterial speech in Bruges (Thatcher 1988). It became
      akin to the Sermon on the Mount for many British populist nationalists, many of whom were labeled Euroskeptics.
      In her speech, Thatcher took care to pay homage to the Roman Empire, to Christendom and to “our shared
      experience.” The lady who once wanted to serve as a colonial administrator in India (Aitken 2013, 35) stirringly
      declared in the city of King Leopold II, that “the story of how Europeans explored and colonized – and yes,
      without apology – civilized much of the world is an extraordinary tale of talent, skill and courage.”
    


    
      Thatcher also declared that the nation-state, not the European super state was the bedrock of Europe. She railed
      against the bureaucracy in Brussels, damned its protectionism, and extolled free trade. The Iron Lady exhorted
      Europeans to spend more on defense and to maintain Europe’s close alliance with the US. Thatcher’s Bruges speech remains the clearest expression of the British populist nationalism that
      lies at the heart of Brexit. The British draw strength, satisfaction, and succor from the days of yore. In
      contrast, the Europeans do not have the same memory of empire and have turned to integration to make a break from
      the past.
    


    
      For continental Europe, World War II led to unparalleled horror and unmitigated catastrophe. No nation-state
      emerged with its honor intact. In contrast, the UK still celebrates this time as its “finest hour” (Churchill
      1940). When its neighbors descended into the depths of darkness, this green and blessed isle fought for “the
      survival of Christian civilization” and “long continuity of its institutions” alone.
    


    
      When speaking about institutions, Winston Churchill was engaging in magnificent oratory. At the same time, the
      old man was onto something very real. “This sceptered isle” has retained the same political regime since 1689.
      The UK managed to escape the European revolutions of 1789, 1848, and 1917. It relied on cheap food from its
      colonies, sold industrial goods in captive colonial markets, and invested its fast-multiplying wealth in
      far-flung places from Latin America to China. Even after the Great Recession of 2007–2008, the City of London
      rivals Wall Street and continues to be the global hub of capital.
    


    
      The UK’s greatest asset is stability and continuity. Belgium and the Netherlands assumed their present boundaries
      in 1830. Germany’s current borders date back merely to 1990. National constitutions were drawn up even more
      recently than European borders. The French Constitution came into being in 1958, the German in 1949, and the
      Italian in 1947. Spain, Portugal, and Greece were under dictatorship until the 1970s. The former communist
      members of the EU only became democracies in the 1990s. The countries on the continent are used to making deals
      and forming institutions. In the UK, this process occurred a long time ago. British populist nationalists see no
      reason to make concessions to sovereignty after civilizing much of the world.
    


    
      Furthermore, the EU is a symbol of democratic respectability for many European nations, including Germany. This
      is certainly not the case in the UK. Its parliament has been an arena for lively debate and discussion for
      centuries. The country has been the historic home of those fleeing Europe, whether Karl Marx or Prince Klemens
      von Metternich. The UK sees itself as a bastion of democracy while many in Britain find the EU plagued by
      democratic deficit. Hence, the idea that EU rules override parliamentary ones evokes visceral emotion and fuels
      support for the populist nationalism that underpins Brexit.
    


    The UK and the European Club: No, Yes, and No Outsiders Please


    
      It is important to note that the founding members of the EEC invited the UK to join the club. In a now
      discredited but pertinent myth, Russell Bretherton, a former Oxford don and a British official, told delegates
      negotiating the Treaty of Rome that they were trying to negotiate something
      they would never be able to negotiate. If negotiated, the treaty would not be ratified. And if ratified, it would
      not work. Bretherton purportedly parted with these memorable words: “You speak of agriculture, which we don’t
      like, of power over customs, which we take exception to, and of institutions, which horrifies us. Monsieur le
      president, messieurs, au revoir et bonne chance” (quoted in Maclay 1999).
    


    
      As the EEC began taking off, the UK started having misgivings about its decision to opt out of the Treaty of
      Rome. The 1950s had not proven to be kind to the UK. Great Britain had struggled to remain great and the
      humiliating Suez Crisis of 1956 had firmly put it under the thumb of the US. As the UK continued to lose its
      colonies and its earlier markets, it had a change of heart. The failure of successive British governments to
      create a wide European free trade area prompted this rethink. Negotiations to create this trading bloc lasted
      from 1956 to 1959 without any end result. In 1961, in what Steinnes (1998, 61) calls “an unexpected and somewhat
      surprising break with the well-established British post-war policy,” the Conservative government led by Harold
      Macmillan applied for full membership of the EEC only for Charles de Gaulle to veto the British application. The
      Labour government led by Harold Wilson emulated the Conservative government and resubmitted the British
      application to join the EEC in 1967. Again, de Gaulle exercised the French veto to keep the UK outside the door.
    


    
      When de Gaulle left office, a new Conservative government led by Edward Heath applied again. It proved third time
      lucky for the UK, which was accepted into the EEC on January 1, 1973. While many celebrated the occasion, some
      mourned it. Entry into the EEC divided both parties, Conservative and Labour. The Labour Party won the 1974
      general elections and staved off civil war over Europe by promising a referendum on the issue. It was duly held
      in 1975. The referendum on entry into the EEC was the first one in a nation that venerates precedent and
      parliamentary sovereignty. It occurred because the parties were deeply divided and wanted to toss the
      controversial issue to the voters themselves.
    


    
      In the Labour Party, Harold Wilson and Roy Jenkins supported entry into the EEC while Michael Foot and Tony Benn,
      along with trade unions, opposed it. By 1975, Margaret Thatcher was the leader of the Conservatives and she came
      out in support of the “Yes” vote (BBC News Report n.d.). Enoch Powell remained the key dissenting Tory voice and,
      in the words of The Economist, “lit the fire of Euroscepticism in 1970 and kept it burning, often alone,
      for decade upon decade” (Bagehot 2017). Foot and Benn belonged to the extreme left of the Labour Party while
      Powell presaged Thatcher in his free market ideas. Yet the three gentlemen took the view that national and
      parliamentary sovereignty mattered. At the referendum, 33 percent of the voters agreed with them.
    


    
      If Thatcher is the godmother of Brexit, Powell is its godfather. In his youth, this erudite scholar once wanted
      to be the Viceroy of India (“Obituary of Enoch Powell” 1998), while Thatcher merely harbored ambitions of
      entering the Indian Civil Service in her youth (Aitken 2013, 35). Powell
      passionately supported free markets and opposed ceding sovereignty to Brussels.
    


    
      Powell is infamous for his so-called 1968 “Rivers of Blood” speech, where he quoted a constituent fretting that
      “in 15 or 20 years’ time the black man will have the whip hand over the white man” (Powell [1968]2007). Powell
      warned that the UK’s encouragement of the “growth of the immigrant-descended population” was “like watching a
      nation busily engaged in heaping up its own funeral pyre.” In his view, unlike American Negroes, immigrants to
      Britain were instantly in “possession of the rights of every citizen, from the vote to free treatment under the
      National Health Service.” This put pressure on public services such as hospital beds for childbirth and school
      places. Race and religion presented risk of “a dangerous fragmentation within society,” with minority rights and
      multiculturalism leading to social divisions like the US and “the River Tiber foaming with much blood.” Decades
      later, many Brexiteers are still echoing Powell faithfully. As Bagehot memorably penned in an April 2017 article
      in The Economist, “Brexit is soaked in the blood of Powellism” (Bagehot 2017).
    


    Black Wednesday: From Nightmare to Salvation


    
      The railings of either of Brexit’s godparents against the EU would not have carried much weight were it not for
      Black Wednesday. In 1990, the Iron Lady was dethroned in a Conservative palace coup. John Major, her successor,
      signed the Treaty of Maastricht on February 7, 1992. Earlier, he had convinced Thatcher to join the European
      Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM). Simply put, this meant that the exchange rate of the pound sterling was fixed
      against the Deutsche Mark. Major took this decision without consulting the Germans and fixed the value of the
      pound sterling on the high side.
    


    
      During this period, the German economy was reeling as it struggled to absorb the unexpectedly exorbitant costs of
      reunification. As public expenditure rose, so did inflation. The Bundesbank set high interest rates to counter
      inflation. The Bank of England had to follow to maintain the price of the pound sterling. Unsurprisingly,
      Britain’s membership of the ERM proved to be painful. Tying British interest rates to German ones raised mortgage
      payments, crashed house prices, and caused recession. Markets realized that there was a fundamental contradiction
      between the British and German economies. Speculators like George Soros bet against the pound and broke the Bank
      of England. While Soros made £1 billion in profits in a day, Major had to do a humiliating U-turn, devalue the
      pound, and leave the ERM (Jefferys 2002). Since then, September 16, 1992 has been known as Black Wednesday, a day
      that followed months after the launch of the EU.
    


    
      Surprisingly, the British economy boomed after that fateful Wednesday. Once the government devalued the pound
      sterling, the City of London thrived and emerged as the preeminent global center of finance. For many
      Euroskeptics, this was proof that the EU was an act of folly and the UK was better off outside it. Black Wednesday might have cost the UK more than £3 billion, but many still credit
      it with saving the country from economic enslavement by the Europeans.
    


    
      Within a year of Black Wednesday, virulent Euroskeptics formed the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) and
      proceeded to outdo Powellism itself. UKIP’s raison d’être was opposition to the EU and its brand of
      raucous British populist nationalism provided the rocket fuel for Brexit.
    


    The Perfect Storm


    
      Despite the UK’s imperial history, legacies of anti-EU leaders, and Black Wednesday, Brexit was neither
      inevitable nor inescapable. From 1993 to 2003, UKIP barely registered 1.7 percent of the vote. Black Wednesday
      inaugurated the glory days for the British economy. Although the Conservatives lost their reputation for sound
      economic management (Jefferys 2002), Kenneth Clarke performed most creditably as Chancellor of the Exchequer. He
      cut taxes, reduced the deficit, and presided over an economy that recovered dramatically. Interest rates,
      inflation, and unemployment fell simultaneously, making the UK the envy of Europe, if not the world.
    


    New Labour and the Goldilocks Economy


    
      Meanwhile, the Labour Party abandoned its doctrinaire attachment to high taxes, strong unions, and centralized
      planning. The Berlin Wall had fallen, the Soviet Union had crumbled, and global markets had demonstrated the
      limits of the power of government on Black Wednesday. A new zeitgeist was blowing. Many declared the
      ideological battle between the left and the right to be over. In the year of the birth of the EU and of Black
      Wednesday, the idealistic Francis Fukuyama wrote The End of History and the Last Man, positing that
      western liberal democracy was now the end goal for most societies (Fukuyama 1992).
    


    
      In 1994, Tony Blair emerged as the leader of the Labour Party with the support of Gordon Brown. Blair and Brown
      destroyed Old Labour to create New Labour. They ditched unions and opposition to Europe, embraced markets, and
      championed the City of London. In 1997, the Blair–Brown duo led New Labour to a spectacular victory and
      inaugurated the era of the Third Way, a new form of politics that is a synthesis of center-right economic
      policies and center-left social policies. As Chancellor of the Exchequer, Brown went on to promote light touch
      regulation that went well beyond Thatcher’s Big Bang reforms. His goal was to make London a rival to New York as
      the center of global finance. For a while, Brown succeeded spectacularly. The economy boomed, tax revenues
      increased, and Cool Britannia emerged, filling the UK with optimism that youthful Blair personified quite
      slickly.
    


    
      Despite the Goldilocks economy, British optimism did not last. After the attacks of September 11, 2001, Blair
      decided to join George W. Bush in the catastrophic 2003 Iraq War. Just as Europe had divided the Conservatives
      for the last decade, Iraq now divided Labour. By 2003, Blair and Brown had morphed entirely into Thatcher’s political children (McSmith et al. 2013). Blair’s militaristic foreign
      policy and Brown’s neoliberal economic policy left many Labour supporters unimpressed. It is important to note
      that UKIP began making its mark from 2003 by winning elections to the European Parliament. Ironically, this
      anti-EU party first caught public attention thanks to its obnoxious and obstreperous methods in Brussels. Under
      the leadership of the energetic Nigel Farage, UKIP started targeting the white working classes New Labour had
      abandoned in its move to the center. UKIP damned immigration, rejected multiculturalism, and opposed the
      “Islamification” of the country (Ford and Goodwin 2014). Its brand of populist nationalism found resonance among
      those who did not benefit from the Goldilocks economy.
    


    The Deep Pain of Austerity


    
      After riding high for more than a decade, the British economy suffered a mighty fall in the 2007–2008 global
      financial crisis. In fact, the signs of the crisis first appeared in London. On August 9, BNP Paribas blocked
      withdrawals from three hedge funds in light of what it called “a complete evaporation of liquidity” (Elliott
      2012). Within six weeks, people queued up outside branches of Northern Rock for three days in the first run on a
      leading UK bank since the nineteenth century. The crisis soon went global and governments avoided a 1930s style
      depression by bailing out the banks. The taxpayer underwrote the losses of the banks to avoid an economic
      meltdown.
    


    
      The bailouts of the big banks did not go down well with the public. By now, Brown had replaced Blair as prime
      minister and the crisis tarnished his reputation. David Cameron rode to power by emulating Blair and adopting the
      Third Way. Blair had dragged Labour economically to the right while Cameron dragged Conservatives socially to the
      left. Economically, however, the Conservatives stayed true to their Thatcherite roots. George Osborne, the new
      Chancellor of the Exchequer, decided austerity was the way forward. It was the only way to bring the UK’s
      deficits under control, roll back the nanny state, and create a more dynamic economy.
    


    
      In 2015, the Financial Times pointed out that Osborne’s public spending cuts had few rivals in the western
      world (Cadman 2015). In fact, it noted, the UK’s reduction in per capita public expenditure was only exceeded by
      Greece, Spain, and Ireland in the EU. As a result, 150,000 older people lost access to a care service. The number
      of children living in bed and breakfast accommodation beyond the six-week statutory limit increased sevenfold.
      Osborne slashed funding per head for children’s centers by more than 30 percent. Local services for the disabled,
      the homeless, and the impoverished elderly declined dramatically. Despite austerity measures, Cameron and Osborne
      rode back to power in 2015. The Financial Times, hardly a left-leaning newspaper, presciently warned that,
      “when it comes to how the weakest in society are treated, there is a residual sense of fairness which Mr. Osborne
      would be wise not to ignore” (ibid.).
    


    
      Osborne ignored such warnings and pressed ahead with austerity in his second
      term. Older, less skilled, and less educated working class voters had already suffered under Thatcher. Under New
      Labour, they did not find much succor despite the cash that Brown doled out to local councils. Osborne decimated
      them. UKIP gave these voters a voice. Even during the Goldilocks era when house prices rose, stock markets
      soared, and the services sector boomed, many working class people remained unemployed and became unemployable.
      Austerity made their lives miserable and gave UKIP the opportunity to target “left behind” groups successfully.
      From 2011, Farage’s party developed a significant following in northeastern mining towns and southern coastal
      suburbs. Its populist nationalist narrative of blaming the EU for taking money away from the UK, overriding
      British laws, and promoting immigration touched a chord with many voters.
    


    
      Voters were reacting to dramatic changes that the UK experienced once the EU was born. Between 1993 and 2014, the
      foreign-born population in the country more than doubled from 3.8 million to around 8.7 million. In 2015, 13.5
      percent of the population of the UK was foreign-born, with the highest number coming from Poland (Vargas-Silva
      and Rienzo 2017). The rising number of immigrants put pressure on public services such as schools and hospitals.
      It also made jobs harder to find and lowered wages. Since the global financial crisis of 2007–2008, workers’ real
      wages and family living standards suffered enormously. Real wages for the average worker fell by almost 10
      percent, one of the steepest falls in all OECD countries (Machin 2015).
    


    
      At the same time, loose monetary policy and a housing shortage drove property prices ever upward (Cadman 2015).
      The Bank of England’s rate cuts, term financing for banks, quantitative easing, and corporate bond purchases
      benefitted those with assets much more than those “left behind.” As inequality waxed, social mobility waned. In
      November 2016, the Social Mobility Commission began its report, admitting “Britain has a deep social mobility
      problem” that was getting worse, not better (Social Mobility Commission 2016). It found that fundamental barriers
      held back low- and middle-income families and communities, such as “an unfair education system, a two-tier labour
      market, an imbalanced economy and an unaffordable housing market.” The report also found that apart from social
      division, a widening geographical divide existed between the big cities – London especially – and too many towns
      and counties across the country were being left behind economically and hollowed out socially.
    


    
      Dire economic and social conditions played into the hands of UKIP. Its rabid populist nationalism furnished easy
      answers to complex problems. Leaving the EU, controlling borders, and curbing immigrants seemed eminently
      sensible ideas to the “left-behind” classes.
    


    Bumbling Brussels and Stumbling London


    
      Even as austerity made living conditions in the UK dire for millions, the EU did not emerge as a beacon of hope
      for those under duress. Brussels did not cover itself with glory in the Greek
      debt crisis. Instead of admitting that Greece had taken on debts it could never possibly repay, the European
      Commission, the European Central Bank, and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) insisted on maintaining the
      illusion of the inviolability of creditors’ rights. These creditors were mainly French and German banks. By
      bailing out the Greek government, the bigwigs of the EU and the IMF were really saving these banks.
    


    
      Unsurprisingly, Karl Otto Pöhl, a former head of the Bundesbank, candidly observed that the 2010 bailout “was
      about protecting German banks, but especially the French banks, from debt write offs” (quoted in “Bailout Plan”
      2010). Pöhl had recommended slashing Greek debt by a third but was ignored by the powers that be. The 2010
      bailout was followed by an encore in 2012. In both bailouts, European leaders were throwing good money after bad.
      Eventually, even the IMF accepted Greece’s debt dynamics to be “unsustainable.” Importantly, the situation of
      Italy, Portugal, Spain, or even France is not much different. Europe’s debt crisis has put into question the
      entire Euro project and even the future of the EU.
    


    
      As if the debt crisis was not enough, the EU is facing a huge influx of people whom the BBC calls migrants and Al
      Jazeera calls refugees. Arguably, Blair’s Iraq misadventure and Cameron’s meddling in Libya are partly to blame.
      Nevertheless, the specter of dark-skinned hordes streaming across borders into one European country after another
      has sent chills down British spines. Brussels went notoriously missing as EU members squabbled about who would
      take in the new arrivals. The UK kept them off its shores but fears of streaming migrants or refugees dominated
      public discourse. Even though the English Channel is far too wide for the most intrepid of refugees or migrants
      to swim, this crisis gave UKIP and other Brexiteers the opportunity to argue that it makes more sense for the UK
      to sail away from its tortured continental neighbors.
    


    
      Four months before the Brexit referendum, Cameron flew to Brussels to negotiate a deal to reform the EU. He
      threatened to leave the EU unless British reservations regarding greater political union, welfare benefits to
      migrants, sovereignty of its parliament, protection of the City of London, and its economic interests in the
      Eurozone were addressed. In his trip to Brussels, this former public relations professional was trying to run
      with the hares and hunt with the hounds. He wanted to sell himself to Euroskeptics as the man who stood up to the
      Europeans. At the same time, he was trying to pitch himself to European leaders as the one who would finally bind
      the UK firmly and irrevocably to the EU. Cameron returned claiming victory. The UK, in his words, now had
      “special status” in the EU. In truth, the prime minister won concessions far short of his claims and his rank
      opportunism left many voters disgusted (see Singh 2016). Populist nationalists, including his great rival Boris
      Johnson, damned Cameron’s claims and seized the high ground in the Brexit debate.
    


    Pied Pipers: The Farage Fusillade and the Boris Effect


    
      From the days of the Puritans, appealing to the people from the pulpit with charisma, oratory, and energy has
      been a central feature of Anglo-Saxon life. To this day, politicians such as Boris Johnson, Nigel Farage, Donald
      Trump, and Bernie Sanders dutifully follow this tradition. In the UK, Farage’s articulate, energetic, and
      incessant denunciation of the EU ensured that Brexit was always on the political agenda long before the term
      appeared in the political lexicon. Yet for all of Farage’s charisma, it was Johnson, renowned for “the Boris
      Effect” who really gave the “Leave” campaign real star power.
    


    
      The spectacular success of the London Olympics had given the blond, floppy-haired, bicycle-riding mayor of London
      prime position to succeed Cameron as prime minister. Pinning his flag to the Brexit flag was too good an
      opportunity to pass up. It is important to note that Johnson had been cultivating the Euroskeptic constituency
      since his days as a correspondent in Brussels. However, this Falstaffian character was no true believer and had
      confided to Sir Nicholas Soames, Churchill’s grandson and a friend of Johnson’s, that he was “not an outer.”
      Johnson’s Damascene conversion to the “Leave” camp came from his conviction that the next leader of the
      Conservatives had to be an outer (Cockerell 2016). Nevertheless, Johnson proved the most compelling Pied Piper in
      the populist nationalist camp. A scholar of ancient Greek and Latin with Turkish blood in his veins and a stint
      in Brussels under his belt, he obviously knew what he was talking about.
    


    
      The role of charisma and clever campaigning by the “Leave” campaign cannot be overstated. Farage and Johnson
      proved to be a formidable duo. Slogans like “Take Back Control” proved simple and effective. The claim that the
      UK’s beloved National Health Service would gain £350 million a week from Brexit proved surprisingly seductive. In
      contrast, the “Remain” camp was led in a deathly dull manner by Cameron and Osborne, who might have won
      reelection but were damaged political goods. Cameron had flirted with Brexiteers for years before jilting them
      and did not have much credibility while championing the EU. The Labour Party supported “Remain” only tepidly. Its
      leader Jeremy Corbyn was a disciple of Foot and Benn, not Blair or Brown. The “Remain” campaign lacked
      inspiration, energy, and leadership.
    


    Do Not Forget the Footy or the Weather


    
      Few people may go to church these days in the UK but everyone watches football. In fact, the English Premier
      League attracts money, players, and viewers from around the world. It is the new national religion. During major
      tournaments, the country is festooned with St. George’s Crosses of England, not Union Jacks of Great Britain, as
      England’s long doomed football team tries to recapture the glory of its 1966 World Cup victory. Pertinently,
      England, Scotland, Wales, and even Northern Ireland have separate football teams. English nationalism runs high,
      particularly in council estates up and down the country. Unsurprisingly, Scotland and Northern Ireland voted to remain in the EU while England and Wales opted to leave.
    


    
      Football may be the national sport, but it is a game of and for the working classes. Posh public school boys like
      Cameron and Osborne build character through rowing, rugby, and cricket. By timing the Brexit referendum in the
      middle of the European Cup, the Batman and Robin duo in the Conservative Party demonstrated how woefully out of
      touch they happened to be. During the European Cup, disaffected voters infused with patriotic fervor found
      populist nationalism a heady brew, decided to give snobby elites a bloody nose, and voted to “take back control.”
    


    
      As if other factors were not enough, London and other parts of southeast England were hit by terrible weather and
      freak thunderstorms. Most observers took the view that rains and floods hurt the “Remain” cause and boosted the
      “Leave” vote. In the end, Brexit turned out to be, in Duke of Wellington’s apocryphal words, “a damn close-run
      thing.”
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    Introduction


    
      The placement of Andrew Jackson’s portrait in the Oval Office shortly after the presidential inauguration on
      January 20, 2016, was not only an act of personal affinity for the seventh president of the United States by its
      new occupant, but a significant symbolic statement. Before Donald Trump’s selection of this painting, many of his
      supporters likened his campaign to the Jacksonian Revolution. Since taking office, Trump has called Jackson “very
      unique so many ways,” visited his home and grave in Nashville to find inspiration, and suggested that the first
      “outsider” president1 would have prevented the Civil War. These
      actions, along with others, have sparked much speculation in an attempt to clarify the new president’s political
      ambiguity on a variety of issues; however, Trump’s opacity provides fertile ground for those seeking to
      understand the relationship between nationalism and populism.
    


    
      Journalists have explored Jackson’s national legacy to make sense of Trump’s fascination. They cite Jackson’s
      contributions to the War of 1812, his landmark legislation known as the Indian Removal Act and subsequent
      overseeing of the “Trail of Tears,” and his masculinist approach to the political myths of leadership,
      hero-worship, and brawling. Others focus on a shared strain of populism, focusing on how both Jackson and Trump
      critique the elite as a way to empower the “common man.” Given that populism is a strategy used across the
      political spectrum, political actors on the left emphasize another ideological proximity between the tenacious
      “Old Hickory”2 and “Boss Donald.”3 During the 2016 primaries, the Democratic Socialists of America (DSA) called Trump’s
      representative appeal an example of recent “nativist reaction” to US demographic changes and the shifting of
      political power away from white men. Various scholars have traced the rise of nativism to the Know Nothing Party
      which emerged from various anti-foreign sentiments stoked during Jackson’s time in office (Anbinder 1992; Higham
      2002; Behdad 2005). By naming Trump a nativist, the DSA separated its notion of populism, epitomized by its
      support for a contemporaneous proclaimed “people’s candidate” – Bernie Sanders – from one built on the
      nationalist slogan of “Make America Great Again.” With all of this in mind,
      some questions remain. Is nativism the result when nationalism meets populism in the US case? If so, could a
      re-imagining of the national narrative through what some scholars have come to call “the other America” (Davis
      2012, 181) release US nationalism from the capture of nativism?
    


    
      This chapter aims to provide a comparative analysis of nativist sentiments as they are presented during two
      phases of US populist history. The first is situated in the middle of the nineteenth century and the second in
      the first decades of the twenty-first.4 Drawing on the work of
      Ernesto Laclau (2005), I show how nativism provides the discursive terrain for US populist nationalism. Put
      differently, nativism imparts images and vocabularies that constitute the interlocking mechanism between the
      disparate interests of a populace occupying a large geographic mass by singling out those deemed “other.” Laclau
      argues that the basis of populist movements lies in the antagonism strengthened by the capture of an “empty
      signifier” that binds the common people together against a declared enemy, typically an elite class (2005,
      69–71). As summarized by Joe Lowndes and Dorian Warren (2011), an empty signifier “allows a diverse array of
      people to attach to it their own grievances, and participate in their own way.” I explore how the
      nineteenth-century popular term of amalgamation, also known as miscegenation, informs Trump’s contemporary
      deployment of an iconography of rape as a means to both capture and politicize the anxieties among
      anti-establishment white nationalists over the reality of a “minority majority America” (Affigne 2014). My
      argument is rather simple: nativism is the consistent ideological expression when nationalism and populism
      combine in the US case. As such, my definition of populist nationalism aligns with the one presented in Chapter 1 by López-Alves and Johnson, namely that “populism can be
      analytically studied as a kind of nationalism.” To reiterate, the kind of nationalism that I expose as populist
      in the US case is nativism. By exposing that nativist discourse operates through the maintenance of overlapping
      and co-constituted systems of discrimination along the lines of race, gender, and sexuality, an alternative
      result is only made possible by a thorough deconstruction of white supremacy and settler-colonial misogyny. Given
      that intersectionality is both a “normative and empirical paradigm,” such research requires both a descriptive
      understanding of a subject, like nativism, and a thinking beyond its confines in order to “avoid getting mired in
      competitions” for which group of people gets to claim ownership of the US multicultural and democratic project
      (Hancock 2007, 250). It is to that endeavor that this chapter seeks to contribute.
    


    
      After giving a brief overview of the scholarship on nativism, I turn to the first phase of populism that starts
      with the Jacksonian Revolution, and traverses through the Know Nothing Party, the Civil War, and Reconstruction.
      Here I focus on the tensions between two populist variants circulating around the emancipation of former slaves:
      nativist sentiment and radical abolitionism. I then turn to the contemporary phase of populism as informed by
      another set of competing populist variants embodied in two socio-political movements – the Tea Party and Occupy
      Wall Street. This phase spans from Trump’s failed bid for the Reform Party’s
      nomination in 2000 and culminates with his win in 2016. By providing a close analysis of the deployment of Lady
      Liberty in each era, I emphasize that masculinist bravado and patriarchal protectionism consistently underscore
      US populist nationalism. To conclude the chapter, I return to the Black5 experience that informed the populism of what W. E. B. Du Bois came to call “abolition
      democracy” (1935/1998). I suggest that Black political thought offers up an analytical lever between populism and
      nationalism, given that (1) Black peoples were recognized as an internal minority that was not a traditional
      target of nativism (O’Brien 2003), and that (2) Black women in particular provided inspiration for the Statue of
      Liberty (Perea 1997, 45–46; Treitler 2013, 16–17).
    


    Nativism: An Overview


    
      Emerging in the mid-nineteenth century, nativism is defined as an “intense opposition to an internal minority
      based on its foreign (i.e., ‘un-American’) connections” (Higham 2002, 4). Focusing on the US case, many scholars
      have detailed the link between nativism and nationalism by attending to the precarity of various marginalized
      groups based on race, ethnicity, religion, and even political ideology (Casanova 2009; Chavez 2008; Hing 1997;
      Lind 1995). Political scientists exploring it in and beyond the US have described it as “xenophobic nationalism”
      (Mudde 2007) and “boundary-based nationalism” (Friedman 2017). As a result, much of the literature on nativism in
      the US focuses on anti-immigrant prejudice, violence, and legal codes against specific marginalized groups (Coben
      1964; De Genova 2007; Galindo and Vigil 2006; Lippard 2011; Sanchez 1997; Torok 1996). Diverging from this trend,
      Ali Behdad (2005) explores nativism as a discursive project that underpins the whole US national project.
      Providing a genealogical analysis from the conservative ideology of the Know Nothing Party in the nineteenth
      century to the alliance formed by progressives and eugenicists in the early twentieth under the guise of the US
      Public Health Service, Behdad finds them both to be “cut from similar [nativist] cloth” (129). Though I concur
      with Behdad that a “shift from focusing on immigrants’ minds to focusing on their bodies” (ibid.) occurs in the
      historiography of nativism, I want to build on his research and past his conscious choice to not engage the
      gendered aspect of national identity and immigration discourse (xiv). By attending to the intersection between
      race and gender/sexuality, I suspect that the shift Behdad emphasizes was not actually a change in tactic but
      rather a reformulation of a strategy already present in the nativist playbook and, since the election of Trump,
      has entered a new phase of crystallization.
    


    
      A quick look at the literature on gender and nationalism may be informative. In the edited volume Between
      Woman and Nation (1999), the various contributors extend prior scholarship that exposed a trend in the
      mainstream nationalism literature that relies on the notion of “the essential woman.” To summarize their
      collective argument, the nation’s construction operates through the deployment of female figures as icons in its
      imaginary. Beyond the universalizing tendencies of these created figures
      deployed through presumably naturalized gender roles, the reality of women’s labor, all economic, political, and
      cultural, opens up space beyond and between these very constructions: “women are both of and not of the nation”
      (Alarcón et al. 1999, 12). Behdad gestures towards, but does not fully analyze, one such iconic representation –
      the Statue of Liberty (2005, 77, 179n.5). By integrating an analysis of Lady Liberty when exploring the two
      historic eras laid out in the introduction, I am able to extend Behdad’s critical historiography of immigration
      politics and specifically account for the intersectional quality of nationalism, populism, and populist
      nationalism as nativism.
    


    
      The image of a “welcoming America” is embodied in the Statue of Liberty, but also holds within it a triad of
      assumptions. The first assumption is a continent depicted as a geographic void – a projected abundant yet
      vacant geographic mass portrayed by colonizers as “virgin territory” (McClintock 1995, 24) ripe for a
      “sentimental attachment to rural living” (Hofstadter 1955, 24). This sentimentality, held by many former European
      peasants, was being threatened by enclosure, that is, the transition from feudalism to capitalism from the
      thirteenth century to the seventeenth (Federici 2004), and thus speaks to the second assumption – independent
      choice. In US immigration history, the nation is typically conceived as a populace consisting entirely of
      immigrants who willfully came, and continue to come, to the US. They are also expected to distance themselves
      from their former national home (Behdad 2005). Once new immigrants arrive at the shores of this “empty land,” the
      third assumption comes into play – rugged white masculinity. For ethnic groups to acculturate, they must
      compete for space and resources amongst each other by articulating distinct and separate gendered and sexed roles
      as part and parcel of the civilizing project (White 2001). In doing so, these newcomers only aim to change their
      place in a presumed racial structure through a distancing of themselves from those marked as inhuman by the
      founding institution of slavery, where dispossession was not marked by gender difference (Treitler 2013). The
      institutionalization of kinship through birthright citizenship, inheritance laws, marriage rules, and private
      land rights buttressed the masculinist underpinnings of race-essential nationalism, since the fear of death
      combined with men’s anxiety about not being able “to reproduce children from their own bodies” (Stevens 2010,
      2–3). As a result, men defined themselves as patriarchal protectors of the geographic void and against the
      so-called vices of dependency (i.e., feminine passion). Rejecting all forms of internalized femininity was
      central to such a definition of masculinity. Those deemed “a combination of a woman and a man with the weaknesses
      of each and the strong points of neither” (Murphy 2008, 14) became their targets. As a result, the aim became to
      protect women from themselves as well as from the uncontrolled sexual drive they attributed to men of color.
      Taken together, all three assumptions provide the parameters of nativism as a political ideology that combines
      nationalism and populism, shores up white supremacy, and depicts women as vessels to be simultaneously admired,
      controlled, and held responsible for the safe delivery of the nation’s “native” offspring.
    


    
      Following this literature, the empty signifier of amalgamation and its
      subsequent corresponding discursive chain of anti-miscegenation and the rapist figured as a man of color
      underscores the consistency of nativism and its embodied, thus gendered, deployment from the nineteenth century
      to now.6 In Forgeries of Memory and Meaning, Cedric J.
      Robinson analyzes how the term “amalgamation” was deployed in anti-abolitionist political cartoons of the 1820s
      and 1830s to stoke fears of race mixing (2012, 45–50). One such cartoonist is Edward W. Clay, whose 1839 series
      Practical Amalgamation depicted the Black middle classes in Northern antebellum cities socializing with
      their white abolitionist counterparts. While depicting Blacks licentiously mingling with “race
      traitors,”7 these early political cartoonists laid the foundation
      for enduring myths that all Black men are rapists (111) and that Black women are either seductresses (54) or
      devoid of sexuality (60). Crystalized in the stereotypes of the buck, Jezebel, and Mammy in theater and film
      after the Civil War, combined they “negated the rape of Black women by white men [during and after slavery],
      transferring the responsibility for hundreds of thousands of mixed-race individuals to the Black rapist” (60).
      These media pioneers effectively foregrounded contemporary meme culture deployed by the alt-right. Put simply, by
      creating and circulating racial stereotypes, they reconstituted the political arena by blurring facts and myths.
      Prior to Clay’s series, the term amalgamation meant merely to mix and was used favorably to refer to the civil
      coming together necessary for small-r republican politics (Mercieca 2010, 180). Almost a generation after its
      circulation, the Republican Party became a viable recalibration of US politics when Abraham Lincoln became
      president. Quickly supporters and members of the Democratic Party struggled to reconfigure civil society, and
      they returned to reinforcing racial and gendered differences to redraw boundaries. As a result, “a much more
      precise word and one without any possible favorable overtones” came into public discourse – miscegenation (Wood
      1968, 54). I now turn to the political moment when this shift occurred – between the Jacksonian Revolution and
      Reconstruction.
    


    “Empty Lands” as Nativism’s Fertile Ground: The First Phase of US Populism


    
      Attributed to the myth of the frontier and “the rise of the common man” (Behdad 2005; Pessen 1971), the
      Jacksonian Revolution was ironically immortalized in US democratic thought by a foreigner – Alexis de
      Tocqueville. Traveling throughout the US during Jackson’s presidency, de Tocqueville came to describe the North
      American continent time and again as “fertile and barren, hospitable and hostile, empty and occupied” (Behdad
      2005, 55). The contradictory nature of these descriptions shored up both Jackson’s nationalism and populism.
      Relying on various personal encounters with the western frontier spanning from childhood through his military
      career, Jackson deployed the notion of empty lands to secure a personal legislative goal in the 1830 Indian
      Removal Act. This was the cornerstone of his nationalist project for westward
      expansion, and the only successful self-promoted bill passed during his eight-year presidency. It accomplished
      two seemingly contradictory things. First it shored up support among pro-slavery Southerners’ clamoring for
      states’ rights and a restricted federal government. Second, it solidified support among working class white men
      who were promised cheap land made possible by the removal of Indians in Georgia. The driving ideology behind the
      Indian Removal Act was nativism. It assumed that Native Americans cannot truly be the “original” people of the US
      because, though they too immigrated, they failed to cultivate “the rich continent” and use the land productively
      (Behdad 2005, 63). The land was thus barren for the indigenous peoples but fertile in the hands of white farmers.
      Jackson’s removal was a “means of protecting the process of civilization” for whites (Prucha 1969, 534) and an
      act of paternalism vis-à-vis the Cherokee, who needed to be moved “for their own survival” and advancement
      (Feller 2016).
    


    
      The policy of containment for Native Americans developed alongside the heightening and corresponding social
      movements of women’s rights and abolitionism. The expansion of the vote in the 1830s to all white men prompted
      women and Black people to mobilize for their political rights; however, the sexual and gender ideologies of the
      time kept the political democratization from spreading too far. Combining patriarchal governance with libertine
      republicanism, white men positioned themselves as responsible “for governing the unruly passions of their
      household dependents and social subordinates (including male slaves, servants, and apprentices)” and, despite
      class differences, shared a sexual entitlement to public spaces where “they could take pleasure in libertinage
      and the sense of superiority that followed” (Haynes 2015, 7). White women were afforded certain protections and
      privileges in the form of the cult of domesticity if they refrained from amalgamation and conformed to nativist
      assumptions, which many did (Dorsey 2006; Newman 1999). Black women, however, suffered sexual assault and
      harassment by white men “for sexual gratification, to garner profits, to punish work-related transgressions, or
      to more firmly bolster the association of white women with the cult of the pedestal” (Davis 2003, 460).
    


    
      The combined fight for Black freedom and political self-determination for women would eventually reach an impasse
      during Reconstruction, when the woman’s vote and the Black vote were leveraged against one another during the
      populist struggle for the ratification of the 15th Amendment. A pamphlet circulated by Democratic operatives in
      1863 served as so-called proof that “the real goal of abolitionists was to enjoy interracial sex” but in
      truth it was a “miscegenation hoax” that only proved that abolitionists, particularly abolitionist women, “were
      becoming political ‘players’ that mattered” (Dudden 2011, 54). In May 1866 at the American Anti-Slavery Society
      meeting held in New York City, Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Susan B. Anthony intended to solidify women’s political
      agency in the Garrisonian institutional body. They petitioned to have the society’s constitution changed to
      reflect a shift in focus away from abolition, which they saw as secured by the ending of the Civil War, to equal
      rights, with the purpose of collectively fighting for universal suffrage.
      Blocked by a technicality, they chose to form a new society the next day at their gathering for the Eleventh
      National Women’s Rights Convention, the American Equal Rights Association. Though suffering this setback and with
      the spirit of the new association, Stanton and Anthony persisted to push forward in their goals. They took their
      cause to Kansas the next year where two referenda were being held – one giving the vote to Black men and the
      other to all women (108). While campaigning, both parties, Republicans and Democrats, escalated their discursive
      tactics “whereby the public discussion of woman suffrage had become heavily sexualized and thus difficult or
      impossible for women themselves to participate in” (119). Furthermore, Democratic pamphlets circulated that
      reported “news” from the South and Northeast spurring fears of Black male sexual advances on white women due to
      them receiving the right to vote:
    


    
      
        One Democratic paper ran a story about the marriage of a black man and a white woman in New Jersey, and warned
        that when black men had political rights, “They will force themselves into your families and feeling ‘free and
        easy’ will take unwonted liberties.”
      


      
        (119–120)
      

    


    
      Facing the political discourse of anti-miscegenation, Stanton and Anthony would face both professional and
      personal setbacks. When their funds ran thin, they allied with known racists. This alienated the grassroots of
      their supporters, particularly those aiming to continue the abolitionist legacy of equality. When ratified in
      1870, the 15th Amendment was written without the qualification of gender or sex.
    


    
      Two years later and forty years after Andrew Jackson’s reelection in 1832, John Gast depicted “Manifest Destiny”
      by symbolically centering Lady Liberty as the civilizing figure of the nation (see Figure
      9.1). The depiction of westward expansion as female would appear to be a departure from the figure of the
      frontiersman that was central to earlier narratives; however, they differed in degree rather than kind. In the
      painting, a white woman with blonde hair and flowing white robes hovers over the western plains bringing
      enlightenment, epitomized by the colorful and light glow of the sunrise following her east to west, and progress,
      portrayed by the tether of telegraph wire she carries and the locomotive that follows her. To solidify the theme
      of progress and build on the racial formation a generation prior, Indian Americans are depicted as fleeing
      further west and into the dark. Such a depiction would inform the treatment of Indian Americans at the Centennial
      World’s Fair in 1876.
    


    
      While Indian Americans were presented as a “savage” foil to the overall theme of US progress at the exhibition,
      Black people were all but rendered invisible in the narrative of westward expansion and overall progress. One
      reason for this can be traced to the three years leading up to the grand event. In 1873, elite Black women of
      Philadelphia were conscripted by their white female counterparts to raise
      money for the construction of the fair’s Women’s building. Voicing concerns about race prejudice amongst their
      white elite peers, they were given “an honorable discharge” from the organizing committee by those very ladies
      (Rydell 1987, 28). These Black women persisted, taking their criticisms to various presses throughout the city.
      The bad press forced an apology from the white elite women, at which time the interracial collaboration in the
      fundraising efforts resumed but resentment persisted. Once the fair opened, Black women “received neither mention
      nor exhibit space in the Woman’s building” (ibid.). Black workers were also barred from employment opportunities
      in the fair’s construction (27). The fair, which aimed to celebrate America’s progress, was touted as a financial
      success, closing with a surplus despite being held during a fiscal crisis (36). Its success came at the expense
      of the radical project of building an interracial democracy, which W. E. B. Du Bois described as the central
      impulse of Reconstruction (1935/1998). To lend resolve to the electoral contest that began three days before the
      fair’s gates closed and lasted into January 1877 because of a split between the popular vote and the Electoral
      College, the radical democratic project of Reconstruction was forestalled. Rutherford B. Hayes became president,
      but only because he promised to remove Union troops from the former
      Confederate states. Given these empirical details and historical context, what does the fair teach us about
      gender, race, sexuality, and populist nationalism? The nativist behavior of the white male attendees, the
      presentation of Indian Americans as a “savage” foil, and the neglect of Black people as members, participants, or
      laborers of a post-slavery US were to remain standard bearers for the next chapter in the national project of the
      US that Rayford Logan named “the Nadir” (1965).
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        Figure 9.1 “American Progress,” by John Gast, 1872.
      


      
        Source: Wiki Commons (https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:American_progress.JPG).
      

    


    Make America Nativist Again and the Iconography of Rape


    
      Perhaps due to his celebrity persona as an international businessman and reality television icon, Donald Trump
      defied the established trend that outsiders fare worse than known establishment candidates, particularly
      incumbents, when he won the 2016 election (Ansolabehere and Snyder 2002). Cultivating a persona of not being a
      politician, he appealed to those voters, including but also beyond the right, who were dissatisfied with the
      status quo. Taking stock of his contributions to the Birther movement, his run for and loss to Patrick Buchanan
      in the 2000 Reform Party primary, and his smear campaign against the now exonerated “Central Park Five,” Trump’s
      activities over the past roughly twenty-five years do in fact make him a seasoned politician. Combined, these
      stances provide ample insight to questions regarding nativism today. First, they provide epistemological context
      for why claiming Mexican immigrants “are rapists” during his campaign announcement and bragging about committing
      sexual assault in a disclosed 2005 taped interview with Billy Bush, which broke a month prior to election day,
      did not automatically make him unfit for the office in the eyes of voters. Second, they speak to the racial
      resentment of Tea Party populists (Parker and Barreto 2013) and echo the disbelief in international trade and
      global finance voiced by the Occupy Wall Street’s 99% (Cobbett and Germain 2012), all the while redeploying a
      politics of nativism that hit all registers – race, gender, and sexuality. I will address each of these points
      separately, after laying out the recent scholarship on these two movements.
    


    
      Any quick search in one’s preferred search engine of either the Tea Party (TP) or Occupy Wall Street (OWS) will
      turn up a trend. Nationalism gets referenced in blog and news articles associated with the TP, whereas populism
      is typically associated with OWS. In the scholarly literature, the TP is also typically analyzed through the lens
      of nationalism (Burghart and Zeskind 2015); however, a younger scholar has hinted toward both being populist
      (Stanley 2012). Just as a reminder, two movements, one decidedly on the right and the other on the left, can both
      be named as populism. One scholar explains this tendency as an attribute of populism being a “thin-ideology”
      which offers no holistic view of how politics, the economy, and society should be ordered (Stanley 2008). Rather
      it sets up an elite/popular antagonism through which the constitution of the political can be articulated.
      According to Ernesto Laclau (2014), opposing populisms can be distinguished
      from one another by assessing a movement’s deployment of anti-elite discourse. He finds that if the rhetoric
      shores up the dominant class, it is a right-wing form of populism; whereas if it aims at defending the dominated
      class, then the populist movement is of the leftist variety (133).
    


    
      The TP fits into the former in three ways. Its message reinforces an anti-tax sentiment that largely helps the
      rich (Fraser and Freeman 2010). It also buttresses masculinity as the gender of power that politically active
      women in the TP, like Sarah Palin’s “Grizzly Moms” and their “frontier feminism,” do not threaten because they
      work to represent sacrosanct patriarchal positions like “the traditional family and conservative values” (Wodak
      2015, 168). Finally, the TP emerged after Barack Obama entered the White House. Joe Lowndes (2012) reads the
      timing of its emergence as a reaction to Obama’s identity as a mixed-race, self-identified Black man, which is
      why his birth certificate became of great concern to many TP followers. By formulating its populism as
      anti-statist, the TP relied on white backlash as it had been developing for over half a century that rendered the
      state synonymous with people of color (ibid.).
    


    
      OWS, emerging almost four years after the TP, directly attacks the neoliberal order that keeps the elites, both
      moneyed and political, in power and the poor just that, poor. It is a left populist movement not simply because
      it keeps the antagonism of class conflict at its center, but because it offers transformation of the status quo
      rather than its restoration (Dean 2011). In its very tactic of occupying public parks, squares, and streets, OWS
      demands a “populist public,” a space where actors can confront elites (Kohn 2013, 107). Finally, though the TP
      has been more electorally successful, in its failure OWS may offer more insight into populist nationalism than
      typically thought: it “has exposed the limitation on popular protest against the failures of the neoliberal
      project” (Roberts 2012) and asserted “the nation as a public thing” (Brown 2011). As a quick aside from exploring
      the role of nativism in US populist nationalism, it is worth acknowledging that OWS may serve as a rare example
      of anti-capitalist populist nationalism, a form that López-Alves and Johnson suggested in Chapter 1 of this volume to be a rarity.
    


    
      Considering the outcome of the 2016 election alongside the literature on these two earlier populist movements,
      there is almost no question that the coattails of the TP, particularly its successes in the 2010 mid-terms, were
      elongated and then ridden by Trump to victory. Largely left unexplored is how nativist discourse operated within
      the rhetoric of the TP (Fraser and Freeman 2010) and the discrediting of OWS by mainstream and right-leaning
      media outlets (Xu 2013). The iconography of rape, specifically the obsession with men of color committing sexual
      violence against white women, operates as an entry point for thinking about nativism across the national timeline
      when nationalism merges with populism. Rape has long been an image applied to taxation in the pictorial history
      of the emerging US nation, going all the way back to the original Boston Tea Party (Olson 2009). These images
      inform the emotional grammar of the TP: “Taxation and any kind of spending on social services are routinely
      described in terms that invoke sexual violence, like ‘cramming it down our
      throats’ or claiming Obama is ‘raping’ America” (Marcotte 2010). Sexual assault also became an obsession in the
      media coverage of OWS, though the trend was to blame the victims for being in the parks and camps (Barefoot
      2016). Finally, by locating Obama “outside the boundaries of the nation not ideologically, but rather bodily”
      (Lowndes 2012, 156), the language of rape used by TP advocates and allies replicates a fear of displacement that
      was once the centerpiece of nineteenth-century anti-miscegenation discourse.
    


    
      Though men of color are typically the targets of this fear, white women are also depicted in key ways by the
      iconography of rape deployed in nativist sentiment. Like de Tocqueville in the nineteenth century, foreign
      critical commenters on the US democratic system have captured and disseminated current images associated with US
      nationalism, populism, and nativism. In a professional editorial illustration, Austrian digital artist Lennart
      Gäbel portrays a white male figure, meant to represent Trump, grabbing an all-white Statue of Liberty by the
      genitals. The piece, which circulated widely on Facebook and Twitter, is entitled “They Let You Do It.” David
      Rowe, the editorial cartoonist for the Australian Financial Review, posted to his Twitter feed on
      November 9, literally the morning after, a pictorial rendering of the 2016 election results. In it an almost
      naked Trump is figured in bed with the Statue of Liberty. Accompanied with “good morning america #TrumpPence16
      #USADecides,” Rowe depicts Trump wearing a gold chain with the letter “T” around his neck, reading a “New
      Hampshire” newspaper, and leering at Lady Liberty as the robes and Stars and Stripes barely cover her body.
      Propped up against the bed on the floor next to her is a tablet with the moniker “July IV, MDCCLXXVI” referencing
      the country’s founding.8
    


    
      These images entered the public imaginary alongside other early depictions of rape spurned by political
      representatives associated with the TP. These included: (1) a move to change language in abortion law to only
      allow medical services to women who are “forcibly raped” (Horwitz 2013, 178); (2) a statement by Todd Akin in his
      2012 bid for the Senate against the incumbent Democrat Claire McCaskill of Missouri claiming that during a
      “legitimate rape” women’s bodies would “shut that whole thing down”; and (3) the rise of frontier feminism,
      particularly its advocating for strong personal gun rights as necessary for a woman’s self-defense against home
      invaders and rapists (Skocpol and Williamson 2012, 76). The trend amongst these TP supporters, representatives,
      and allies continue to place the burden of unwanted sexual advances and out-right assault on women. The
      illustrations reviewed above, and David Rowe’s piece specifically, suggest that the election results were the
      result of the American people, like the female figures central to each, “asking for it.” Finally, if white women
      do not actively fight against male perpetrators, either by brandishing their guns or shutting down in utero
      fertilization, the logic underpinning the anti-abortion rhetoric is that the child to be born, particularly if
      conceived by a white man, will add to the white dwindling populace and make the nation nativists … again.
    


    From Nativism to Abolitionism: (Re)centering Black Women in US
    National Populism


    
      In this chapter I have explored two separate eras of populist concentrations in US history to compare the
      deployment of the nation to each. Examining a triad of assumptions – geographic void, independent choice, and
      rugged white masculinity – I insist that the merging of nationalism and populism in US historiography, up to this
      point, has resulted in the reaffirmation of nativism. Since populism, being a thin ideology, is “easily combined
      with very different … ideologies” (Mudde 2004, 544) and can lead our political imaginary to the left or the
      right, the aim of my assessment of nativism was not to suggest that it will always be the outcome of such a
      merging. Returning to Behdad’s conclusion and his deployment of critical historiography to the subject of US
      immigration may aid in the construction of the final piece in my intersectional puzzle of nationalism, populism,
      and nativism. Behdad writes, “whereas monumental historiography unconsciously repeats the past through a
      mythologized form of recollection, … [t]he aim of critical historiography … is not the recollection of the past
      but its excision, in order to invent an alternative future” (2005, 176).
    


    
      In the second section I alluded to one such moment, the interracial project known as Reconstruction. W. E. B. Du
      Bois provides an assessment of that era’s significance for US democratization by centering Black people’s agency
      in three ways: demanding their right to vote, fighting for access to banks and schools, and pushing for deeper
      representative governance. This meant that a more permanent Freedmen’s Bureau would have been in order. Former
      slaves, members of the prior free Black communities, and their white co-conspirators who envisioned abolition as
      a democratic promise tapped into a radical collectivity to mend national wounds and move the entire nation beyond
      the confines of slavery. In so doing, the “Black radical tradition” as theorized by Cedric J. Robinson (2000) is
      in, but not of, the settler-colonial tradition that feeds a populist nationalism based on the historical amnesia
      that Behdad so eloquently exposes in US immigration historiography. It acknowledges the violent formation of the
      US in all its iterations – genocide of indigenous peoples, chattel slavery, and imperial military expansionism.
      As such, the Black radical tradition may serve to rethink populist nationalism in the US that takes us beyond the
      confines of nativism. By way of conclusion, let me return to the end of Reconstruction, specifically to the
      Centennial World’s Fair of 1876, and pose a final historical question: is the figure of Lady Liberty a white
      immigrant (i.e., nativist) or a Black freedwoman (i.e., abolitionist)9?
    


    
      Besides the exposition’s centerpiece, the Corliss engine in Machinery Hall (Rydell 1987, 15), the “Torch of
      Liberty from the as yet unfinished Statue of Liberty” (13) was a featured exhibit at the grounds in Philadelphia,
      the nation’s first capital. Perhaps lost on many of the visitors due to its disembodied state was the statue’s
      intended race. Constructed by Frédéric Bartholdi, the intellectual vision of the statue came from the chairman of
      the French Anti-Slavery Society, Edouard Laboulaye. In 1865, Laboulaye set
      forth to create a monument intended to represent that year’s crowning achievement by the young nation – the
      ending of slavery. Remembering Laboulaye’s dedication to abolition alone gives us a trajectory to reimagine the
      US nation, merge it with a populist politics extending from that era, and develop an alternative to nativism.
      Such a move is greatly strengthened by archival images that not only depict Lady Liberty as a Black woman but
      center those women’s contributions to the national imaginary. In 1884, Thomas Worth figured a Black woman with
      torch in hand atop a pedestal in New York City’s harbor in his political cartoon “Frightenin De World” (Treitler
      2013, 16–17). Before this, “The Death of Cleopatra” by Edmonia Lewis, a Black female sculptor, was featured in
      the fine arts building at the 1876 Exposition (Gold 2012; Rydell 1987, 27). Today this neoclassical marble statue
      by the only Black woman featured at the Centennial Fair sits in the Renwick Gallery at the Smithsonian American
      Art Museum in Washington, DC. These too are the popular images of US history, and not simply Black US history.
      Taken together, they acknowledge the nativist past but serve to confront white supremacy and provide subjectivity
      for all women as they continue to exist between the nation and its empty signifiers.
    


    Notes


    
      1 Jackson became the president outside the original circle of
      “founding fathers,” which included John Adams, Thomas Jefferson, and James Monroe.
    


    
      2 This is a common nickname contributed to Jackson (Meacham
      2008, xviii).
    


    
      3 Though this is not one of Trump’s many pseudonyms, both
      negative and not, it is apropos given his celebrity persona on The Apprentice and disagreements with his
      own White House staff. Also, it serves as a linguistic cue to the nativist and masculinist politics exemplified
      in late nineteenth-century machine politics, like Trump’s New York predecessor “Boss Tweed” (Anbinder 1995;
      Connolly 2010; Murphy 2008).
    


    
      4 My choice to place these two seemingly isolated historical
      eras side by side may warrant cause for concern methodologically; however, critical historiographers suggest that
      by placing eras that appear to be ruptures side by side allows for common resonances to come more clearly into
      focus. According to Keeanga-Yamahtta Taylor, “painful continuities between the present and the past … remind us
      that, in some cases, the past is not yet past” (2016, 2).
    


    
      5 As my readers will note, I capitalize the word “Black”
      while not doing the same for “white” when referring to each racial signifier. Given my own subjective
      intellectual investment to center the marginalized narrative developed by Black people, particularly Black women,
      I do this to highlight the non-symmetrical nature of these terms (Olson 2004, xix).
    


    
      6 In this chapter I focus on the concepts of amalgamation and
      miscegenation. These fall at the intersection between race, sexuality, and populism in nativist discourse largely
      circulated by white men about men of color and under the purview of controlling white women’s sexuality and
      reproductive sovereignty. I do not intend to minimize the extent to which nativism informed and continues to
      inform the control of women of color, especially their sexuality and reproductive rights; however, this
      discussion remains outside my main analysis. There is a vast literature addressing the concepts of
      hyperreproductivity and superfecundity as applied to women of color under the guise of white supremacist policies
      and nativist politics (Hancock 2004; Molina 2006; Roberts 1997; Williams
      2003). Those interested in thinking together these concepts with the present iteration of nativism would do well
      to explore the post-9/11 political rhetoric leveled against the children of undocumented peoples as “anchor
      babies” (Beltrán 2014; Jacobson 2008).
    


    
      7 Though “race traitor” is a derogatory term, and here I am
      using it as such, it has been reclaimed by many academics and activists. In the 1990s, critical whiteness studies
      used the phrase “race traitor” to describe their academic and activist objectives extending from the long
      trajectory of abolitionism. Put simply, “[t]he point is not for individuals to become unwhite … but to blow apart
      the social formation known as the white race, so that no one is ‘white’” (Garvey and Ignatiev 1997, 347–348).
    


    
      8 See Lennert Gäbel’s website (www.lennartgaebel.com/) for “They Let You Do It” and David
      Rowe’s Twitter feed (https://twitter.com/roweafr/status/796267514397196288) for “Good Morning America.”
    


    
      9 This is not to suggest that all white immigrant women are
      nativists, though under a racial formation based on white supremacy all white women do benefit from nativist
      discourses and prescriptions. Also, this is not to suggest that only Black women were or are abolitionists. Many
      women who benefited from, but actively fought to eliminate, white privilege were abolitionists including Lucretia
      Mott, Angelina Grimké Weld, and Lucy Stone.
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      Chapter 10
    


    Populism
    and Nationalism in US Politics1


    Mark D. Brewer


    Introduction


    
      The presidential campaign and now early presidency of Donald Trump has certainly brought renewed attention to the
      place of populism in United States politics. During the campaign, media analysts and commentators consistently
      referred to Trump as a populist, and candidate Trump regularly infused populist themes and language into his
      campaign speeches, appearances, and materials. The nationalist element of populism seemingly was a particularly
      important touchstone for Trump, as he talked about making the United States into a “winner” again after the
      nation had endured years of losing on the international stage under the failed presidencies of recent years.
      Indeed, the signal theme and message of Trump’s campaign – “Make America Great Again” – perfectly encapsulates in
      a phrase the nationalist element of American populism, as will be fully discussed later in this chapter. The
      enduring image of Trump’s 2016 campaign could very well be the candidate speaking to an adoring and enthusiastic
      crowd, many wearing the seemingly ubiquitous red “Make America Great Again” baseball hat and/or holding a red
      “Make America Great Again” placard. As president-elect and now president Trump has continued to embrace populist
      themes, especially in terms of nationalist rhetoric and appeals, whether it be in denouncing the Trans-Pacific
      Partnership (TPP), initiating the renegotiation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), attempting to
      institute his travel ban by executive order, or browbeating America’s NATO allies for (in his opinion) failing to
      pay their fair share of the Alliance’s security costs. As president, Trump has made it clear his administration
      will pursue an “America First” policy across the board. As Trump said in his inaugural address: “From this day
      forward, it’s going to be only America first. America first.”
    


    
      It would, however, be a mistake to conclude that the rise to prominence of populism – with its nationalist and
      other elements – in American politics is a recent phenomenon. George W. Bush was often described as adopting a
      somewhat populist persona, as were Bill Clinton and Ronald Reagan.2
      Alabama Governor and presidential candidate George Wallace was labeled a populist demagogue in the 1960s, in many
      ways following in the footsteps of Father Charles Coughlin and
      Senator/Governor Huey Long in the 1930s. All of the individuals referenced above with the exception of Bill
      Clinton also routinely referenced the necessity of American greatness and painted themselves as defenders of the
      national interest in the face of grave and dire threats. The capital “P” Populist movement of the late nineteenth
      century briefly had a relatively powerful impact on American politics, and the coming of Jacksonian Democracy in
      the 1820s and 1830s – a movement that Trump’s former chief White House strategist Steve Bannon frequently cited
      as an example of what the Trump team is trying to accomplish (Draper 2017) – is often described as a populist
      wave. While Thomas Jefferson and James Madison are generally not identified as populists, many of those who
      supported them and put the Jeffersonian Republicans into political power certainly were. Indeed, many scholars
      see no small amount of populism in the Anti-Federalist movement formed in opposition to the Constitution as
      reported out of the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia in 1787. So rather than a recent phenomenon,
      American populism is as old, if not older, than the republic itself.
    


    
      This all being said, populism as a whole in American politics is often ill-defined. Its makeup and substance are
      often presented as givens, its contents and contours as well established and known to all. Neither of these is
      true. This lack of clarity is not unique to American populism. The concept of populism is too often left fuzzy no
      matter where one finds it. Populism is rarely defined with any precision or specificity (Jansen 2011; Pied 2011).
      Its shape and content go unexamined in any systematic way. The term is used to describe a wide variety of things.
      This chapter attempts to address these shortcomings, at least within the context of American politics. In the
      following pages I present a substantive sketch of populism in the American context and close with an attempt to
      discern populism’s place in the presidency of Donald Trump and the tumultuous scene of contemporary American
      political conflict. Given the focus of this volume, I pay particular attention to American populism’s nationalist
      element.
    


    The Substance of American Populism


    Ordinary People versus the Elites


    
      Kazin (1995, 1) argues that the most basic and fundamental definition of American populism entails a worldview
      where the average, ordinary people are pitted in political and social conflict against the elites. While such a
      characterization obviously suffers from the lack of specificity and detail lamented above, there is still much to
      like about Kazin’s definition and it provides a good starting point for the fleshing out of what populism entails
      in the American context. Populist rhetoric tends to lionize the so-called ordinary people (Jansen 2011), seeing
      them as simple yet noble defenders of a just and appropriate arrangement that some group of elites (whose makeup
      can and does change) is trying to upend, often through nefarious means (Berlet and Lyons 2000; Harris 2010;
      Hofstadter 1966; Pied 2011). This language often includes claims that these
      elites are trying to take something from the people that rightfully belongs to the people (Kazin 1995). As Harris
      (2010, 20) puts it, “All populist revolts in history … have seen themselves as engaged in justified rebellion
      against an arrogant ruling elite.” Anti-elite sentiment has a long history in the US (Cornell 1999), providing a
      firm and well established foundation for the people versus the elites undergirding of American populism. It is
      not a stretch to claim that the perception of conflict between the people and the elites is the one element
      common to all American populist movements. One can easily discern this element in the most radical
      Anti-Federalist opposition to the ratification of the Constitution (Cornell 1999; Faber 2014; Formisano 2008;
      Siemers 2003), in the push to elect Andrew Jackson president in 1828 (Berlet and Lyons 2000; Harris 2010;
      Hofstadter 1962), in the agrarian Populist revolt of the late nineteenth century (Hofstadter 1955; Kazin 1995;
      McMath 1992), in the rise of Father Coughlin and Huey Long in the 1930s (Brinkley 1982; Kazin 1995) and George
      Wallace in the 1960s (Carter 1995; Kazin 1995), and in the Tea Party movement of recent years (Skocpol and
      Williamson 2013).
    


    Visions of Unfair Economic Arrangements


    
      Generally speaking the elites are found in the “have” rather than the “have-not” portion of American society, and
      as such it is not surprising that American populism tends to be critical of wealth. In particular, wealth viewed
      as unjustly obtained often finds itself the subject of populist wrath. American populist movements tend to make a
      stark distinction between those who work for their supper – generally seen as producers – and those who earn
      their bread from the efforts of others (Kazin 1995). When workers suffer while those who too often sit idle
      benefit, populism is not far off in the US. This can manifest itself in populist anger toward wealthy individuals
      and big business interests who enrich themselves on the hard work of others by controlling and manipulating
      finance and markets, as it did with the Populist movement (Hofstadter 1955; Kazin 1995; McMath 1992) and the
      followers of Father Coughlin and Huey Long in the 1930s (Brinkley 1982; Kazin 1995). It can also present as
      populist resentment toward groups in society seen as receiving social welfare benefits of which they are not
      deserving (Gilens 1999), as it did with the populist supporters of George Wallace in the 1960s (Carter 1995;
      Kazin 1995) and in the recent Tea Party movement (Skocpol and Williamson 2013). But either way, American populism
      has historically held that unfair economic arrangements are resulting in those who work hard suffering while
      those who do not grow fat off of the efforts of others. While Lieven (2012) argues (with some justification, in
      my view) that recent US populism has largely abandoned any critique of free market capitalism, as we will see
      below the argument that hard working Americans have been taken advantage of by forces beyond their control has
      been front and center in Trump’s rhetoric, both as a candidate and now as president.
    


    Fear of Centralized Authority, Usually in Washington, DC


    
      The anti-elite nature of American populism also often produces a profound fear of centralized authority among
      American populists. The most common target of this fear is the federal government itself. If the elites are the
      enemy and these elites control the levers of federal government power, it only makes sense to American populists
      that the national government is looking to harm them; it is simply a tool being used by the elites to disempower
      the people. American populism regularly champions local control and keeping the power of the state as close to
      the people as possible (Cornell 1999; Kazin 1995; Kenyon 1955; Siemers 2003; Storing 1981). The people, after
      all, are virtuous; this is not true of the elites. Keeping power local, in the hands and under the supervision of
      the people goes a long way toward preventing the corruption that inevitably creeps in when far away elites get
      their hands on power. Power moving away from the local level makes it far more likely that politics and
      government will escape the people’s control, another common fear/belief of American populist movements (Formisano
      2008; Hofstadter 1966; McMath 1992).
    


    Defending National Ideals from Conspiratorial Threat


    
      In many instances this fear of centralized authority results in support for conspiracy theories among American
      populists (Berlet and Lyons 2000; Harris 2010; Hofstadter 1955, 1966; Kazin 1995). As Kazin (1998, 285) states,
      “Populist speakers have always had a particular weakness for stories about plots by the powerful.” Populism needs
      an enemy, and in many instances that enemy is engaged in a conspiracy to harm the people, to take from them what
      is rightfully theirs and destroy their way of life. This is where the nationalist element of American populism
      comes into play. As is made clear throughout this volume, a nationalist strain is not unique to American
      populism. Indeed it is difficult to find a populism that is devoid of nationalism. However, in American populism
      the shadowy forces engaged in conspiratorial activities are routinely seen as harming the nation as a whole for
      their own self gain. Hofstadter (1962) and Oliver and Wood (2014) argue that American populism tends to adopt a
      Manichean worldview, a claim that has much to support it. American populism often sees the world in black and
      white; it does not admit shades of grey. Something is either right or it is wrong, and which of these categories
      something fits into is blatantly obvious to the virtuous people despite what the underhanded elites would have
      them believe. The presence of conspiracy combined with this Manichean outlook often causes American populists to
      see existential threats to both their individual way of life and to the national interest and wellbeing as a
      whole. It is often argued that the basic, fundamental ideals of the nation are under threat (Harris 2010;
      Hofstader 1966; Kazin 1995; Skocpol and Williamson 2013). These elements in combination mean that American
      populists often see themselves as central actors at a key and dire point in history; they can see dangers that
      others cannot or are actively trying to hide. They often see solutions as
      well, solutions that come from the wisdom of the common people (Hofstadter 1966). The fates of both the virtuous
      people and the nation as a whole (can these really be separated?) hang in the balance. More will be said on
      nationalism later in this chapter.
    


    American Populism as Anti-Intellectual


    
      This faith in the wisdom of the common people sometimes creates a strong anti-intellectual strain in American
      populism (Hofstadter 1962; Shogun 2007). Intellectuals are seen as too removed from and/or aligned against the
      world of the average people. They do not work, per se, but rather spend their days reading, studying, and
      thinking with the goal of developing expertise in some esoteric realm far detached from the day-to-day lives of
      the people. They are not producing anything of tangible value. Such negative views of intellectuals mesh nicely
      with conflictual relations with elites, fear of centralized authority, and the tendency to see conspiracies
      afoot. Elites, if not experts themselves, certainly have the means and opportunity to utilize experts to further
      their cause. Centralized governing authorities often turn to experts in formulating policies to control and
      disadvantage the people. Experts are also seen as clever, and cleverness is certainly helpful when one wants to
      engage in conspiracy. Furthermore, experts tend to be seen as exhibiting a certain degree of arrogance and are
      often perceived as telling the people what is good for them, as if the people can’t possibly determine this for
      themselves. As Harris (2010, 4–5) outlines, American populism tends to be highly resentful of being told by
      experts “we know best.” Because of these views, American populism tends to have a negative orientation toward
      intellectuals and the expertise they (often condescendingly) attempt to provide (Hofstader 1962; Kazin 1995;
      Shogun 2007; Skocpol and Williamson 2013).
    


    Defense of the Status Quo and Support for Traditional Arrangements


    
      This disdain for experts points to another common thread found in American populism – defense of the status quo.
      In many instances when the government or some other collection of elites bring intellectuals into a situation,
      they are asking the intellectuals to use their expertise to solve a perceived problem. The experts are engaged to
      lead change. After all, who needs experts when things are fine the way they are? In some instances, the
      problem arises when populists fail to see the problem so clearly identified by the elite. In other cases,
      populists see the problem, but believe the problem in question would be best solved by reverting to past
      practices. Rather than change being the answer, populists see change as the cause of the problem. Things were
      fine before and then society (under the direction of the elites and experts) moved away from what worked; this
      created the problem in question. In harkening back to an earlier theme, the wisdom of the average people can
      easily solve this problem. No experts required.
    


    
      This particular element of American populism manifests itself as the exalting
      of tradition and staunch resistance to change (unless of course the change in question is a reversion to past
      practice, real or perceived). It specifically presents itself in calls for society to hang on to traditional
      religious underpinnings and definitions of morality (Berlet and Lyons 2000; Harris 2010; Hofstadter 1966). It is
      present in the racist and nativist elements that one often sees in American populism (Berlet and Lyons 2000;
      Brinkley 1982; Carter 1995; Hofstadter 1955; Skocpol and Williamson 2013), although these nativist and racist
      strands are also often seen in the nationalist element of populism as well. Support for tradition and resistance
      to change can also explain why American populism has generally been associated with rural and agrarian
      communities, although economic grievance is important here as well (Hofstadter 1955; McMath 1992). Populist
      support for law and order can also be placed here (Carter 1995), as those who are breaking the law and/or
      violating societal norms are disrupting the status quo and transgressing what are seen as accepted and legitimate
      moral boundaries. On a broader scale, the worry about loss of status that Hofstadter (1955) sees as a hallmark of
      American populism can also be slotted into this category. Taken as a whole, all of these elements can be seen as
      indicative of American populism’s tendency to resist modernity (Hofstadter 1962), a modernity that is generally
      seen as being created and defended by elites and intellectuals. These elements also point to the populist’s
      desire for order, particularly an order that is proper, proven, and legitimate.
    


    American Populism in Sum


    
      At this point we have a relatively thorough sketch of the substance of American populism. First, populism paints
      a picture of ordinary Americans in conflict with societal elites. Whether the ordinary people are truly ordinary
      or the elites are really elites matters little; perception is the crucial matter here. This element also does not
      hold that average Americans have to rally themselves into a populist fervor. Indeed one often finds that a member
      or members of the targeted elites are most successful at activating and generating populist sentiment. Economic
      grievance is also critical to American populism, although it seems that economic downturns in and of themselves
      are not enough to spark an outpouring of populism. The economic complaints that lead to populism have to be seen
      as having been purposely caused by a clearly identifiable group or groups. The economic harms in question are
      seen as intentional. American populism fears large, centralized authority, particularly (but not exclusively) the
      federal government. This element of American populism appears to have become much more pronounced in the
      twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. Populism in the American context is often of a conspiratorial mind,
      tending to see nefarious intent and camouflaged threats around every corner. The basic wellbeing of the country
      is seen as at risk. Populists see themselves as uniquely able to discern these threats and centrally (if not
      solely) positioned to defeat them. This creates a distinctly nationalist edge
      to American populism. Intellectuals are often viewed negatively by American populists, as is change, especially
      change presented as “progress.” Tradition and the status quo are valued and honored, in the overall goal of
      maintaining a proper order of things.
    


    
      If there is one thing that appears to connect all of the elements of American populism outlined above it is that
      populism requires an enemy. This is not to say that America’s populist movements have not been for anything.
      Indeed, populist efforts in the US have been marked by a diverse array of hopes and goals. But it is absolutely
      essential for American populism to have something and/or someone to be against, often viscerally against. Hatred
      may be too strong of a word to use here, but this question is certainly open to debate.
    


    A Deeper Dive on American Populism’s Nationalist Element


    
      American populism’s need for an enemy provides an opportunity to delve more deeply into the nationalism that is
      typically found within populist uprisings in the US. López-Alves and Johnson are correct in their Chapter 1 assertion that “virtually all populisms are nationalistic.” As
      its name implies, nationalism grows out of the concept of the nation, and the concept of the nation – a sovereign
      state with defined territorial boundaries and responsibility for its own internal affairs that are respected by
      other nations – traces its origins to seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Europe, with many pointing to the Peace
      of Westphalia (1648) as the point of origin for the idea of the nation as we know it today (Huntington 2004;
      Pillar 2013; Stearns 1997). There is a fair amount of diversity to be found among the extant definitions of
      nationalism, but most definitions share the view that nationalism is an identity shared by a group of
      people that (1) unites these people as a nation and differentiates them from other groups of people and (2)
      either the possession of or desire for an independent state to protect and advance the interests of the nation
      (Bradburn 2011; Citrin et al. 1994; Miscevic 2016; van Evera 1994). Some emphasize so-called civic models of
      nationalism where all citizens of the state are seen as forming the nation while others place greater importance
      on what is often referred to as cultural or ethnic nationalism where inclusion in the nation is more dependent on
      shared language, religion, ethnicity, descent, and culture (Miscevic 2016; Stearns 1997), a distinction that at
      times has been relevant in the nationalism of American populism. Nationalism entails “a strong sense of loyalty
      and attachment of the general population to its nation-state” (Pillar 2013, 12), and a sense by this same general
      population that the interests of their nation take priority over other concerns (Freeden 2005). It should be
      noted here that nationalism differs from patriotism, typically defined as pride for and love of country.
      Nationalism goes beyond patriotism, and also includes a belief in the superiority of and desire for dominance of
      one’s nation over others (Gries 2014; Li and Brewer 2004).
    


    
      This is where populism’s need for an enemy enters the picture. Any person or
      group or state that questions or threatens the superiority and dominance of the nation immediately becomes the
      enemy, activating nationalism specifically and potentially populism more broadly. This dynamic is particularly
      powerful in the context of the United States. Many scholars argue that nationalism in the US is best understood
      by way of the concept of American exceptionalism. American exceptionalism is a belief that the US is different
      from other nations, not only in terms of wealth and power, but also in purpose and morality. American
      exceptionalism sees the US as having a special destiny or purpose in the world (often, but not always set by
      God), and also as better than other nations. The United States is, in the words of former US Secretary of State
      Madeline Albright, “the indispensable nation.” While there is deep and heated disagreement over the veracity of
      American exceptionalism, there is widespread agreement that American nationalism – particularly the strain
      typically found within American populism – contains a strong belief in American exceptionalism and that this
      strong belief affects American politics (Hodgson 2009; Lieven 2012; McCartney 2004; Pillar 2013).
    


    
      Nationalism as an identity is also implicated here. As Huntington (2004) points out, in order for a people to
      define themselves, there needs to be an other or others to be distinct from. For some, Huntington (2004) further
      argues, this other needs to be seen as the enemy. In the American case, Lieven (2012) argues that nationalism has
      both a positive, civic-minded liberal side that is inclusive in terms of identity and a darker, more exclusive
      ethnoreligious side much more focused on the other that comes into play at different times in American history
      and politics, a claim with which Citrin et al. (1994) concur. Huntington (2004) agrees here, but cautions that
      these two sides of American nationalism are not always distinct nor always easily disentangled. In this, American
      nationalism may not be unique as van Evera (1994) claims that all nationalisms have a chauvinistic element to
      them, and engage in what he labels “self-glorifying, self-whitewashing, and other-maligning” (27). Put together,
      this seems to fit with the nationalist strain we see in American populism: American populists tend to see
      themselves as the “true” Americans, distinct from and in opposition to enemies who are trying to harm both them
      as individuals and also the US as a whole.
    


    Populism, Nationalism, and Politics in the Time of President Trump


    
      So what is the place of populism in the tumultuous politics of the Trump era? Perhaps the best place to begin
      attempting to answer this question is with the President himself. Is Donald Trump a populist? Certainly the
      national media saw candidate Trump as a populist during his presidential campaign. Mara Liasson, NPR’s National
      Political Correspondent, placed Trump “in the classic tradition of American populism” (Liasson 2015). Michael
      Lind, co-founder of the New America Foundation, entitled a piece that he wrote for Politico “Donald Trump,
      the Perfect Populist” (Lind 2016). Nate Cohn (2016) in the New York
      Times, Jonah Goldberg (2015) in the National Review, Chris Lehmann (2015) in Newsweek, and
      George Packer (2015) in The New Yorker all wrote about how Trump was a populist candidate making populist
      appeals. The theme of Trump as populist received so much play during the campaign that an angry Barack Obama
      launched into a presidential “rant” as to why Trump was not a populist (Shabad 2016).
    


    
      The question of whether or not Donald Trump is truly a populist is of course one that only Trump himself can
      answer. But we can assess the degree to which Trump’s messages and actions fit within the American populist
      tradition as outlined in this chapter. In many ways Trump’s views and policies appear to fit nicely within the
      universe of American populism. Indeed, Trump’s co-primary campaign issues – foreign trade and immigration – were
      presented almost entirely as populist appeals. This has continued during Trump’s presidency to this point. Trump
      routinely argues that America’s now decades-long trend of negotiating in his view bad trade deals with other
      nations has weakened the American economy in general, and has decimated the American working class in particular.
      This is a quintessential example of the unfair economic arrangements element of the American populist tradition.
      Furthermore Trump presents America’s economic elites (a group to which he of course belongs) as using these trade
      deals to send American jobs overseas while further enriching themselves with increased profits. Throw in Trump’s
      attack on hedge fund managers as people who get rich by shuffling paper to hurt the average people and one can
      see without a doubt that Trump is a populist in the sense of railing against unfair economic arrangements. This
      particular populist theme is one (but not the only) reason commonly given for Trump’s electoral success amongst
      white voters with less than a college education, and his continued strong support amongst this group as president
      (Jones 2017). He is seen as speaking to their sense of economic injustice (Balz and Clement 2016; Cohn 2016;
      Peters 2016; Rosenthal 2016).
    


    
      Trump’s anti-immigrant stance is a similarly good fit within American populism, and is particularly effective at
      appealing to and activating populism’s nationalist strain. Trump’s campaign depiction of undocumented immigrants
      from Mexico as “criminals, drug dealers, rapists” and his call for a moratorium on Muslim immigration clearly tap
      into the racist and nativist elements often present in American populism. Trump’s continued frosty relationship
      with the Mexican government and even more his stepped-up efforts in cracking down on undocumented immigrants
      (primarily from Latin America) and so his so-called travel ban executive orders have continued these themes
      during his presidency thus far. These stances and efforts clearly feed into what Citrin et al. (1994) call the
      nativist tradition of American nationalism, and also into what Lieven (2012, 2) condemningly labels “the
      chauvinist, religiously, and racially bigoted sides of American nationalism.”
    


    
      These same themes and actions can relatedly be seen as representing both a longing for the previous status quo of
      a more white America and a defense of traditional arrangements. During the
      course of his anti-immigrant rhetoric, Trump also frequently argues that immigrants ignore and flaunt traditional
      American societal norms, which as Jeff Stonecash and I (Brewer and Stonecash 2015) document, has become a
      consistent source of political conflict in the US. Long before Trump entered politics both Citrin et al. (1994)
      and Huntington (2004) argued that anxiety about increasing immigration (especially from Spanish-speaking
      countries, with Huntington devoting an entire chapter specifically to Mexican immigration) was driving a spike in
      the nativism element of US nationalism. Gries (2014, 156) explicitly linked conservative nationalists’ concerns
      over threats to law and order and desire for the “maintenance of racial hierarchies” to their negative views of
      Latin America. Lynn Vavreck (2016) argued that Trump has virtually single-handedly “reinvigorated explicit
      appeals to ethnocentrism” and that these appeals are a large part of why working class white voters who “believe
      that whites are a supreme race and who long for the Confederacy” heavily supported Trump’s candidacy. This fits
      perfectly with how Swain (2002) warned that what she labeled “white nationalism” could spread in American
      politics. If one combines economic injustice with anti-immigration, we can see them joining together to speak to
      the white male working class who increasingly sees itself as losing out in American society. This is exactly what
      Lieven (2012) argued is taking place in contemporary American society, and fits Hofstadter’s (1955) loss of
      status populist theme perfectly. It also clearly ties in with what Smith (1993) called the ascriptive traditions
      of the American nationalism.
    


    
      There is still more to lend support to the idea of Trump as a populist insurgent. It is hard to imagine a better
      fit for the populist theme of conspiratorial threat than Donald Trump. While his association with the so-called
      Birther conspiracy receives the most attention, Trump’s use of conspiracy theories to appeal for voter support
      did not stop there. To identify but a few of the others, Trump famously linked Ted Cruz’s father to the
      assassination of President John F. Kennedy, raised questions about the deaths of Vince Foster and Antonin Scalia,
      and argued that President Obama did not really attend Columbia University (DelReal 2016; Sarlin 2016). For a
      portion of the campaign, the liberal digital media organization AlterNet kept a running tally of the conspiracy
      theories that Trump at least somewhat supported. The total as of September 17, 2016 (when the tally stopped,
      reason[s] unknown), was 58. President Trump has continued to give credence to conspiracy theories, such as
      claiming that President Obama had “wiretapped” his campaign headquarters (Rucker et al. 2017).
    


    
      Trump’s rhetoric and appeals based on economic unfairness, anti-immigration, loss of status, and conspiracy
      theories certainly point to his being a populist. Such an evaluation gains further support when one realizes that
      all four of these appeals identify an enemy for Trump supporters to be against. Whether it is ineffectual
      American leaders or the smarter foreign leaders who are duping them, Mexican immigrant criminals, Muslim
      terrorists, or shadowy conspirators, Trump is offering up enemies to those whose support he is hoping to attract.
      This is a classic populist trope in American politics.
    


    
      But before we get too far down the Trump as populist road, we need to consider
      where he does not fit the classic American populist model. The largest failed connection is undoubtedly Trump’s
      virtual total failure to lionize and identify himself with the “ordinary” people (Postel 2016). This is not to
      claim that Americans fail to see Trump as a “regular guy.” Indeed, many of his supporters do. But this has
      absolutely nothing to do with efforts on Trump’s part. In Trump’s mind and language he is anything but ordinary.
      He is the smartest, is the richest, is the best and has the best, no matter what is being discussed. Moreover,
      the idea of Trump espousing the wisdom of the common people as the solution to a problem – any problem – is
      absurd. Trump is against some elites, but only because they are not his elites. As a candidate and so far as
      president, Trump believes the best way to solve problems is by surrounding himself with smart people and making
      others bend to his will. This most certainly does not fit within the American populist tradition. Trump is also
      not opposed to centralized authority. During his campaign he railed against the then current centralized
      authorities in Washington, but only because of what he saw as their incompetence. Thus far as president, Trump
      has chalked up many of the obstacles he has faced to the intransigence and/or incompetence of others in authority
      whom he cannot control. Trump sees no problem with power, so long as it is properly used. One can see this
      clearly in his numerous positive comments regarding Russian President Vladimir Putin. If anything, during his
      campaign Trump seemed to promise his supporters that he will further centralize power to the White House and
      personally use it to make their lives infinitely better almost overnight. This is clearly demonstrated in Trump’s
      Republican presidential nomination speech in Cleveland, where he thundered “I’m your voice” to the working people
      of the US and capped his account of an America in dire circumstances by stating “I alone can fix it” (Appelbaum
      2016). This is another glaring disconnect with the American populist tradition. The complete failure of Trump to
      check the populist boxes on valorizing the common people and railing against centralized power makes one wonder
      if something else beyond populism is at play in the phenomenon that is Donald Trump.
    


    
      Thomas Edsall in a January 2016 New York Times op-ed points us in the direction of where to look for this
      missing element. After consulting with a number of academics on the subject of Trump’s success, Edsall argues
      that the key to understanding the rise of Trump in the 2016 presidential campaign was authoritarianism.
      Summarizing what he heard in his conversations, Edsall outlines Trump’s appeal as a promise to restore order and
      provide protection in the face of dire internal and external threats to the nation. He will reward the good and
      punish the wicked, restore the purity of American society. In the eyes of those with whom Edsall spoke, Trump as
      authoritarian savior was the secret to his success.
    


    
      Authoritarianism has a long and somewhat checkered history in social science research. The concept was famously
      first introduced by Theodor Adorno and his colleagues in their 1950 study The Authoritarian Personality.
      Although widely discredited in the decades following its publication due to
      methodological issues, Adorno et al.’s take on what made up the authoritarian personality is still worth thinking
      about. According to them (1950, p. 228), authoritarianism was marked by (paraphrasing in spots): “rigid adherence
      to conventional … values,” submission to proper authorities, aggression against those who go against these
      values, anti-subjectivity, superstition and stereotypes, power, hostility, a belief that “dangerous things go on
      in the world,” and an “exaggerated concern” with sex (particularly sex that was viewed as abnormal). For Adorno
      and his colleagues, those who scored high on these characteristics were ripe for authoritarian appeals from
      potential leaders.
    


    
      Although among those highly critical of the methodology employed by Adorno et al., Bob Altmeyer’s two books on
      authoritarianism (1981; 1996) established a portrait of right-wing authoritarianism that borrowed three of Adorno
      et al.’s traits: submission to legitimate authorities, aggression toward outgroups so long as it was approved of
      by the established authorities, and strict adherence to established societal conventions. Altmeyer’s right-wing
      authoritarians respected and trusted the proper authorities, were willing to harshly punish transgressions of
      societal norms, were prone to racism and ethnic prejudice, and tended to see themselves and those like them as
      good and others as bad, enemies (Altmeyer 1981).
    


    
      Two additional works in the last decade have done a great deal to bring authoritarianism back into the minds of
      scholars who study American politics. The first is Karen Stenner’s The Authoritarian Dynamic (2005).
      Stenner’s authoritarianism is marked by the traits of “obedience to authority, moral absolutism and conformity,
      intolerance and punitiveness toward dissidents and deviants, [and] aggression and animosity and aggression toward
      racial and ethnic out-groups” (3). The second book to thrust authoritarianism back to center stage was Marc
      Hetherington and Jonathan Weiler’s Authoritarianism and Polarization in American Politics (2009).
      For Hetherington and Weiler, a “need for order” is the key to understanding authoritarianism. Authoritarians are
      rigid conformists who struggle with ambiguity and nuance. They crave order, and look to legitimate authorities to
      provide this order. To quote Hetherington and Weiler at length:
    


    
      
        In sum, authoritarianism is fundamentally motivated by a desire for order and a support for authorities seen as
        best able to secure that order against a variety of threats to social cohesion. For authoritarians, proper
        authorities are necessary to stave off the chaos that appears to be just around the corner. Furthermore,
        authoritarians often imbue authorities with transcendent qualities, not subject to questioning and doubt.
        Emanating from such a conception is a suspicion of ideas that appear to pose a threat to such authorities and
        of groups that may, by their very nature, unravel the social fabric. A tendency to rigid thinking and an
        unwillingness or inability to process new information that might challenge such thinking also appears to be
        characteristic of authoritarians’ mode of political understanding.
      


      
        (41)
      

    


    
      Here we might just have found the non-populist parts of Donald Trump’s appeal.
      Authoritarianism has no requirement to lionize or empower the ordinary people. The authoritarian leader only has
      to demonstrate to the people that she or he knows what is best for them and promise to provide it.
      Authoritarianism also sees power as a virtue, and virtually begs its leaders to use it to the fullest. Trump’s
      2016 presidential campaign fits on both counts. Candidate and now President Trump also promises order and
      security, and his rhetoric and tone are about as aggressive as it gets in American politics outside of the
      fringes. As support for authoritarianism tends to be strongly associated with high levels of nationalism (Li and
      Brewer 2004), Trump’s authoritarian element also has an easy potential connection to his populist persona.
    


    
      So what does all of this tell us about populism, nationalism, and authoritarianism in American politics in the
      time of Trump? At the very least what has been presented thus far in this chapter makes the cases that all three
      elements are likely highly present and important in current US politics, but empirical evidence has thus far been
      lacking. Table 10.1 addresses this shortcoming. I analyzed the 2016 American National
      Election Studies Time Series Study for variables that tapped into the populist, nationalist, and authoritarian
      elements of American politics discussed throughout this chapter, and then examined how responses on these
      variables sorted by 2016 presidential vote. These results are presented in Table 10.1,
      grouped by variables seen as tapping into populism, variables seen as specifically populist/nationalist,
      nationalist variables, and authoritarian variables. In addition to presidential vote, the percentage of the
      sample holding the position in question is presented as well. Forty six separate cross-tabs are reported in
      Table 10.1. Of these 46, in only two instances did those holding the populist,
      populist/nationalist, nationalist, or authoritarian position favor Hillary Clinton over Donald Trump. In the
      other 44 instances respondents favored Trump over Clinton, in all instances save for one by double digits, and a
      largest margin of 68 percentage points. The story told by Table 10.1 is incredibly clear:
      Americans holding populist, populist/nationalist, nationalist, and authoritarian views in 2016 strongly supported
      Donald Trump for president over Hillary Clinton.
    


    Conclusion


    
      Populism has a long history in US politics, longer than the republic itself. Nationalism is an important
      subcomponent of American populism. This nationalist element of American populism opens the door for strains of
      authoritarianism to join the mix. While we have seen such a combination before in US politics, we have perhaps
      never seen it epitomized as completely as it is manifested in the presidential campaign and early presidency of
      Donald Trump. For the first time since possibly Andrew Jackson, and perhaps for the first time ever, an
      individual who strongly embraces American populist nationalism with a heavy authoritarian streak holds the
      Presidency of the United States.
    


    
      
        Table 10.1 2016 Presidential Vote and Percentage of Americans Holding Selected
        Populist, Nationalist, and Authoritarian Beliefs
      


      
        
          
            	

            	Trump

            	Clinton

            	Percent Holding
          


          
            	Populist

            	

            	

            	
          


          
            	Should federal government make it more difficult to buy a gun (populist response is
            combination of easier and keep rules the same)

            	73

            	19

            	44
          


          
            	Trust federal government to do what is right (populist response is combination of never
            and some of the time)

            	55

            	37

            	57
          


          
            	Government run by a few big interests

            	48

            	44

            	86
          


          
            	How many in government are corrupt (populist response is combination of all and most)

            	58

            	32

            	34
          


          
            	Gay and lesbian couples should not be allowed to adopt

            	70

            	26

            	26
          


          
            	Religion is an important part of your life

            	53

            	40

            	66
          


          
            	Less government is better

            	65

            	26

            	51
          


          
            	Agree that newer lifestyles are breaking down society

            	62

            	31

            	51
          


          
            	Disagree that we should be more tolerant of different moral standards

            	73

            	22

            	20
          


          
            	Agree that there should be more emphasis on traditional family values

            	59

            	34

            	63
          


          
            	Agree that public officials don’t care what people think

            	45

            	48

            	60
          


          
            	Rate feminists coolly

            	71

            	18

            	31
          


          
            	Rate big business coolly

            	30

            	62

            	42
          


          
            	Rate gays coolly

            	74

            	22

            	21
          


          
            	Rate scientists coolly

            	66

            	27

            	6
          


          
            	Populist/Nationalist

            	

            	

            	
          


          
            	Make all unauthorized immigrants felons and send them back to their home country

            	82

            	14

            	15
          


          
            	Favor ending birthright citizenship

            	67

            	26

            	34
          


          
            	Children brought to the US illegally should be sent back

            	78

            	18

            	18
          


          
            	Favor building a wall with Mexico

            	86

            	11

            	34
          


          
            	Very important to speak English in US

            	55

            	39

            	66
          


          
            	Number of immigrants allowed to come to the US should be decreased

            	70

            	24

            	44
          


          
            	How likely is it that immigration will take away jobs (response is combination of
            extremely and very likely)

            	70

            	25

            	34
          


          
            	Agree that country would be great by getting rid of rotten apples

            	65

            	29

            	46
          


          
            	Disagree that world is changing and we should adjust

            	64

            	30

            	40
          


          
            	Agree that minorities should adapt to the customs and traditions of the US

            	57

            	36

            	62
          


          
            	Disagree that immigrants are generally good for America’s economy

            	72

            	24

            	19
          


          
            	Agree that America’s culture is generally harmed by immigrants

            	75

            	21

            	18
          


          
            	Agree that immigrants increase crime rates in the US

            	76

            	20

            	27
          


          
            	To be truly American it is important to have been born in the US (response is very
            important)

            	57

            	37

            	23
          


          
            	To be truly American it is important to have American ancestry (response is very
            important)

            	57

            	39

            	13
          


          
            	To be truly American it is important to speak English (response is very important)

            	58

            	36

            	60
          


          
            	To be truly American it is important to follow America’s customs and traditions (response
            is very important)

            	65

            	30

            	34
          


          
            	Extremely or very important that whites work together to change laws that are unfair to
            whites

            	63

            	31

            	38
          


          
            	Extremely or very likely that whites are unable to find jobs because employers hire
            minorities

            	76

            	18

            	20
          


          
            	Being white extremely or very important to your identity

            	62

            	32

            	26
          


          
            	Rate illegal immigrants coolly

            	62

            	31

            	57
          


          
            	Oppose free trade agreements with other countries

            	63

            	31

            	20
          


          
            	Nationalist

            	

            	

            	
          


          
            	During the last year the US position in the world has become weaker

            	66

            	26

            	57
          


          
            	Country would be better off if we just stayed home

            	52

            	38

            	27
          


          
            	Agree that it would be better if rest of the world was more like America

            	63

            	33

            	30
          


          
            	Feel good when see the American flag

            	52

            	41

            	81
          


          
            	Authoritarian

            	

            	

            	
          


          
            	How much can you rough up protestors (authoritarian response is combination of moderate
            amount, a lot, and a great deal)

            	65

            	30

            	44
          


          
            	Agree that country needs a strong leader to take us back to the true path

            	68

            	27

            	51
          


          
            	Which child trait is more important: independence or respect for elders (authoritarian
            response is respect)

            	52

            	41

            	71
          


          
            	Which child trait is more important: curiosity or good manners (authoritarian response is
            good manners)

            	54

            	40

            	60
          


          
            	Favor torture for suspected terrorists

            	71

            	24

            	25
          

        
      


      
        Source: 2016 ANES Time Series.
      

    


    Notes


    
      1 Portions of this chapter first appeared in Mark D. Brewer,
      “Populism in American Politics,” The Forum, 2016 14 (3): 249–264. Used by permission.
    


    
      2 It is interesting to note that one of the most common
      criticisms of Bush’s father, George H. W. Bush, was his inability to speak the language of populism.
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    Donald
    Trump, the Republican Party, and the Scourge of Populism


    John Kenneth White


    Introduction


    
      Nearing the end of his first year in office, the Donald Trump presidency was in trouble. Consider:
    


    
      
        • Trump’s job approval rating hovered between 35 and 40 percent, historic lows for a
        President so early in his term, despite overwhelming support from his fellow Republicans;
      


      
        • Aside from tax reform, Trump did not sign a major piece of legislation during his
        first year in office despite Republican control of Congress – far short of the early congressional victories
        won by Ronald Reagan, George W. Bush, and Barack Obama;
      


      
        • A special prosecutor was appointed to investigate Russia’s involvement in the 2016
        election following Trump’s firing of FBI director James Comey;
      


      
        • Overwhelming majorities disapproved of Trump’s handling of Russia and found him to
        be dishonest;
      


      
        • The President’s tweets were a major distraction, and included unsubstantiated
        wiretapping charges leveled against former President Obama and other enemies whom he believed were out to get
        him;
      


      
        • The healthcare proposals put forth by congressional Republicans violated Trump’s
        campaign promises not to cut existing benefits. “Trumpcare” became a shorthand for a cruel, heartless answer to
        the Republican pledge to “repeal and replace” “Obamacare,” and threatened to become a serious liability in
        future elections regardless of whether Republicans passed a law or not.
      

    


    
      This short list only underscores the difficulties the rookie President encountered at the outset of his term.
      While many would argue that Donald Trump’s problems were often self-inflicted and the by-product of a lack of
      governing experience, the real issue is that a weakened Republican Party – lacking a compelling set of
      conservative ideas and relying on old Reagan era nostrums – was vulnerable to a hostile takeover engineered by
      Donald Trump. As conservative scholar Bruce Bartlett writes, “Trump is what happens when a political party
      abandons ideas, demonizes intellectuals, degrades politics and simply pursues
      power for the sake of power” (Bartlett 2017).
    


    
      Donald Trump’s takeover of the Republican Party was fueled by an intra-party insurgency that suffered from the
      aftereffects of the Great Recession, was disillusioned by the Obama presidency, and believed no one cared. For
      decades, Trump honed an economic message aimed at those who had been displaced by free trade deals that shipped
      jobs to low wage countries, especially China. Trump argued that China stole US manufacturing jobs and was aided
      by its currency manipulation which the government chose to ignore. In making his case, Trump espoused a new
      economic nationalism that sought to put “America First.” The 2016 Republican platform, written by Trump
      loyalists, made the case:
    


    
      
        We cannot allow foreign governments to limit American access to their markets while stealing our designs,
        patents, brands, know-how, and technology. We cannot allow China to continue its currency manipulation,
        exclusion of US products from government purchases, and subsidization of Chinese companies to thwart American
        imports. The current Administration’s way of dealing with these violations of world trade standards has been a
        virtual surrender.
      


      
        (Republican National Platform 2016, 2–3)
      

    


    
      During the campaign, Trump imbued his economic nationalist arguments with a populist diatribe against an
      unresponsive establishment in Washington, DC, that had wasted millions of dollars paying for the defense of other
      nations who refused to contribute to their own security while ignoring the plight of a working class displaced by
      unfair trade agreements. Trump’s populist message was further embellished by his modern-day Horatio Alger tale of
      riches; his books, especially The Art of the Deal, which celebrated his prowess as a premier deal-maker;
      and his television shows The Apprentice and Celebrity Apprentice showcased Trump’s willingness to
      fire anyone that failed to perform to his high standards. As López-Alves and Johnson argue in Chapter 1, Trump’s Americanized version of populist nationalism was not a
      rejection of capitalism, rather a celebration of it. Trump’s branding as a hard-charging, self-made billionaire
      won him a devoted audience that followed him right into the Republican Party while he stamped it with the Trump
      seal of approval. This chapter describes Trump’s success and why it is likely to extract a high political price,
      even as the Democratic Party experiences its own set of internal disputes.
    


    The Death of Reagan


    
      One way to measure any party difficulty is to ask who its heroes are. If those in question are long deceased,
      that party is in trouble. For decades, Democrats looked to Franklin D. Roosevelt and John F. Kennedy as gallant
      leaders who defined the party’s championing of the little guy and won high marks for leadership. In 1986, 46 percent of voters (a plurality) connected the Democratic Party with John F.
      Kennedy, while 54 percent linked the Republican Party with Ronald Reagan (the incumbent president) (Hamilton
      1986). The problem for Democrats was that JFK had been dead for twenty-three years (and FDR for forty-one).
      Democrats needed new heroes to resuscitate their standing and appeal to young voters. Today, it is the
      Republicans who are suffering from the same problem. Ronald Reagan is the person most associated currently with
      the GOP, and he left the presidency nearly thirty years ago. Today, a generation of millennials has no first-hand
      recollection of Ronald Reagan ever being President. Soon another generation will have no memory of Reagan ever
      being alive.
    


    
      The spell Reagan cast upon the Republican Party cannot be overstated. His appeal recast the party as a guardian
      of the nation’s values that stood ready to protect such important values as family, work, neighborhood, peace,
      and freedom (see White 1990). At the same time, Reagan wove his reiteration of these American values into the
      fabric of patriotism, casting the Republicans as the party that would always stand up for America. In his 1980
      acceptance speech, Reagan gave voice to a renewed American exceptionalism:
    


    
      
        Can we doubt that only a Divine Providence placed this land, this island of freedom, here as a refuge for all
        those people in the world who yearn to breathe freely: Jews and Christians enduring persecution behind the Iron
        Curtain, the boat people of Southeast Asia, of Cuba and Haiti, the victims of drought and famine in Africa, the
        freedom fighters of Afghanistan, and our own countrymen [in Iran] held in savage captivity.
      


      
        (Reagan 1980)
      

    


    
      Writing in Time magazine in 1986, Lance Morrow proclaimed Reagan to be “a Prospero of American memories, a
      magician who carries a bright, ideal America like a holography in his mind and projects its image in the air”
      (White 2016, 14). Decades later, Barack Obama also captured the essence of Reagan’s appeal:
    


    
      
        [A]s disturbed as I might have been by Ronald Reagan’s election in 1980, as unconvinced as I might have been by
        his John Wayne, Father Knows Best pose, his policy by anecdote, and his gratuitous assaults on the poor,
        I understood his appeal. It was the same appeal that the military bases back in Hawaii had always held for me
        as a young boy, with their tidy streets and well-oiled machinery, the crisp uniforms and crisper salutes. It
        was related to the pleasure I still get from watching a well-played baseball game, or my wife gets from
        watching reruns of The Dick Van Dyke Show. Reagan spoke to America’s longing for order, our need to
        believe that we are not simply subject to blind, impersonal forces but that we can shape our individual and
        collective destinies, so long as we rediscover the traditional virtues of hard work, patriotism, personal
        responsibility, optimism, and faith.
      


      
        (Obama 2006, 31)
      

    


    
      Reagan’s emphasis on the values of family, work, neighborhood, peace, and
      freedom spoke to deeply felt emotions within the electorate. The Republican Party echoed its new leader,
      promising in its 1980 platform: “We will reemphasize those vital communities like the family, the neighborhood,
      the workplace, and others which are found at the center of our society between government and the individual”
      (Republican National Platform 1980). That message resonated thanks to a profound change in public attitudes. In
      1937, at the zenith of the New Deal, George Gallup found 46 percent of Americans preferred a concentration of
      power in the federal government, while only 34 percent wanted power left to the states (Gallup Organization
      1937). By 1981, those figures were reversed: 56 percent wanted power concentrated at the state level; just 28
      percent preferred the federal government (Gallup Organization 1981). Simply put, voters agreed with Reagan’s
      declaration upon taking office: “Government is not the solution to our problem; government is the problem
      [emphasis added]” (Reagan 1981a).
    


    
      Reagan’s underscoring of individual rights, along with the importance of strong families and neighborhoods, came
      at a moment when the New Deal agenda of Franklin D. Roosevelt had run its course. One reason was the success of
      the Roosevelt presidency itself, as it transformed a nation of “have-nots” into “have-mores.” Newly empowered
      middle-class voters – having moved into the suburbs and whose offspring garnered college degrees and transitioned
      into white-collar jobs – increasingly saw government not through the eye shades of being grateful
      beneficiaries, but as taxpayers. And from their vantage points government was too big, wasted too
      much money, and gave little value for every dollar collected from them to support it.
    


    
      By 1980, Democrat Daniel Patrick Moynihan concluded: “Of a sudden, the GOP has become a party of ideas” (Moynihan
      1980, 15). Moynihan found the paucity of Democratic ideas “terrifying” (ibid.), while Ronald Reagan and his
      fellow Republicans extolled the nation’s local “mediating institutions” – among them religious groups, unions,
      community and professional organizations, and volunteer groups such as neighborhood fire departments and crime
      prevention patrols (see White 1990, 60). For too long, Reagan declared, these neighborhood organizations had been
      supplanted by the “puzzle palaces of the Potomac” (ibid.). In addition, Republicans brimmed with economic
      proposals that centered on the importance of free trade, tax cuts, creating “enterprise zones” in poor cities,
      and eliminating cabinet departments while at the same time creating a “new federalism” with power concentrated in
      the states. While not all these ideas were successful (or even implemented), the Republican Party was seen as
      more responsive to the challenges confronting the nation. During the early days of the Reagan presidency, his
      proposals won widespread approval – even from prominent Democrats such as Missouri’s Dick Gephardt who supported
      Reagan’s tax cuts. A beleaguered House Speaker Tip O’Neill acceded to Reagan’s powerful appeal, noting that the
      former actor didn’t make for much of a president, but was “a hell of a king” (ABC News 1988).
    


    
      With the popularity of Reaganism came the rise of a conservative intellectual
      class led by such figures as James Q. Wilson, Jeane Kirkpatrick, Nathan Glazer, Irving Kristol, Michael Novak,
      and Norman Podhoretz. Journals such as The Public Interest, Commentary, and Commonsense (the
      latter published by the Republican National Committee) expounded upon these new ideas. They were supported by
      like-minded think tanks – including the American Enterprise Institute, the Heritage Foundation, and the Cato
      Institute – that saw themselves as repositories of conservative thought. Launching Commonsense in 1978,
      Republican National Chairman Bill Brock spoke to the importance of GOP-inspired ideas, even as he paid tribute to
      FDR and his New Deal:
    


    
      
        We must not forget that the last great partisan coalition of American politics was built on ideas. These were
        no less forceful and appealing, if also debatable, for all their identification with a political party. The
        notion of an activist federal government, with an obligation to use its concentrated power “to meet new
        problems with new social controls,” was a new idea in the 1930s. But it took hold, built a durable coalition,
        became the foundation for decades of programmatic public policy, and tended to capture the terms of the
        political debate.
      


      
        As an idea, it had consequences. Only lately have these come to be generally understood as having mixed
        implications for the nation and for individuals in it. Accordingly, the Republican Party finds itself in
        opposition, at this writing, not only to a majority party that controls the machineries of government, but to
        the force of certain such ideas. It is our continuing obligation, therefore … to articulate our own.
      


      
        (Quoted in Moynihan 1980, 15)
      

    


    
      But the passage of time has made both Reagan and his conservative ideas seem outdated. A generation of Americans
      now know Ronald Reagan as a historical figure, much in the same way that all of us view George Washington and
      Abraham Lincoln as historical artifacts. In 2016, first-time voters who turned eighteen years old were born in
      1998, more than a decade after Reagan left office and just six years prior to his death in 2004. Asking the
      question, “What would Reagan do?” no longer has any particular relevance. Yet it is a question that conservative
      intellectuals and establishment Republicans keep asking, even as a restless electorate has moved far beyond the
      Reagan era. Henry Olsen, a senior fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy Center, wrote an op-ed during the 2017
      healthcare debate entitled, “How Reagan Would Fix Obamacare” (Olsen 2017a). In it, Olsen noted Reagan’s
      opposition to federal healthcare programs, including Medicare and Medicaid, and argued that those who require
      medical attention should have it provided by the states (with some federal support) as Reagan would have wanted.
      While Olsen is undoubtedly correct in his assessment of Reagan’s humanitarianism, his question is wrong-headed.
      The passing of Ronald Reagan into the history books has meant that today’s Republican Party, in conservative columnist David Brooks’s damning assessment, “has iron, dogmatic rules about the
      role of government, but no vision about America” (Brooks 2017). The near-deification of Ronald Reagan – radio
      talk show host Rush Limbaugh has dubbed him “Ronaldus Magnus” (“Ronald the Great”) – has caused the Republican
      Party to take its interpretation of Reagan’s conservatism and encase it in amber (Olsen 2017b). A lack of
      innovative conservative thinking compatible with the challenges of the twenty-first century gave Donald Trump an
      opportunity to exploit the widespread discontent within the Republican ranks and separate himself from Reagan
      without incurring any political cost.
    


    
      And the distance Donald Trump traveled from Ronald Reagan was considerable. Consider: Far from supporting
      Reagan’s free trade agenda, Trump vowed to upend all trade deals negotiated by Republican (and Democratic)
      presidents beginning with Reagan. These included the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) whose founding
      father was Reagan himself. Shortly after winning the presidency, Reagan held a preliminary summit meeting with
      the Mexican president hoping to establish a “common market” between the two countries (Curtis 1980). And
      throughout his tenure, Reagan engaged in ongoing negotiations with allies in Canada and Mexico with his dream of
      free and open borders in mind. Reagan’s successors persisted, and in 1993 a newly elected Bill Clinton brought
      along nearly all Republicans (and a few recalcitrant Democrats) in support of a final NAFTA agreement. Later,
      George W. Bush signed the Central America Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA), and Barack Obama negotiated a Trans
      Pacific Partnership (TPP) that included the United States and eleven other countries on the Pacific rim. But
      Trump opposed all these trade deals and withdrew the United States from the TPP immediately upon taking office.
      This was hardly a new position. In 1987, the real estate mogul took out full-page advertisements in New York
      Times, Boston Globe, and Washington Post lambasting Reagan’s free trade policies, and
      advocating an America First agenda:
    


    
      
        Let’s help our farmers, our sick, our homeless by taking from some of the greatest profit machines ever created
        – machines created and nurtured by us. “Tax” those wealthy nations, not America. End our huge deficits, reduce
        our taxes, and let America’s economy grow unencumbered by the cost of defending those who can easily afford to
        pay for the defense of their freedom. Let’s not let our great country be laughed at any more.
      


      
        (Quoted in Ben-Meir 2015)
      

    


    
      By 2016, Trump’s economic message had finally found its audience:
    


    
      
        I have visited the laid-off factory workers, and the communities crushed by our horrible and unfair trade
        deals. These are the forgotten men and women of our country, and they are forgotten, but they will not be
        forgotten long. These are the people who work hard but no longer have a voice. I am your voice.
      


      
        (Trump 2016)
      

    


    
      Patrick J. Buchanan, whose “America First” message was a forerunner of Trump’s
      during his failed presidential campaigns, was struck by the positive reaction to Trump’s first congressional
      address:
    


    
      
        Trump’s message of economic nationalism is the opposite of what Republicans have been preaching for twenty
        years. But what we saw in the speech to Congress was amazing. [House Speaker Paul D.] Ryan and those guys,
        standing and cheering for economic nationalism!
      


      
        (Quoted in Fisher 2017)
      

    


    
      The cheering within the House chamber was prompted by the knowledge that Republican voters were firmly behind
      Trump. Asked if they agreed with the statement, “The free market has been sorting the economy out and America is
      losing,” Republican voters concurred by a 57 percent to 23 percent margin (Edsall 2017). Steve Bannon, who
      briefly served as Trump’s chief White House strategist, laid out the case for Trump’s economic nationalism in a
      60 Minutes interview:
    


    
      
        What built the American system from [Alexander] Hamilton, to [James K.] Polk, to Henry Clay, to [Abraham]
        Lincoln, to the Roosevelts? A system of protection of our manufacturing, a financial system that lends to
        manufacturers, and the control of our borders. Economic nationalism is what this country was built on. The
        American system. Right? We go back to that. We look after our own. We look after our citizen, we look after our
        manufacturing base, and guess what? This country’s going to be greater, more united, more powerful than it’s
        ever been. … As long as you’re an American citizen, you’re part of this populist, economic nationalist
        movement.
      


      
        (Bannon 2017)
      

    


    
      Trump’s nationalism was not merely an economic argument but a cri de coeur against a changing America that
      saw more immigrants land on its shores than any other time in US history. This, too, was another sharp point of
      departure between Ronald Reagan and Donald Trump. In 1980, Reagan argued that building a wall on the US–Mexican
      border was a non-starter and counter to his vision of an open border with people freely crossing back and forth.
      In a Houston debate with then-rival George H. W. Bush, Reagan expounded on his message:
    


    
      
        Rather than talking about putting up a fence, why don’t we work out some recognition of our mutual problems,
        make it possible for them to come here legally with a work permit, and then while working and earning here,
        they pay taxes here, and when they want to go back, they can go back. Open the border both ways by
        understanding their problems.
      


      
        (Reagan–Bush 1980)
      

    


    
      Seeking reelection four years later, Reagan told voters: “I believe in the
      idea of amnesty for those who have put down roots and who have lived here, even though some time back they
      may have entered illegally [emphasis added]” (Reagan–Mondale 1984). In sum, Reagan saw Hispanics not as an
      economic and cultural threat, but as Americans-in-the-making who, as they prospered, would become future
      Republicans that shared the party’s emphasis on patriotism, strong family values, lower taxes, the importance of
      hard work, faith in the American Dream, and the freedom to pursue it.
    


    
      Donald Trump has taken an opposite approach. Building on the resentments toward the remaking of a nation that is
      more diverse, less white, speaks many languages (principally Spanish), and is more secular (even as the number of
      religions expands, and the Muslim population rises), Trump railed against Mexican immigrants and promised to
      build “a big, beautiful wall” along the US–Mexican border. Announcing his candidacy in 2015, Trump set the tone:
    


    
      
        When Mexico sends its people, they’re not sending their best. They’re not sending you. They’re not sending you.
        They’re sending people that have lots of problems, and they’re bringing those problems with us. They’re
        bringing drugs. They’re bringing crime. They’re rapists. And some, I assume, are good people.
      


      
        (Trump 2015a)
      

    


    
      Later, Trump derided a federal judge of Hispanic descent charging he could not be fair in adjudicating a lawsuit
      involving the now-defunct Trump University, a charge Paul Ryan denounced as “the textbook definition of a racist
      comment” (quoted in Sullivan and DeBonis 2016). Trump also railed against Muslims (describing, inaccurately, how
      Muslims in New Jersey cheered the toppling of the World Trade Center), and advocated a ban on their emigration to
      the United States: “Donald J. Trump is calling for a total and complete shutdown of Muslims entering the United
      States until our country’s representatives can figure out what the hell is going on” (Trump 2015c). Upon entering
      office, Trump signed executive orders creating a “MUSLIM BAN” (his tweet) by naming several countries whose
      emigration to the US would not be permitted (Trump 2017). Trump’s travel bans were debated in the federal courts,
      and his actions created chaos at US airports. But while 51 percent opposed Trump’s ban, an overwhelming 88
      percent of Republicans supported it (Quinnipiac University 2017). In deriding the ethnic and cultural
      transformation of the United States away from a largely homogeneous white population (with African-Americans
      being an important minority) to a country that is multicultural, multilingual, and multiracial, Donald Trump
      sought to take the US back to his romanticized vision of the 1950s and 1960s. As López-Alves and Johnson note,
      Trump’s appeal to white voters conforms to the populist nationalist vision that romanticizes the past, rather
      than embraces the future.
    


    
      Another point of contrast between Reagan and Trump is foreign policy,
      especially attitudes toward Russia. For much of the twentieth century, Republicans led by Dwight D. Eisenhower,
      Richard M. Nixon, and Ronald Reagan denounced communism as antithetical to American values and a security threat
      to the nation’s existence. Republican presidents saw themselves as leaders of the free world whose job it was to
      stick up for America. While there was a high degree of nationalism in their responses, it wasn’t America First.
      Instead, these chief executives placed great emphasis on building strong alliances and accused their Democratic
      opponents of being “soft on communism” (see White 1997). Trump’s America First message shares Reagan’s desire for
      a strong national defense (“Peace through Strength”). But while Reagan judged the Soviet leadership in harsh
      terms as reserving unto themselves “the right to commit any crime, to lie, to cheat” (Reagan 1981b) and later
      dubbed the Soviet Union the “evil empire” (Reagan 1983), Trump made statements about Vladimir Putin that would
      make Reagan turn over in his grave. Notable among these was an interview Trump gave to former Fox News host Bill
      O’Reilly. In it, O’Reilly described Putin as “a killer,” which prompted the President to scold his interlocutor:
      “There are a lot of killers. Do you think our country is so innocent?” (Fox News 2017). O’Reilly along with other
      establishment-minded Republicans reeled in astonishment at Trump’s assertion that the US shared a moral
      equivalence with Russia. It should be noted that in 1984, the Soviet Union made a serious attempt to infiltrate
      the headquarters of the Republican National Committee (as well as the Democratic National Committee), sought to
      popularize the slogan “Reagan Means War,” and demeaned Reagan as a tool of the military-industrial complex (Osnos
      et al. 2017).
    


    Populism, Trump, and a Hostile Takeover of the GOP


    
      Barack Obama’s America represented the rise of a different country that threatened the established norms and
      cultural values of Americans whose memories harkened back to the 1950s and the 1960s (see White 2009). Prior to
      the 2016 election, focus groups conducted by Democratic pollster Stanley B. Greenberg and his partner, former
      Bill Clinton strategist James Carville, revealed an angry Republican Party whose members resented the demographic
      and cultural changes being thrust upon them:
    


    
      
        Don’t come here and make me speak your language. Don’t fly your flag. You’re on American soil. You’re an
        American. You come to our country you need to learn our language. Why should I put “press 1” if I want to speak
        in English? You know, everything – every politically correct machine out there – says, “Press 1 for English.
        Press 2 for Spanish.”
      


      
        (Evangelical man, Roanoke, Virginia)
      

    


    
      
        There’s so much of the electorate in those groups that Democrats are going
        to take every time because they’ve been on the rolls of the government their entire lives. They don’t know
        better.
      


      
        (Tea Party Man, Raleigh, North Carolina)
        

        (Greenberg and Carville 2014)
      

    


    
      By 2016, this cultural resentment had become widespread within the Republican ranks and Donald J. Trump became
      their champion. Trump argued that the federal government was run by corrupt politicians who allowed illegal
      immigrants easy entry, signed bad trade deals that threw away manufacturing jobs, refused to stand up for America
      overseas, and allowed “radical Muslim extremists” to run free in the Middle East and, eventually, find their way
      into the United States. These sentiments found favor with the Republican base:
    


    
      
        • 71 percent agreed with Trump’s proposed ban on Muslim immigration (Wong 2016);
      


      
        • 69 percent thought immigrants were a “burden” on the US (Pfeiffer 2016);
      


      
        • 67 percent wanted more scrutiny of Muslims already in the US (Pfeiffer 2016);
      


      
        • 67 percent wanted a wall constructed on the US-Mexican border (Pfeiffer 2016);
      


      
        • 67 percent thought free trade had been bad for the US (Pfeiffer 2016);
      


      
        • 51 percent believed that Trump’s view of what the Republican Party stands for best
        matches their own;
      


      
        • only 33 percent chose Paul Ryan as the better spokesperson.
      


      
        (Selzer and Company 2016)
      

    


    
      Several post-election analyses concluded that the GOP had become (and remains) the party of Trump. Truth be told,
      Trump was always the GOP’s sole proprietor. The New York businessman prevailed in a seventeen-candidate primary
      field because he best represented the attitudes of Republican voters. Many believed that the America they once
      knew was lost with the election of its first African-American president. And Trump tapped into these sentiments
      with his dogged pursuit of the false claim that Barack Obama was born in Kenya, forcing a visibly annoyed Obama
      to release a long form of his Hawaiian birth certificate. Trump also knew that many Republicans falsely believed
      Obama was a Muslim, and he sought to capitalize on that by banning Muslim immigration to the US. Simply put, many
      of Trump’s supporters saw Obama as the subversive “other” whose presidency was fraudulent and whose purpose was
      to undermine the United States. Trump argued Obama’s tenure killed an American Dream that only he could restore:
      “Sadly, the American Dream is dead. But if I get elected President I will bring it back bigger and better and
      stronger than ever before and we will make America great again” (Trump 2015a).
    


    
      Donald Trump’s brand of populism has much in common with its predecessors. Like its forebears, Trump’s
      twenty-first-century rendition of populism occurred during an era of severe economic dislocation. Populism has
      always had an enhanced appeal when the vox populi want to afflict the
      comfortable by reforming political institutions they see as corrupt in order to make them feel better
      represented. Michael Kazin writes that in its pure form populism is “a language whose speakers conceive of
      ordinary people as a noble assemblage, not binded narrowly by class, view their elite opponents as self-serving
      and undemocratic and seek to mobilize the former against the latter” (Kazin 1995, 1). Simply put, blowing up the
      extant old order is populism’s forte. Jacksonian Democrats in the 1830s repeated terms such as “the Monster
      Bank,” “the money power,” and “financial monopoly” as responsible for the economic ills that beset the country
      (Kazin 1995, 21). (As President, Trump paid tribute to Jackson by hanging his picture in the Oval Office.) In
      1896, a populist-dominated Democratic Party prided itself on resisting
    


    
      
        the tendency of selfish interests to the centralization of governmental power … [and] in the maintenance
        of the rights of the States and in its assertion of the necessity of confining the central government to the
        exercise of the powers granted by the Constitution of the United States” [emphasis added].
      


      
        (Porter and Johnson 1970, 97)
      

    


    
      Forty years later, Franklin D. Roosevelt campaigned for reelection by promising to thwart any restoration of Wall
      Street’s “economic royalists”: “The privileged princes of these new economic dynasties, thirsting for power,
      reached out for control over the government itself. … And as a result, the average man once more confronts
      problems that faced the Minute Man” (Kazin 1995, 40).1
    


    
      Like his populist forebears, Donald Trump cast himself as the Great Disrupter who would be a president of
      action: undoing Obamacare; appointing conservative justices to the US Supreme Court, giving jobs to
      workers undercut by bad trade deals, ending the something-for-nothing programs designed to benefit Obama’s
      minority supporters, building a wall on the Mexican border and deporting 11 million illegal immigrants, bringing
      “law-and-order” to minority neighborhoods, banning Muslims from entering the US, bombing “the shit” out of ISIS,
      taking the oil from Iraq, enacting term limits, negating Obama’s executive orders, reforming the tax code,
      teaching Republican officeholders how to win; and making America “great again.” Trump cast himself as the sole
      citizen who could accomplish these tasks, setting himself apart from a political establishment that both he and
      his supporters detested. In his campaign manifesto titled Crippled America, Trump indicted those in power
      as unworthy of respect:
    


    
      
        There are people who look at a problem … and shake their heads, thinking it can’t be done. There is a name for
        people like that: Governor. Then there are people who talk about the issue, throw around other people’s money,
        and maybe even show you drawings. There’s a name for those people too: Senator.
      


      
        (Trump 2015b)
      

    


    
      Trump’s angry message found a receptive audience, as former Mississippi
      governor and Republican National Chair, Haley Barbour, conceded: “Trump is the manifestation of people’s anger.
      People all around the country want to send Washington the bird, and they see him as the gigantic middle finger”
      (quoted in Caldwell 2016).
    


    
      Populism’s historic promise to disrupt the status quo in favor of a universal egalitarianism has produced reforms
      that empower working people – including the eight-hour work day and forty-hour work week. But, over time,
      populism succumbs to a fatal flaw. By asserting that it is the “other” that is responsible for what ails the
      working class, it demonizes those whom it deems are responsible for what ails the country. Thus, William Jennings
      Bryan, the Democratic and Populist Party candidate in 1896, appealed to southern white farmers who were filled
      with racial resentments and blamed African-Americans for their plight: “Them black bastards is takin’ the food
      out ‘n our mouths. … They’re down there sharin’ the good things with the rich while good white folks in the hills
      have to starve” (quoted in Kazin 1995, 40). In 1968, third party candidate George Wallace led another working
      class, racially charged populist insurgency by reminding voters of his segregationist stance in the midst of
      racial riots and derided hippies as knowing a lot of four-letter words except “S-O-A-P” and “W-O-R-K,” adding,
      “If any demonstrator lies down in front of my car, it’ll be the last car he’ll ever lay down in front of” (quoted
      in Lind 2016a). Populism sees “the people,” whom it purports to represent, as producers – that is, those
      who personify the American Dream, while its enemies are the takers – that is, Wall Street, bankers, and
      those who reject conventional social mores and values. Populism is all about us versus them: the makers versus
      the takers. Donald Trump and the Republican Party is populism’s latest vessel and, if history is any guide, he is
      likely to take Republicans down a path that will ultimately extract a very high political price.
    


    A Faustian Bargain


    
      By 2017, Donald Trump’s hold on the Republican Party was complete: 82 percent approved of his handling of the
      presidency (just 6 percent of Democrats and 35 percent of independents concurred); only 26 percent believed the
      Russian government interfered in the 2016 election (compared to 78 percent of Democrats and 53 percent of
      independents); and 89 percent thought media coverage of the Trump campaign’s involvement with the Russians has
      been “irresponsible and overdramatized” (just 16 percent of Democrats and 48 percent of independents agreed) (NBC
      News/Wall Street Journal 2017). It is not an overstatement to say that Republican officeholders were
      intimidated by Trump’s firm hold on their party’s base and wanted to do nothing to cross the President, knowing
      that doing so may engender a primary challenge that could prove fatal to their election prospects. Arizona
      senator Jeff Flake argued that Trump’s populist message was hardly a conservative one in the tradition of his
      fellow Republican, Barry Goldwater: “[C]onservatism has become compromised by other powerful forces – nationalism, populism, xenophobia, extreme partisanship, even celebrity” (Flake
      2017, xi). But Flake’s critique notwithstanding, today’s Republican Party is akin to a Hertz Rent-a-Car with
      Donald J. Trump in the driver’s seat. The few who don’t like the direction Trump is taking the party have exited
      the vehicle as Trump continues on his wild course.
    


    
      Most establishment-minded Republicans have stuck with Trump hoping that long-sought agenda items that were piled
      high during the Obama years can finally become a reality. And Trump has made some of their wishes come true. He
      rescinded many of Obama’s executive orders. He appointed conservatives Neil Gorsuch and Brett Kavanaugh to fill
      vacancies on the Supreme Court. Tax reform was another long-sought Republican objective that came to fruition.
      While the repeal of Obamacare remains a GOP priority, Trump is the necessary instrument the Republican Party
      needs to fulfill the remainder of its wish list. But Trump’s boast that the number of bills he has signed into
      law has been “record setting” is not corroborated by the facts. At the end of his first year in office, Trump
      signed just ninety-four bills into law – the lowest figure dating back to the Eisenhower administration (Gill
      2017). Even Trump’s railing against the establishment was losing its appeal: in 2017, 50 percent said Trump “does
      not have the experience and competence needed” to change Washington, DC, and 42 percent blamed the establishment
      for opposing the changes Trump sought (NBC News/Wall Street Journal 2017). Trump’s personal qualities also
      became a serious liability: 48 percent gave him a “very poor” rating for “being honest and trustworthy”; 46
      percent awarded him the same score for “being knowledgeable and experienced enough to handle the presidency”; and
      52 percent handed him a negative rating for “having the right temperament” (NBC News/Wall Street Journal
      2017).
    


    
      These negative impressions are unlikely to change. As noted at the outset of this chapter, presidents are
      identified as the public faces of their respective political parties, and Trump’s persona is hardly an appealing
      one to many of his fellow citizens. But it does appeal to those in rural communities who lack college exposure
      and work in blue-collar or other low-wage jobs that are hard, if not impossible, to come by. In an age of
      automation and rapid change, the United States is well into the digital age that has created its own set of
      economic disparities. In an influential book titled Coming Apart: The State of White America, 1960–2010,
      Charles Murray describes two distinctive communities that epitomize the political and cultural divides that
      characterized the Donald Trump–Hillary Clinton contest:
    


    
      
        • Belmont: Everybody has a bachelor’s or graduate degree and works in the
        high-prestige professions or management or is married to such a person.
      


      
        • Fishtown: Nobody has more than a high school diploma. Everybody who has an
        occupation is in a blue-collar job, mid-or-low level service job, or a low-level white-collar job.
      


      
        (Murray 2012, 146)
      

    


    
      The Fishtowns of America strongly backed Trump. Trump won non-college whites
      by a record-setting 39 percentage points (besting Mitt Romney’s 25-point edge), while college-educated whites
      supported Trump by a mere 4 points (far below Mitt Romney’s 14-point lead) (Edsall 2017). In the largely rural,
      non-college educated, white communities of Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, and Michigan, Trump won overwhelming
      majorities that allowed him to narrowly carry all three states and win an Electoral College majority – despite a
      popular vote deficit of nearly 3 million ballots. Democrats face significant problems in the Fishtowns of America
      primarily because, in the words of pollster John Zogby, they have lost the story of their
      Roosevelt/Truman/Kennedy/Johnson forefathers who cared about “the little guy.” As Zogby’s mother put it, “I am a
      Democrat because I remember it was the party leader who made sure we were all taken care of during hard times.”
      Today, Zogby writes that the Democratic Party is too “elitist, out of touch, lacking any personal compassion,
      [and] too focused on being right without feeling any bond with people” (Zogby 2017). At the same time, the
      political gap between the Fishtowns and the Belmonts has widened into a Grand Canyon, as Table
      11.1 demonstrates.
    


    
      In 1995, writing in the journal Commonweal, Wilson Carey McWilliams noted that the populism of the right
      “[favors] old hatreds and [creates] new resentments, threatening what remains of civic community,” adding, “We
      need to do better, and soon” (McWilliams 1995, 24). But those days of “doing
      better” now seem further removed than ever. Michael Lind believes that Trumpism is poised to define contemporary
      conservatism for the foreseeable future:
    


    
      
        In the Republican party, the inherited program shared by much of the conservative movement and the party’s
        donors, with its emphasis on free trade and large-scale immigration, and cuts in entitlements like Social
        Security and Medicare, is a relic of the late 20th century, when the country-club wing of the party was much
        more important than the country and western wing. The anger and sense of betrayal of the newly dominant white
        working class in the Republican party makes perfect sense. … Mr. Trump exposed the gap between what orthodox
        conservative Republicans offer and what today’s dominant Republican voters actually want – middle-class
        entitlements plus crackdowns on illegal immigrants, Muslims, foreign trade rivals, and free-riding allies.
      


      
        (Lind 2016b)
      

    


    
      Whenever populism ascends, rhetorical excess inevitably follows, as Michael Kazin writes:
    


    
      
        By calling the enemy an ‘octopus,’ ‘leech,’ ‘pig,’ or ‘fat cat,’ a populist speaker suggested that ‘the people’
        were opposing a form of savagery as much as a structure inimical to their interests. Character assassination
        was always essential to the rhetorical game.
      


      
        (Kazin 1995, 16)
      

    


    
      Under the guise of a populist economic nationalism, Trumpism is no different. As Hillary Clinton noted in a
      campaign attack against Trump and the so-called Alt-Right movement: “From the start, Donald Trump has built his
      campaign on prejudice and paranoia. He is taking hate groups mainstream, and helping a radical fringe take over
      the Republican party” (Clinton 2016).
    


    
      
        Table 11.1 Differences between Whites with a College Degree versus Whites without a
        College Degree, 2017 (in percentages)
      


      
        
          
            	Issue

            	Whites with a College Degree

            	Whites without a College Degree

            	Difference
          


          
            	Oppose removal of climate change regulations

            	67

            	51

            	16
          


          
            	Oppose efforts to repeal Obamacare

            	56

            	33

            	23
          


          
            	Think Trump too aggressive on immigration

            	51

            	31

            	20
          


          
            	More acceptance of transgenders is a good thing

            	51

            	30

            	21
          


          
            	Oppose higher spending on the military

            	56

            	36

            	20
          


          
            	Oppose reducing taxes “across the board”

            	46

            	29

            	17
          


          
            	Oppose suspending immigration from “terror prone” regions

            	59

            	36

            	23
          


          
            	Disapprove of Trump’s policy on Russia

            	59

            	35

            	24
          

        
      


      
        Source: Quinnipiac University, poll, March 2–6, 2017.
      

    


    
      At the height of the Barry Goldwater phenomenon in 1964, Richard Hofstadter described the emergency of a
      “paranoid style” that had come to afflict US politics:
    


    
      
        As a member of the avant-garde who is capable of perceiving the conspiracy before it is fully obvious to an as
        yet unaroused public, the paranoid is a militant leader. He does not see social conflict as something to be
        mediated and compromised, in the manner of the working politician. Since what is at stake is always a conflict
        between absolute good and absolute evil, the quality needed is not a willingness to compromise but the will to
        fight things out to a finish. Nothing but complete victory will do. Since the enemy is thought of as being
        totally evil and totally unappeasable, he must be totally eliminated – if not from the world, at least from the
        theater of operations to which the paranoid directs his attention. This
        demand for unqualified victories leads to the formulation of hopelessly unrealistic goals, and since these
        goals are not even remotely attainable, failure constantly heightens the paranoid’s frustration. Even partial
        success leaves him with the same sense of powerlessness with which he began, and this in turn only strengthens
        his awareness of the vast and terrifying quality of the enemy he opposes.
      


      
        (Hofstadter 1965, 30–31)
      

    


    
      Hofstadter’s description of the “paranoid style,” a style often associated with populism, perfectly captures the
      qualities that underlay Trump’s appeal and his ability to remake the GOP into its new, populist image. Hofstadter
      himself foresaw such a phenomenon, writing in that famous 1964 essay that the “modern right wing … feels
      dispossessed: America has been largely taken away from them and their kind, though they are determined to try to
      repossess it and to prevent the final destructive act of subversion” (Hofstadter 1965, 23). Today, Trump’s
      populist-inspired Republican Party is devoid of either ideology or ideas. Instead it is centered upon an
      individual whose actions are designed to expunge the evil his followers perceive as having been inflicted upon
      the country. Compounding the Republican Party’s difficulties is the gap that has emerged between those with whom
      Trump has surrounded himself in government – that is, wealthy peers from Wall Street who seek to enact policies
      (especially tax cuts) that benefit them – and the working class who backed Trump, but whose economic proposals as
      president provide them with little or no relief. Speaking before an Iowa audience Trump extolled the virtues of
      his billionaire commerce secretary, Wilbur Ross, and his chief economic adviser, former Goldman Sachs president
      Gary Cohn, saying:
    


    
      
        I love all people – rich or poor – but in those particular positions, I just don’t want a poor person. Does
        that make sense? Does that make sense? If you insist, I’ll do it – but I like it better this way, right?
      


      
        (Quoted in Waldman 2017)
      

    


    
      To use another analogy, it’s as if J. P. Morgan became president and the government went on a spending spree to
      benefit the rich at the expense of everyone else.
    


    
      To be sure, Trump is a man of inconsistencies – after all, he has changed political party affiliations seven
      times (Fisher 2018). But his 2016 campaign and subsequent rhetoric are built upon populism’s resentments (both
      past and present). As history has shown, populism’s initial reforms often degrade into a politics of grievance
      that appeals for a time, but ultimately is a road whose final destination leads to political oblivion. Unless and
      until the Republican Party does the hard work of shunning Trump and his rhetorical excesses (a seemingly
      impossible task) and redefines conservative thinking that is attuned to the needs of a post-Reagan twenty-first
      century, the party’s path toward a brighter future is a treacherous one indeed.
    


    Note


    
      1 Roosevelt dropped this rhetoric in his 1940 campaign as the
      threat of US entry into World War II became increasingly apparent.
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    Introduction


    
      Rising levels of international migration have continued unabated for the past two decades with virtually no
      nation unaffected, either as sender or receiver. The bulk of this movement has included economic migrants from
      developing countries and refugees from war-torn regions, destined primarily to Europe and North America. While it
      is dramatic, convulsive, and wide-ranging in scope, it is simply the latest episode in the large-scale global
      migration that has been occurring throughout the past half century.
    


    
      Despite policies designed to stem the flow or to encourage return migration, the vast majority of immigrants,
      whether their objective is long-term economic betterment or temporary asylum, will remain in their host societies
      either permanently or for long periods. For receiving nations, therefore, the key issues that have emerged from
      the current tide of immigration are not unlike those that have been generated by previous mass migrations: what
      will be the response of the native-born to newcomers and how will they be absorbed into the larger society?
    


    
      Massive immigration flows in recent years have produced momentous political repercussions. In no small sense,
      issues of immigration and immigrant absorption have become the focal point of politics in Europe and the United
      States. Efforts to integrate diverse ethnic populations have yielded, at best, tenuous accommodation, and, at
      worst, conflict in the form of virulent native resentment and episodic violence. The various versions of populism
      that have surfaced in most nations of Europe and in the United States can be seen largely as by-products of
      immigration and increasing ethnic diversity. Without exception, these movements, primarily of the right but to
      some extent the left as well, have contained vigorous anti-immigration sentiments, stemming from perceived
      cultural and economic threats to the status and power of traditionally dominant groups. In fact, in most cases
      such sentiments have been the strongest catalysts of populism. Moreover, the alleged size and influence of
      immigrant and other out-groups are seen as menacing to the integrity of the national identity, provoking
      nationalist rhetoric and political behavior. Hence, the convergence of the populist strategy (or “political logic,” as Judis [2016] defines it) with nationalist themes,
      creating an ideology of populist nationalism, is natural, perhaps inevitable, since, as López-Alves and
      Johnson explain (Chapter 1 in this volume) “virtually all populisms
      are nationalistic.”
    


    
      As a striking exception to this trend, Canada, despite an extraordinarily high rate of immigration, has seemed to
      evade the social and political drama of populist nationalism that has accompanied efforts at immigrant absorption
      in the United States and nations of Western Europe. Canada is a self-proclaimed multiethnic society that has
      recognized its modern national form as a product of immigration and has incorporated cultural pluralism into its
      official national identity. Neither continued high levels of immigration nor the adoption of a multicultural
      ideology has generated a reactionary political movement that seeks to reverse this course. The failure of
      ethnically based populist nationalism to crystallize in Canada prompts several key questions. Why has Canada been
      an outlier among contemporary immigrant-receiving nations and can it remain immune to the politics of resentment
      inspired by growing ethnic diversity? Can the Canadian experience serve as a realistic path toward an avoidance
      of conflict in other increasingly diverse nations, or is the Canadian model unique to a specific sociopolitical
      context that cannot easily be replicated?
    


    
      In addressing these questions, the United States serves as a fitting comparative reference. With geographical
      and, to a large extent, cultural proximity, one might assume similar patterns of immigrant integration and, more
      generally, patterns of ethnic accommodation. Both Canada and the United States have been among the primary
      recipient countries of large-scale immigrations in the past half century and historically are, with Australia and
      Argentina, the classic immigrant-receiving societies. Immigration in recent decades, however, has brought not
      simply great numbers but greater ethnic heterogeneity. In both countries prior to the 1970s the sources of
      immigration were almost entirely European. Since then, the makeup of immigration has changed radically, and in
      the process, has transformed the very demographic character of each.
    


    
      Although immigration has been a key part of the national narrative in both societies, the Canadian approach to
      immigrant integration and, more generally, ethnic pluralism has been markedly different from that of the United
      States. For the past half century, the Canadian response to large-scale immigration and expanding cultural
      diversity has been grounded upon an ethnic ideology – multiculturalism – that has no American counterpart.
      Unwavering majority support for this ideology may offer some explanation of why populist nationalism, impelled
      largely by immigration and attendant issues of ethnic pluralism, has been averted in Canada at the same time it
      has emerged forcefully in the United States.
    


    Multiculturalism as Demographic Reality and Ideology


    
      Multiculturalism is a term that has been introduced into the lexicon of ethnic relations only in the past two
      decades, but it is now widely applied in a variety of contexts to describe ethnic demographics, public policies
      regarding ethnic diversity, and ethnic ideologies. Virtually all western societies today are, to some extent,
      multiethnic demographically, with populations that, mainly through immigration, are comprised of numerous ethnic
      groups. In response to their changing population makeup, all have instituted policies aimed at the integration of
      ethnically distinct immigrants. The multiethnic ideology, however, has not been commonly adopted and, where it
      has been attempted, has met with resistance and controversy.1
    


    
      The ideology of multiculturalism is based fundamentally on the pluralist notion that ethnic groups are entitled
      to retain their cultural differences within the context of the larger nation-state, while respecting common
      political and economic institutions. This claim extends beyond the protection of basic civil and political rights
      to include public recognition of the protection and promotion of ethnic diversity (Kymlicka 2007).
      Multiculturalism, in contradistinction to assimilation, serves as a blueprint for the integration2 of immigrants that does not demand absorption into a dominant culture. In
      this view, the retention of ethnic differences is not detrimental to national unity but, on the contrary, ideally
      leads to a more complete societal incorporation of immigrants.
    


    
      What is critical to understanding the significance of the Canadian version of multiculturalism is that it has
      been installed into a legal framework. Its official proclamation came in 1971 when the policy of
      “multiculturalism within a bi-lingual framework” was announced. This was partially in response to growing threats
      of Quebec separatism, but also to the realization that the population was becoming more ethnically diverse and to
      the concerns of non-English, non-French groups that they were ignored in what had been a de facto
      bicultural Canada. An even stronger commitment to the multicultural idea was made in 1982 when it was
      embedded into the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and again in 1988 with the enactment of the
      Multiculturalism Act. Through these measures, recognizing and supporting the retention of diverse ethnic cultures
      within the larger society was firmly established as an official doctrine which, presumably, would inspire
      corresponding public policies regarding immigrant integration. When the multicultural model was formally
      institutionalized in 1971, it was aimed at the integration of European groups since they were the major outsiders
      at the time. In the 1980s, the focus shifted to non-European groups as the racial and ethnic character of
      immigration began to change radically (Fleras and Elliott 2002; Hawkins 1989; Kymlicka 2007; McRoberts
      1997).3
    


    
      By contrast, the United States has traditionally approached immigrant incorporation as a project that seeks in
      its ultimate form the absorption of individuals of diverse ethnic groups into an imagined societal mainstream.
      Assimilation to the dominant culture has been the expected end product of
      immigrant integration. Popular tropes such as “melting pot” or “salad bowl” imply the fusing of diverse groups
      into an American hybrid culture, but these metaphorical ideas of incorporation have served largely as symbolic
      responses to immigration and have not been translated into social policy in any significant degree.4 Historically, an Anglo-conformity model has predominated. Although the
      United States in recent years has moved away from extreme assimilationism, the prevalence of this model, to a
      lesser degree and with reduced fervor, continues to dominate public discourse about the process of immigrant
      integration. Mild policy concessions to multiculturalism in recent decades have come mostly in the form of
      efforts to maximize tolerance of ethnic diversity and to celebrate the long heritage of immigrant and ethnic
      minority contributions to the nation-building process. These efforts have been essentially quasi-official,
      localized, and sporadic, confined primarily to educational institutions. They are not centrally coordinated
      undertakings driven by an overriding national commitment or philosophy. In keeping with dominant notions of
      individualism, immigrant integration is perceived as laissez-faire, dependent on individuals themselves or on the
      efforts of ethnic communities within the private sphere.
    


    
      At its base the assimilationist perspective holds that ethnic pluralism is a problem that impedes group
      absorption into the societal mainstream.5 Multiculturalism, on the
      other hand, asserts that ethnic pluralism is a resource that, paradoxically, energizes the synthesis of distinct
      groups into the larger society. Both multiculturalism and assimilation, of course, are ideal-typical models,
      aspects of which are evident in both the United States and Canada (Reitz and Breton 1994). In fact, national
      polls have indicated an even stronger preference in Canada for assimilation of immigrants to commonly held values
      than in the United States (Angus Reid 2010; 2012; Environics 2017). Nonetheless there are clearly divergent
      ideological and policy differences that inform the response to immigration in the two societies. The failure of
      ethnically based populist nationalism to gain a solid foothold in Canada, in the wake of its surge in the United
      States, may be attributable in large measure to Canada’s commitment to continued immigration and its embracing of
      a pluralist ideology. “Canada,” asserts the Canadian philosopher Will Kymlicka, “may be the only Western country
      where strength of national identity is positively correlated with support for immigration, a finding that is
      difficult to explain except by reference to multiculturalism” (2012, 12).
    


    Group Position and Populist Nationalism


    
      The current wave of populist nationalism in Europe and the United States has been explained as a combination of
      economic marginalization and cultural threat (Bonikowski and DiMaggio 2016; Gest 2016; Inglehart and Norris 2016;
      Judis 2016). Driving the populist dynamic is a social-psychological sense of deprivation that leads to the
      perception of loss of one’s expected place in the social hierarchy. And, it is
      immigrants and ethnic minorities who are increasingly seen as those who are threatening the traditional economic
      and cultural status of the dominant, native-born group.
    


    
      The rise of ethnically based populism, “ethnonationalism,” comports well with the concept of group position,
      suggested more than a half century ago by the sociologist Herbert Blumer (1958). Put simply, when the position of
      a dominant group is challenged, antagonism is aroused and hostilities are directed at the group (or groups)
      perceived to be a threat. Feelings of superiority among dominant group members toward immigrants or ethnic
      minorities are not, by themselves, sufficient to produce prejudice and discrimination. What is also needed is the
      perception that dominant group privileges and resources are threatened. As Bobo and Hutchings (1996) describe the
      group position model, “Feelings of competition and hostility emerge from historically and collectively developed
      judgments about the positions in the social order that in-group members should rightfully occupy relative to
      members of an out-group” (955).
    


    
      In the American case, whiteness alone no longer provides protection against competition from racial and ethnic
      minorities and immigrants formerly disadvantaged by a system historically structured to guarantee that
      disadvantage. Moreover, those whites who express anger and fear are increasingly aware of the demographic
      projections that make their status ever more precarious. American populist nationalism of the right was energized
      forcefully by the 2016 presidential candidacy and ultimate election of Donald Trump. His electoral success and
      continued support has been attributed in largest part to his appeal to a disillusioned white working class who
      perceive their economic and social status as directly and severely threatened (Edsall 2017; Gest 2016; Inglehart
      and Norris 2016). But the sense of group threat is not confined to that socioeconomic segment of the US
      population. The roots of the Trump movement extend to earlier populist expressions of the Tea Party, whose
      composition was primarily lower-middle class (Hochschild 2016; Skocpol and Williamson 2012).6 The common link between these two political surges, however, is status
      resentment, specifically identifying immigrants and ethnic minorities as the sources of threatened loss of
      economic and social position.7
    


    The Canadian Exception


    
      Amidst burgeoning right-wing populist nationalism in countries of the West, driven most powerfully by status
      resentment, Canada is an outlier, maintaining an extremely high rate of immigration with a positive public
      perception of immigration more resolute than in almost any other western society (Ipsos 2016). Moreover, while
      multiculturalism has been rejected as a failed strategy for immigrant integration in European countries that had
      adopted the model in some form, majority approval of the multicultural idea has remained relatively constant in
      Canada during the past three decades (Adams 2007; Environics 2017).
    


    
      It has been suggested that Canada has been able to pursue an exceptional
      course in its response to immigration and ethnic diversity and to avoid the development of high levels of status
      resentment that have characterized the United States and Western Europe as a result of favorable political and
      geographical factors. The most often-cited of these is its more selective immigration system in which potential
      immigrants are assessed primarily on the basis of their human capital and on the society’s projected labor force
      needs. Most Canadian immigrants, therefore, enter as economic-based migrants. By comparison, about two-thirds of
      immigrants in the US system continue to be admitted based on family ties. The result, it is argued, is the
      acceptance of immigrants to Canada with higher economic and political skills, increasing the likelihood that they
      will integrate more quickly at less social cost. This, in turn, reduces negative native attitudes toward
      immigrants and to immigration policy generally (Joppke 2012).
    


    
      A second suggested factor in accounting for Canada’s continued support of high levels of immigration and the
      multicultural model is its orderly immigration flow. Canada borders only the United States and therefore has not
      had to deal with a steady stream of migrants who enter by evading legal channels. The presence of a large
      population of unauthorized immigrants therefore is not a pivotal political issue. Although Canada’s liberal
      refugee policy is often portrayed as an indirect method of entrance for some who may be, in fact, economic
      migrants rather than legitimate asylees, this issue has elicited only incidental public ire.
    


    
      Canada, it is argued, has also not been handicapped in its absorption of immigrants by a racial dynamic that
      underlies virtually all aspects of US ethnic relations. The US racial hierarchy inarguably creates issues that
      weigh heavily on public decisions and personal attitudes related to immigration. Surveys indicate, for example,
      that Americans’ opinions on immigration are strongly informed by race, with more positive views of Asian and
      European immigrants as opposed to those from Africa and Latin America (López and Bialik 2017).8
    


    
      These are legitimate and important circumstances. Yet, in light of an uninterrupted flow of immigration during
      the past four decades, they do not fully explain the unwavering commitment to multiculturalism and the failure of
      populist nationalism to gain a solid foothold. Additional exceptional factors – demographic, historical,
      political, and economic – have set Canada apart from the United States and most other major immigrant-receiving
      societies, inhibiting perceptions of group threat and the development of status resentment.
    


    
      The demographic imperative. The critical dependence on immigration in the process of nation-building and
      the rapidly changing demographic makeup of Canadian society have compelled a pluralistic approach to ethnic
      diversity. Though immigration has been a consistent feature of the American national narrative as well, it has
      been weightier in the Canadian case, both in scope and symbolism. Consider that, proportionate to its population,
      Canada accepts more than twice as many immigrants annually as the United States. Its openness to refugees in
      recent years has also been in sharp contrast. Moreover, dependence on
      immigration is not simply a contemporary phenomenon but has been integral throughout the entirety of Canada’s
      national development. In the early years of the twentieth century, the foreign-born in some provinces outnumbered
      the native-born by two to one (McKenna 1969). Since 1871, never has the percentage of immigrants in the national
      population fallen below 13 percent, even during the Great Depression and World War II (Statistics Canada 2016a).
    


    
      For the past four decades, immigration to Canada has remained at an extraordinarily high level, with an annual
      acceptance in recent years of between 250,000 and 300,000. Some government proposals have envisioned a future
      yearly intake of as many as 450,000. Today almost 21 percent of the Canadian population are first-generation
      immigrants; among contemporary nations, only Australia maintains a slightly higher percentage. By 2036, fully
      half of Canadians will be immigrants or their children (Statistics Canada 2016a). The United States, of course,
      has similarly been a major immigrant destination for the past half century. Indeed, in absolute terms, it is the
      world’s primary receiving nation, though proportionately it ranks well below Canada and Australia. However,
      whereas immigrants are today more than 20 percent of Canada’s population, census projections indicate that the US
      foreign-born population, currently 13 percent, will not reach 19 percent until 2060 (US Census Bureau 2015). In
      the Canadian case, what is perhaps even more significant than aggregate numbers is the scope of immigrant
      diversity, creating a population that in ethnic variety exceeds that of most western societies, including the
      United States (Connor and López 2016; Fearon 2003). Moreover, three-quarters of all immigrants for the past two
      and a half decades have been non-European, primarily from East Asia and the Caribbean. Visible minorities (the
      Canadian reference to non-Europeans) make up 20 percent of the current Canadian population and will constitute at
      least 30 percent by 2031 (Statistics Canada 2011).
    


    
      The effect of extreme ethnic diversity in curbing the growth of group threat and status resentment, and thus the
      emergence of populist nationalism, is well-described by pollster Michael Adams who, leaving aside Quebec,
      suggests that
    


    
      
        There is a political entity called Canada, and a society in which many of us, of all backgrounds, are deeply
        invested. But the sense of an “us” that might be threatened by “them” is a very hard sell in this country,
        where everyone – even the once mighty WASP – is a small minority.
      


      
        (2007, 126)
      

    


    
      A dual-nation society. The overriding theme of Canadian history is the attempt to forge a nation out of
      what were two culturally distinct colonial entities. Since its founding, Canada has been a dual-nation society,
      English and French.9 Although its gravity has diminished in recent
      years, for Canada, the presence of a substate national population in the province of Quebec remains an irresolute
      existential issue. But the fact of two settler groups with distinctly different cultural systems unwittingly
      created a fertile social environment for the flourishing of a multiethnic
      state. From the outset, ethnic groups that entered the society after the British and French were able to parlay
      this basic schism into much latitude in asserting and retaining their group structure and culture. “If one group
      had dominated,” writes the sociologist Harry Hiller, “there would have been more accord about the specific nature
      of the dominant culture; but since the British and French were in conflict themselves, the society had a greater
      built-in tolerance for the perpetuation of ethnic identities” (1976, 107–108).
    


    
      The dual national character of Canada has made the application of assimilationist ideas impractical in any case.
      Given the historical fact of two charter groups, no assimilation model could have the same meaning in the
      Canadian context as in the American. The nationalist idea of “Canadianizing” people becomes an empty notion when
      there have been, in fact, two dominant cultural groups and thus no popularized notion of a core or mainstream
      culture to serve as a societal reference point. Attempts at political mobilization based on perceived group
      threats thus become too narrowly focused to succeed with widespread appeal. By comparison, although one would be
      hard put to precisely define an American core culture, there are nonetheless broadly conceived components of a
      mainstream ideology, popularly understood as individual achievement and liberal capitalism, that cut across all
      ethnic and class lines. The Canadian philosopher John Ralston Saul has described Canada as a nation founded on a
      “non-monolithic” model, an egalitarian, minority-based culture since its inception. As an imagined place, the
      United States, by contrast, is monolithic: “its conception, its religious texts – the Declaration of
      Independence, Constitution, Bill of Rights – its mythology are all profoundly monolithic” (2003, 19).
    


    
      Weak national identity; inhibited national character. National identity has been a contested issue in
      Canada for virtually its entire history. The journalist Charles Foran (2016) cites Marshall McLuhan’s observation
      that “Canada is the only country in the world that knows how to live without an identity” and goes on to offer
      his own view of Canadian identity as “an experiment in the process of being realized.” The formation of a
      coherent national identity, the defense of which a populist nationalist movement might offer as its raison
      d’être, has been stifled by both the demographic constraints of extreme ethnic heterogeneity and the enigma
      of two nations in one.
    


    
      In addition to a history of uninterrupted pluralism, Canada’s vague sense of national identity is further
      accounted for by the absence of a vibrant and consistent historical narrative. Its independence from Britain was
      not revolutionary; the dissolving of the British tie occurred piecemeal, technically not fully broken until the
      patriation of the constitution in 1982. Outside of Quebec, not until the 1960s did Canada’s political and
      cultural institutions begin to sever their deep and abiding colonial roots. Canada therefore has lacked the
      defining historical moments that contribute to the creation of Benedict Anderson’s conceptualized “imagined
      community” (2006).
    


    
      Reflective of the infancy of nationhood, until relatively recently Canada lacked even the basic accoutrements of
      national identity. Before 1947 Canadians traveled on British passports, having
      been technically designated as “British subjects”; the Canadian maple leaf flag did not replace a version of the
      British Union Jack until 1964, and then only after a bitter parliamentary debate; the national anthem was not
      officially adopted until 1980. In effect, then, it has been little more than a half century in which English
      Canada has begun to fully retreat symbolically from its status as a British outpost in North America.
    


    
      Lacking strong national symbols and a robust historical narrative, the need to distinguish themselves from
      Americans had become, in the immediate post-World War II years, a surrogate definition of Canadian identity.
      Drawing a distinction with the United States has long been recognized as critical to the formation of Canadian
      identity, and, with its growing retreat from Britain and the increasingly multiethnic nature of its population in
      the 1960s and 1970s, the adoption of multiculturalism as an approach to ethnic pluralism served as a key
      component of that perceived distinctiveness. Multiculturalism has thus helped fill an ideological void, serving
      as one of the fabled elements of an emerging nationhood.10 In this
      social context, immigrants and ethnic minorities do not represent a threat to national cultural identity. On the
      contrary, public opinion data consistently show that immigration and multiculturalism themselves have become
      central components of a conceptualized Canadian national identity (Adams 2007).11
    


    
      Unlike the United States or the major nations of Western Europe, Canada lacks the heritage of global power. David
      Smith (2017) has portrayed Australia in a similar fashion: “We have never been a great power, or seen ourselves
      as the center of the world. Nor do we know the painful sense of having lost that power, or fearing we will lose
      it.” This has enabled Canadians to evade an imagined heroic past that, with contemporary demographic and cultural
      changes, might be construed as threatened. By comparison, the messianic role of the United States as “the beacon
      of liberty” in an otherwise unstable and menacing world has become a cliché that few Americans do not accept as
      self-evident. Nor is there much public uncertainty of “American exceptionalism.” Any perceived threat of loss of
      such assumed global power and influence becomes emotive capital for right-wing populist nationalism. The Trump
      candidacy relied heavily on images of the United States in decline economically and politically and of being on
      the losing end of international trade agreements.
    


    
      The increasingly secular character of Canadian society may be an additional factor, commonly overlooked, in
      accounting for the continued receptiveness to high levels of immigration and to the multicultural model. This
      contrasts to the United States where religiosity and belief are markedly higher than in other advanced societies
      (Marger 2013). Being Christian continues to play a role in conceptions of national identity for a significant
      percentage of Americans (Bonikowski and DiMaggio 2016). In a multinational poll, 32 percent of Americans
      indicated that “being a Christian” is “very important” in defining who is “truly American”; in Canada, only 15
      percent answered that being Christian is very important to national identity (Stokes 2017).12 For a significant portion of the US population, immigration of non-Christians presents an additional cultural threat.
    


    
      Contrasting political contexts. Nativism – a standard feature of populist nationalism – has been a
      recurrent American political phenomenon, especially during periods of economic crisis (Higham 1963; Lipset 1990).
      On a comparatively reduced scale, anti-immigrant politics have a presence in Canadian history as well, directed
      particularly at Asians. Not until the 1960s were immigration policies designed to exclude non-whites rescinded in
      both nations. While there are no contemporary nativist political parties in either country, the Republican Party
      in the United States has embraced nativist sentiments for several decades, culminating in the Trump campaign of
      2016 which blatantly promoted anti-immigration measures. Earlier, nativist-oriented forces had coalesced around
      the Tea Party movement starting in 2010. Beyond political rhetoric, the Trump administration has openly and
      forcefully advocated policies that are undeniably well within the range of traditional nativist thought.
    


    
      By global standards, the level of nativism in Canada is extremely low (Mudde 2012). Nothing comparable to
      Republican rhetoric or action of the past decade has arisen in the Canadian political context. There exist
      pockets of right-wing nationalism espousing nativist themes, but their influence is limited and
      non-institutionalized (Perry and Scrivens 2016; Smith and Levin 2017). The political discourse on immigration
      centers on numbers, not on the positive or negative aspects of immigration per se. Perhaps more significant is
      the fact that no element of the mainstream political system has challenged high levels of immigration. Even the
      response to the proposal in 2015 to accept 50,000 Syrian refugees was met with relatively muted political
      opposition. The introduction of a Muslim population has elicited random and sporadic incidents in recent years,
      particularly in Quebec, but nothing in the way of sustained anti-Muslim rhetoric emanating from political party
      officials. The federal Conservative Party in the 2015 national election flirted with a few nativist ideas
      directed primarily at Muslims, but they failed to resonate with substantial segments of the electorate. So
      concretized is the multicultural idea and support for high levels of immigration that no party can hope to
      utilize the notion of an Islamic threat as a mobilizing tool, as has occurred in the United States and much of
      Western Europe.
    


    
      Another element in the Canadian political context that contributes to a less threatening perception of immigrants
      is their more thorough and rapid incorporation into political institutions. Owing to a dearth of empirical data,
      the practical effects of multicultural policy on various dimensions of immigrant integration remain debatable.
      Moreover, US comparisons on most measures of social, cultural, and economic integration do not demonstrate
      radical differences. However, there is some evidence that immigrants to Canada are more quickly and deeply
      incorporated into the mainstream political system.
    


    
      Evidence of political integration can be seen using two standard measures: citizenship and political
      representation. Citizenship following immigration occurs in Canada at a far higher rate than in the United States
      and in other major immigrant-receiving societies. In 2011, 86 percent of
      eligible immigrants had been naturalized, about double the US rate (Statistics Canada 2016b; Waters and Pineau
      2015).13 As to representation, in 2016, 13 percent of members of
      the Canadian federal parliament were foreign-born, compared to 4.2 percent in the US Congress (Adams and Griffith
      2016; Manning 2017).
    


    
      Irene Bloemraad (2006), in her comparison of Vietnamese and Portuguese immigrants in Boston and Toronto, shows
      that even though their low skill levels at the time of entrance were the same, those in Toronto integrated
      politically more quickly and completely. She attributes this in some measure to the effects of multiculturalism.
      “The Canadian state’s official endorsement of multiculturalism,” she explains, “gives immigrants normative
      standing in the political system” (153).
    


    
      Political incorporation has a dual effect on stemming the rise of nativist influences. For immigrants,
      representation in legislative and other policy-making bodies and participation in elections indicate a symbolic
      affirmation of belonging and provide evidence of equality of access to political resources. Perhaps more
      important, with a high rate of naturalization, immigrants become civic actors who, with their significant
      numbers, comprise a political force that politicians must deal with and whose interests must be taken into
      account, particularly in urban areas where they make up a large proportion of the population. Political
      participation may have a normalizing effect on the native-born population as well, who increasingly view
      immigrants as non-threatening co-participants in civic affairs.
    


    
      Contrasting economic contexts. Populism, of the right or left, thrives on an environment of declining
      economic standards and the perception of economic deprivation. As noted earlier, contemporary populist
      nationalist movements in Europe and the United States are founded on the intersection of perceived economic and
      cultural threat. Perceptions of group threat create efforts by elements of the dominant racial/ethnic group,
      sometimes directly and at other times discretely, to secure and preserve their economic advantages and to protect
      their social and cultural status. It is at that point that perceived loss of cultural dominance intersects with
      the perception of economic deprivation, producing status resentment. To the extent that economic inequality has
      been a stimulant to populist movements, of both right and left, the greater the gap between elite classes and the
      remainder of the social hierarchy, the greater the impetus to status resentment and fuel for ethnonationalism.
      Dominant racial/ethnic groups begin to see themselves as a “new minority,” increasingly marginalized economically
      and culturally, whose expectations do not conform to their perception of reality. Arlie Hochschild (2016)
      describes her white, Tea Party-oriented interviewees as feeling like “strangers in their own country.”
    


    
      The resistance to ethnically based populist nationalism in Canada has been abetted by at least three
      socioeconomic trends, each of which has helped reduce the perceived threat of immigrants and ethnic minorities.
      First, regarding economic inequality, Canada in recent years has followed a path not unlike that of the United
      States: the gap between those at the very top of the income and wealth hierarchies and the remainder of the class structure has grown wider. But the extent of that growth
      and the resultant fissure has not approached the extreme proportions so evident in the American case. Among OECD
      countries, Canada’s level of income inequality ranks near the middle whereas the United States is at the top
      (Heisz 2015). Moreover, during the past decade, immigration to Canada has contributed very little to the rise in
      family income inequality (Green et al. 2015). Wealth inequality evinces a similar comparison. The share of wealth
      held by the top 1 percent in Canada is about half of what it is in the United States (OECD 2011; Wolf 2002).
    


    
      A second economic factor stanching the growth of populist roots in Canada is a comparatively high rate of
      economic mobility. Intergenerational earnings mobility is in line with western European rates, considerably
      higher than in the United States (Corak 2009; 2013).14 Moreover,
      using uniform measures, Canadian poverty is about two-thirds the US rate, the latter having vacillated only
      minimally in the past five decades (OECD 2011).
    


    
      Third, Canada has provided a more substantial social safety net. Canadian social spending is not as robust as
      that of most western European nations but it is considerably more generous in comparison with its US counterpart.
      The most evident contrasting feature of social welfare is the Canadian provision of universal healthcare as
      opposed to the American public/private system which is subject to continued political debate and maneuvering, and
      risk aversive only for those at higher levels of the class structure.
    


    
      Finally, a national backlash to trade, so critical an element of both right and left populist nationalism in the
      United States, is largely absent in Canada. Anti-globalization sentiments have not been given strong voice;
      virtually all political parties remain firmly committed to international trade agreements and to strengthening
      Canada’s position as a heavily trade-dependent nation.
    


    Conclusion


    
      The rise of ethnically based populist nationalism in the West has called into question the limits to which
      multiple cultural values can be maintained in plural societies. Declarations of failure in the face of
      large-scale immigration, specifically from Muslim-majority societies, have emanated from leaders in France,
      Germany, and the UK. Shifting attitudes toward immigration have become evident even in Australia, where the
      multicultural approach had seemingly advanced further than in most major immigrant-receiving societies (Aly
      2017). In the United States, the continuous influx of immigrants of non-European origin, as well as social and
      economic policies aimed at creating greater equity among diverse ethnic groups, have been major stimuli of
      nascent ethnonationalism, signified most clearly by the Trump presidential candidacy and victory in 2016. Amidst
      what has been a common pattern in the western nations, Canada has been an outlier, continuing to welcome a large
      immigrant population and staying the multicultural course.
    


    
      Although direct measures of the practical impact of multiculturalism on
      immigrant integration in Canada are, as previously noted, sparse, its symbolic importance cannot be minimized.
      With minor fluctuations in strength of support, national polls indicate an unremitting majority acceptance of
      immigration and positive attitudes toward the multicultural model. As Michael Adams writes, “Public opinion data
      certainly suggest that multiculturalism holds an ever more central position in the imagined community that is
      Canada” (2007, 21).
    


    
      It must be emphasized that multiculturalism is still a social experiment whose parameters and objectives continue
      to evolve. Since its inception, its focus has shifted from preserving ethnic group identity to a greater emphasis
      on integration of immigrants and ethnic minorities into the societal mainstream.15 Moreover, as both ideology and policy, it is not without its critics, who have questioned
      its motives and achievements (Bissoondath 1994; Griffiths 2009; Gwyn 1995; Stoffman 2002).16 It must also be understood that, although Canadians remain more accepting
      of immigration and express more positive views of its social and economic effects than publics of other major
      immigrant-receiving societies, they are not of one voice on these issues. Public opinion continues to show strong
      support for the society’s pluralistic model, but at the practical level there are increasing demands for
      assimilation to what are recognized as common Canadian values (CRRF 2014; Environics 2016). This has been
      primarily a response to issues regarding religious diversity (specifically Islam) which has not traditionally
      been the focus of multiculturalism, either ideologically or policy-wise.
    


    
      What seems apparent is that multiculturalism, in hand with the value of immigration, has functioned as an
      ideological rationale. Today no party on any point of the political spectrum can expect to gather widespread
      support by threatening to undercut the multicultural paradigm and its derivative policies. Prevailing economic
      and political contexts have undergirded its place in the national ethos. Societies are constantly in flux,
      however, and longstanding social and political institutions are never impervious to unexpected, sometimes
      profound, change, especially when challenged by declining or unstable economic conditions. Moreover, for Canada,
      proximity to the United States enhances the imitation of political ideas and emotions with American roots that
      flow so effortlessly across the border. There is, therefore, no long-term assurance that Canada can sustain its
      current position as an outlier among western societies, resistant to nationalist-inspired political movements.
      Paradoxically, however, its weak and inchoate national identity will continue to make it more difficult for such
      efforts to advance.
    


    Notes


    
      1 In using the term ideology, I refer to the concept in an
      inclusive sense: people’s beliefs about how political, economic, and social systems work and how they should
      work. Ideologies are in large measure fictive and symbolic, but are generally well-understood, at least in the
      abstract, and play a powerful role in shaping public policy and creating
      national loyalty. People give their allegiance to a nation based on beliefs in certain principles and ideas upon
      which the political process is grounded. Defined broadly, multiculturalism, then, is a set of principles that
      basically informs the national response to immigrants and to ethnic pluralism in general.
    


    
      2 Rather than describing the general process of incorporation
      of immigrants, Canadian scholars have commonly used the term “integration” specifically to describe a form of
      adaptation in contrast to assimilation. I use the term more broadly to describe the general process of absorption
      into the larger society.
    


    
      3 Canada displays three dimensions of ethnic diversity: a
      substate national population of French-speaking Quebecers, indigenous groups, and ethnic minorities formed
      through immigration. The idea of multiculturalism has been applied primarily to the latter.
    


    
      4 Civil rights policies of recent decades in the US were
      created initially as part of an arsenal of measures designed to speak to past injustices directed at African
      Americans. They were later broadened to encompass all ethnic minorities. But these measures are distinct from
      policies that are designed to more quickly and completely integrate immigrants. Moreover, affirmative action and
      related measures are intended to address issues of social and political equity, not cultural recognition.
    


    
      5 Assimilation has been one of the most intensely debated
      concepts of immigration and ethnic studies in recent decades, particularly as it pertains to the American case.
      Though largely rejected as an outdated model of ethnic relations by the 1980s, it has regained attention with
      reconceptualized and more complex forms (see Alba and Nee 2003; Brubaker 2004; Portes and Zhou 1993).
    


    
      6 Post-2016 US election analyses concluded that most Trump
      voters in the primaries as well as the general election were, in fact, not working class. Using education as the
      chief indicator of social class obscured the fact that, as one study indicated, nearly 60 percent of white Trump
      voters without a college degree were in the top half of the income distribution (Carnes and Lupu 2017).
    


    
      7 I use the term “status resentment” rather than “racial
      resentment” since among those experiencing feelings of social and political deprivation, “lines of class
      consciousness intersect those of ethno-racial difference” (Gest 2016, 136).
    


    
      8 The argument that the racial factor does not apply to
      Canada loses strength when one considers Canada’s current majority non-white immigration flow in the face of past
      racially discriminatory policies.
    


    
      9 The inclusion of indigenous peoples, of course, makes
      Canada a multinational state. More specifically, English and French were the two major settler groups which
      subsequently established the dominant cultures.
    


    
      10 Quebec is an exception to the idea of a weak national
      identity and sense of nationhood. Its response to immigration has been closer to that of the US and Europe,
      though still well within the parameters of Canadian multiculturalism.
    


    
      11 Lacking a dynamic national narrative and a clearly defined
      national character, Canada does not fit the traditional nation-state model. Some (including the current prime
      minister), in fact, have referred to it as the first “post-national” state, capable of functioning without a
      presumably necessary core or cultural mainstream (Foran 2017).
    


    
      12 Views on Christianity and national identity differ along
      religious, generational, and educational lines in both countries. Those claiming a vital link of nationality and
      Christianity are far more apt to be older, less educated, and those for whom religion plays an important role in
      daily life.
    


    
      13 Starting in 1970, the rate of naturalization declined in
      the United States while it rose markedly in Canada (Picot and Hou 2011). The US rate had risen to 67 percent in
      2015, its highest level in more than two decades (Pew Research Center 2017). Changes in citizenship requirements
      led to a drop in the Canadian rate though it remained higher than the US rate.
    


    
      14 Higher union density in
      Canada is another factor that has contributed to the avoidance of wage stabilization so evident in the US since
      the late 1970s. Despite long-term declines in both countries, Canadian union membership is three times higher.
    


    
      15 Elke Winter (2011, 213) writes that “The consolidation of
      multiculturalism as an integral part of Canadian national identity in the 1990s seems to be strongly related to
      its increasing ‘de-communitarianization’.” She maintains that this was strongly related to the increasing threat
      of Quebec separatism during these years.
    


    
      16 Critics have argued that multiculturalism undermines
      social cohesion and may further marginalize rather than integrate ethnic minorities. Some see it at variance with
      liberal democracy, favoring group rights over individual rights. Others fear the potential acceptance of extreme
      cultural pluralism, permitting practices that violate internationally recognized human rights. Still others view
      it as a cynical political tool, aimed at attracting ethnic voters. It is also asserted that multiculturalism
      overlooks issues of indigenous minorities, an especially poignant issue in Canada.
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    Introduction


    
      It would be something of an understatement to say that, among social scientists, both populism and nationalism
      are contested concepts. By extension, there is little agreement about how we might measure and compare populisms
      and nationalisms – as political cultures at the aggregate level, and as attitudes and beliefs at the individual
      level. To make matters even more complicated, these two concepts are sometimes intertwined.
    


    
      This chapter steps straight into the conceptual and methodological thicket described above, and begins to explore
      individual attitudes and beliefs that might comprise populist and/or nationalist worldviews in contemporary Latin
      America. I start with a brief overview of some of the theoretical and methodological debates around
      conceptualizing populism and nationalism. I then analyze 2012 survey data from Latin America, using two different
      techniques. First, I use factor analysis to assess what sorts of attitudes and beliefs make up populist and
      nationalist worldviews, whether these are empirically distinct “isms” among Latin Americans today, and – if so –
      whether populism and nationalism each constitute a clearly demarcated worldview or if, instead, we can
      identify multiple forms of each. I also present some cursory country-level comparisons of different indices of
      populism and nationalism. Second, I use regression analysis to take a broad cut at the question of what
      demographic traits, and what other attitudes and values, might be associated with populism(s) and nationalism(s)
      at the individual level. I find that there are, indeed, not one but several populisms and nationalisms, and that
      there are some notable differences in the individual traits that undergird these distinct sets of attitudes and
      beliefs. I conclude by offering a few brief insights about the implications of these findings.
    


    Theories of Populism and Nationalism in Latin America


    
      In comparative politics, particularly among Latin Americanists, the study of nationalism and, especially,
      populism has spawned deep scholarly literatures and vociferous debates.
    


    
      Yet notwithstanding these debates about populism, at the core of all of its
      various conceptualizations lies a singular entity: “the people.” El puebo/o povo is imagined to have broad
      boundaries even as it excludes “the elite.” Indeed, recent work by Sofia Näsström (2007), Carlos de la Torre
      (2014), and others points to an almost-mythical social construction of “the people.” And it is “the people” whose
      needs and interests populism normatively posits as the basis for governing (Hawkins et al. 2012; Mudde 2004).
    


    
      Nationalism, too, imagines “a people” sharing a common history, language, and/or culture, connected with one
      another (and, by definition, excluding others). What is more, “[t]he general aim of nationalism is that ‘the
      people’ be in charge of their collective destiny” (Harris 2009, 4). In the influential definition posited by
      Ernest Gellner, “[n]ationalism is primarily a political principle, which holds that the political and the
      national unit should be congruent”; that is, that nations should have their own states or at least enjoy
      significant political autonomy within a single state entity (Gellner 1983, 1).
    


    
      In other words, populism and nationalism center on a reified notion of “the people” – and are both ineluctably
      linked to questions of governance and the state. Building on this insight, recent waves of scholarship on both
      populism and nationalism have distinguished themselves from earlier approaches by explicitly focusing on the
      political: new work on populism that focuses on leadership, interest mediation, and, especially, the role of
      political institutions; and more state-centric conceptualizations of nations and nationalism, ones that focus on
      the role of bureaucracies in particular. I examine each of these in turn.
    


    
      Scholars of Latin America often refer to a “classical period” of populism. The industrialization and urbanization
      of the first decades of the twentieth century created the conditions, by the 1930s–1950s, for a new form of
      mass-based politics that mobilized previously unincorporated sectors of society. New populist parties – some led
      by charismatic figures like Argentina’s Juan Perón or Peru’s Víctor Raúl Haya de la Torre – positioned themselves
      in opposition to a traditional, oligarchic elite (although these populist movements were themselves ideologically
      fluid). In power, populism expanded the political arena, enlarged the role of the state in redistribution and
      economic development (particularly import-substituting industrialization), and promoted social reforms (in
      workplace regulations, housing, education, and other policy areas) aimed at cultivating the support of working
      and lower-class citizens.
    


    
      The economic models and political coalitions of classical populism entered into crisis in the 1970s and 1980s.
      But by the 1990s, a new “neopopulist” phenomenon could be observed in the region. In several countries,
      successful “outsider” presidential candidates like Argentina’s Carlos Menem and Peru’s Alberto Fujimori combined
      the electoral strategies and leadership styles of populism with an economic agenda that was decidedly neoliberal,
      in sharp contrast with the redistributive policies and economic nationalism of classical populism. Then, in the
      first decade of the twenty-first century, a left-wing populism that was also distinct from classical
      populism emerged in places like Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador, among others.
    


    
      Continued use of the term populism thus required some rethinking of the
      boundaries and core elements of the term. In one influential treatment, Kenneth Roberts identified five
      characteristics associated with populism: personalistic leadership; a heterogeneous, multi-class political
      coalition; political mobilization and mediation that bypasses existing institutions; an amorphous ideology; and
      redistributive and/or clientelistic economic policies designed to garner popular support (Roberts 1995, 88). For
      Roberts, populism is a radial concept: any specific manifestation of populism need not embody all five
      prototypical elements in order to fit the category.
    


    
      Kurt Weyland, by contrast, argues that we must “abandon multidomain concepts” (2001, 10) and redefine populism as
      a political strategy in which “personalistic leaders base their rule on massive yet mostly uninstitutionalized
      support from large numbers of people” (2001, 18). Similarly, Robert Barr (2009, 38) defines populism as “a mass
      movement led by an outsider or maverick seeking to gain or maintain power by using anti-establishment appeals and
      plebiscitarian linkages.” Kirk Hawkins, Scott Riding, and Cas Mudde (2012) agree on a political definition of
      populism, but find the emphasis on personalistic leadership overly restrictive. For these authors, the core
      elements of populism as a concept are “a Manichaean view of politics [as a struggle between good and evil], a
      notion of a reified popular will, and a belief in a conspiring elite” (7).
    


    
      In sum, although they do not necessarily agree on the details, some scholars of comparative politics have argued
      for sharpening our view of populism by focusing in on its more purely political elements.1 A similar process of concept (re)formation has, I would argue, been
      occurring in debates over the meaning of nationalism, particularly in Latin America.
    


    
      In his provocative essay on nationalism (subtitled “The Misuse of Key Concepts in Political Science”), Lowell W.
      Barrington (1997, 714) argued that what bound together different conceptualizations of nationalism was “the
      pursuit – through argument or other activity – of a set of rights for the self-defined members of the nation,
      including, at a minimum, territorial autonomy or sovereignty.” This pursuit followed disparate paths in different
      eras and world regions.
    


    
      Much theorizing on nationalism and state formation is derived, implicitly or explicitly, from European history.
      Charles Tilly, for example, posited the distinction between national states (“states governing multiple
      contiguous regions and their cities by means of centralized, differentiated, and autonomous structures”) and
      nation-states (which additionally featured shared identities based on common language, culture, etc.) (1992,
      2–3). In Latin America, the processes of war-making and state-making that shaped European nationalism were less
      in evidence. While some state-shaping wars were indeed fought (López-Alves 2000), territorial boundaries were
      relatively stable in the post-colonial period, and claims to ethnic and racial identities that might have
      developed into competing nationalisms have been, by turns, repressed or absorbed by the state. Kalman Silvert,
      writing in the early 1960s, could lament the perceived weakness of nationalism – defined in terms of national
      identity and loyalty to country – in Latin America:
    


    
      
        The peculiarity of nationalism in Latin America is that nowhere, even in the
        most advanced countries, has there been an irrevocable and hard decision to renounce the advantages of
        traditionalism and an oversimplified universalism …. The Latin American is taught to jump from loyalty to
        family and small group to transcendental identifications. He does not recognize the functionalism of an
        intermediate level of loyalty to impersonal community ….
      


      
        (1961, 9)
      

    


    
      However, recent work by Fernando López-Alves shines a different light on the phenomenon of nationalism. He, too,
      notes that much of Latin America followed a path different from that of Europe (or the United States). What is
      more, he argues, the political formations that we encounter in the region are neither national states nor
      nation-states, but are instead state-nations: “modern political, ideological, and institutional units in which
      the state conceptualizes the nation and institutionalizes meaning trying to build one encompassing and unique
      nation” (2013, 48). In other words, state bureaucracies are causally prior to nationalism and nationalist
      sentiment in ways unlike what we observe in most of the prototypical European cases.
    


    
      Strong, authoritarian, and non-democratic states tended to eradicate challenging versions of the nation and
      promote the worshiping of strong state nationalism. Republican states that emerged in the West tended to seek
      unity by favoring more encompassing and less rigid versions of the nation (López-Alves 2015, 185).
    


    
      What, then, is the relationship between these Latin American state-nations and the concept of populism? Schamis
      (2013, 157) argues that populism properly defined (in its classical form) not only accommodates but
      requires nationalist ideology: “What populism cannot afford … is to be cosmopolitan and internationalist.
      Populism is anti-imperialist, reactive against neocolonialism, and defensive vis-à-vis the international status
      quo. Populism pursues autarchic national development … declaring ‘economic independence’.” Even scholars who
      reject limiting the concept of populism to its classical form sometimes find it tricky to empirically disentangle
      populism and nationalism (Stanley 2011, inter alia). What is more, so much populist discourse –
      even in its neopopulist form – purposefully elides the concepts of “the people” and “the nation.” As Mudde (2004,
      549) notes: “The step from ‘the nation’ to ‘the people’ is easily taken, and the distinction between the two is
      often far from clear.” More pointedly, in their introduction to this volume López-Alves and Johnson posit that
      “virtually all populisms are nationalistic … [although] not all nationalisms are populistic.”
    


    
      The analysis that I present in this chapter seeks to unpack the notion of populist nationalism (PN) put forth by
      López-Alves and Johnson. It takes as its point of departure their argument that populism and nationalism are
      often intertwined, particularly as presently manifested in political movements. At the same time, they also note
      that, at the level of ideas and ideology, PN is defined by its eclecticism, its malleability. So how do
      individual citizens produce and reproduce these often amorphous ideas? What do
      populism and nationalism (and perhaps populist nationalism) look like at the level of individual attitudes and
      values?
    


    Populism and Nationalism in Latin America: Exploratory Factor Analysis


    
      In this section and the section that follows, I analyze data from the 2012 wave of the AmericasBarometer, a
      biennial cross-national survey conducted by the Latin America Public Opinion Project at Vanderbilt University
      (LAPOP 2012). Here I am focusing on 18 countries that comprise Latin America: the Spanish- and
      Portuguese-speaking countries of Central America, South America, and the Caribbean.
    


    
      On the question of how to measure nationalism and populism using survey data, the scholarly literature is vast
      and not much in agreement.2 So at the risk of engaging in “barefoot
      empiricism,” I initially took an inclusive approach and considered survey items related to any of the
      elements of the more politics-centric conceptualizations of populism and nationalism described above.
      Notwithstanding the limitations of the data, there were numerous survey items that made reference to “the people”
      exercising political power, as a majority, defined against minority interests and against the mediation of
      political elites in particular. I also found proxies for the “classical” populism of Latin America’s past,
      particularly their state-centric economic policies. On nationalism, I came across various indicators of pride in
      national symbols and national identity, pride in the country’s political institutions, and attitudes towards
      foreigners and other countries. (See Appendix for further details about individual variables and indices.)
    


    
      In order to determine whether any of these attitudes clustered together in something that we might call populism
      or nationalism – and whether populism and nationalism are distinct from one another – I ran a series of
      exploratory factor analyses3 using attitudinal variables from this
      dataset. I present the most illustrative results in Tables 13.1 and 13.2, though I discuss other factor analysis models below as well. Tables of results include only
      factor loadings larger than 0.3.4
    


    
      Populism and nationalism are indeed distinct from one another. The variables analyzed here load strongly – and
      exclusively – onto not one or even two but rather five different factors. Although we should be cautious about
      mechanically interpreting factor loadings as grounds for concept formation, these results do strongly suggest the
      existence of multiple, discrete populist and nationalist worldviews among Latin Americans today.
    


    
      The first grouping (Table 13.1, Factor 5) includes three survey items: questions about
      whether the people should govern directly, whether disagreeing with the majority represents a threat to the
      country, and whether democracy can exist without political parties. Together, these variables speak to several
      specific facets of populism, namely the ideal of direct rule, by a like-minded “people” comprising the majority
      of society, unmediated by political institutions.
    


    
      
        Table 13.1 Factor Analysis of Populist and Nationalist Survey Items, partial dataset
        (n = 6,050)
      
[image: Image]

      
        Source: The AmericasBarometer by the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP 2012); author’s elaboration.
      

    


    
      The second grouping (Table
      13.1, Factor 1) consists of four variables centered on the role of the state in the economy and society:
      whether government should be responsible for the wellbeing of the people, for creating jobs, for reducing income
      inequality, and for providing healthcare. These are statist policies, including some (though not all) of the
      redistributive and developmental practices that characterized the classical populist period.
    


    
      A third constellation (Table 13.1, Factor 2) groups together three survey items on citizens’
      pride in, and respect and support for, their country’s political institutions. These might be thought of as
      civic/institutional pride, or what some scholars have dubbed “constructive patriotism” (Davidov 2009, inter
      alia).
    


    
      A fourth set of variables (Table 13.1, Factor 4) are also indicative of national pride, but
      involve feelings about patriotic symbols (like the national anthem), pride in the country’s armed forces, and
      pride in one’s national identity. It is noteworthy that this version of nationalism – a more militarist and
      identity-based form of patriotism – loaded separately from the civic/institutional version of nationalism in
      virtually every factor analysis (single-country and cross-national) conducted. These are two consistently
      distinct sets of patriotic attitudes.
    


    
      Finally, a fifth grouping (Table 13.1, Factor 3) connects attitudes about US power in the
      region (trust towards the US armed forces, opinions about the country’s military working together with US armed
      forces); more general attitudes towards foreign powers (whether influential foreign countries have a positive or
      a negative impact on one’s own country); and self-identified ideological orientation on a left-right scale. The
      signs of the factor loadings are also telling here: positive impressions of US and foreign power are associated
      with right-wing views; negative impressions of US and foreign power are associated with left-wing views. As I
      explain below, the factor loading of the left-right ideology question was the one that varied the most in
      country-by-country analyses. Along with the general question about foreign influences, ideology also had a weaker
      factor loading than the other two items. Nonetheless, we might take this group of variables to indicate another
      facet of nationalism: national autonomy, or perhaps (given the focus on US military power and the association
      with leftist ideology) “anti-imperialism.”
    


    
      The survey item asking whether foreign influence is positive or negative was only included in half of the surveys
      in each country (and not at all in Honduras), so the number of observations in the factor analysis in Table 13.1 is only 6,050. To be sure that the results I was observing would also hold for a broader
      swath of the available data, I conducted another factor analysis without that item.
    


    
      As the results in Table 13.2 confirm, even with a much larger number of observations (n =
      14,538), the groupings of the variables are identical to Table 13.1 and the factor loadings
      are extremely similar. (Although it again surpassed the 0.3 threshold, political ideology had the lowest factor
      loading of the items that remained.)
    


    
      It is also worth mentioning some items which, in factor analyses not reported here, did not consistently
      load together with any of these five factors.5
    


    
      
        Table 13.2 Factor Analysis of Populist and Nationalist Survey Items, full dataset (n
        = 14,538)
      
[image: Image]

      
        Source: The AmericasBarometer by the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP 2012); author’s elaboration.
      

    


    
      Among potential populist attitudes, I found
      no patterns of factor loadings for survey items on whether the country’s political parties represented people
      well, whether political parties listened to “people like you,” or whether “[T]hose who govern this country are
      interested in what people like you think.”6 Nor did an item about
      how much the country’s politicians should defend the rich or defend the poor.7 Finally, though state-owned enterprises were a hallmark of the “classical populist” period, a
      survey item on government ownership of key industries did not load with the rest of the “statism” items. In the
      contemporary era, it appears that state ownership is viewed differently than state intervention, even among Latin
      Americans who generally support a strong role for the state in the economy.
    


    
      Among potential nationalist attitudes, it is worth noting that other questions about the training and
      organization of one’s own country’s military did not load together with pride in that military. Nor did an item
      related to general trust in the US government load with the other “anti-imperialist” variables, although this
      question too was asked of only a small subsample of survey respondents.
    


    
      Lastly, and perhaps most curiously, my attempts at gauging the presence of more exclusionary forms of populism
      and more xenophobic forms of nationalism ultimately led me to doubt that the results had anything to do with
      populism or nationalism per se. In the 2012 AmericasBarometer, a battery of questions (asked in just 10 of the 18
      countries studied here) inquired whether there were any types of people that one would not like to have as
      a neighbor. One of these was “[p]eople from other countries.” This item loaded together with the first grouping
      described above (direct rule/majoritarian populism). However, when I also included other items from that same
      battery of questions about the desirability of neighbors who are different – a neighbor who is gay, or black, or
      Indigenous, or poor – these items loaded strongly with one another and did not load with any populist or
      nationalist items.8 In other words, if these items represent a
      latent variable, a coherent set of attitudes, it would be most straightforwardly depicted as a generalized
      intolerance of difference – discomfort with sexual and socioeconomic “others” as well as racial, ethnic, and
      national “others” – rather than exclusionary populism or xenophobic nationalism.9
    


    
      After examining the cross-national results, I next ran the same exploratory factor analyses for data from
      individual countries.10 The results (available upon request) were
      surprisingly consistent across all 18 countries studied here. The same items clustered together, for the most
      part, regardless of country context.11
    


    
      There was one item, however, that loaded very differently from country to country: left-right political ideology.
      While results from some individual countries followed the same factor loading pattern as the larger,
      cross-national analyses, others displayed different patterns.
    


    
      In Brazil and Costa Rica, ideology – left or right – did not strongly load with any elements of populism
      or nationalism, including the “autonomy/anti-imperialism” group of items. In Mexico, Honduras, Guatemala, and the
      Dominican Republic, right-wing ideology loaded with civic/institutional pride – though in the Dominican Republic, right-wing views also loaded with pride in the country’s
      military. Likewise, in Panama, Paraguay, Argentina, and (in some models) Chile, right-wing ideology loaded
      together with national/military pride. And in Uruguay, left-wing views loaded with civic/institutional pride
      while right-wing views loaded with pride in Uruguay’s own military and with a favorable outlook on the US
      military.
    


    
      In other countries – particularly the “Bolivarian” regimes, those aligned with the neo-socialist,
      anti-imperialist populism of Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez – nationalism was more clearly of a piece with left-wing,
      not right-wing ideology. Among Venezuelans, left-wing views were associated with both civic/institutional pride
      and with pride in Venezuela’s military (though not with antipathy towards the US military). In Ecuador,
      left-wing ideology loaded with higher levels of pride in national identity (but not with any other items). The
      same may be true in Nicaragua, where left-wing views load (weakly) with pride in the national anthem and the
      country’s armed forces, though leftist ideology is more strongly linked to a wary view of the US military. It is
      in those countries where the connections between left-wing views and civic and/or military notions of nationalism
      are most clear.12
    


    
      Thus, in the cross-national factor analyses that I conducted, ideology had the weakest factor loading. And in
      individual countries, the place of ideology within populist and nationalist worldviews was, overall, quite
      inconsistent. For these reasons, I omit ideology from the indices of populism and nationalism used in the
      multivariate analyses that follow (and model it instead as an independent variable).
    


    How Populist and Nationalist are Mass Political Cultures in Latin America?


    
      The results of the preceding factor analyses suggest that we can empirically distinguish political populism from
      statism, and also that we can identify at least three different varieties of nationalism among Latin Americans.
      Based on those results, I constructed simple, additive indices for each of the five forms of populism and
      nationalism that I identified.13 Figures
      13.1–13.5 present the mean levels of these distinct worldviews among the citizens of
      each of the 18 countries studied here.
    


    
      In terms of mass support for direct, unmediated rule by “the people,” El Salvador’s political culture is
      apparently the most populist in the region, followed closely by several other Central American countries
      (Nicaragua, Guatemala, Honduras) as well as Ecuador, Paraguay, and Mexico. Among the least populist: Uruguay,
      Argentina, and, curiously, Venezuela.
    


    
      Although it is problematic to compare the scores of countries across indices, it is striking that – across the
      region – support for statist social and economic policies is quite high. Topping the statism index are Nicaragua,
      the Dominican Republic, Paraguay, and Uruguay, while Honduras is decidedly the lowest.
    


    
      [image: Image]

      
        Figure 13.1 Direct Rule/Majoritarian Populism, by Country.
      


      
        Source: The AmericasBarometer by the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP 2012); author’s elaboration.
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        Figure 13.2 Statism, by Country.
      


      
        Source: The AmericasBarometer by the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP 2012); author’s elaboration.
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        Figure 13.3 Civic/Institutional Pride, by Country.
      


      
        Source: The AmericasBarometer by the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP 2012); author’s elaboration.
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        Figure 13.4 National/Military Pride, by Country.
      


      
        Source: The AmericasBarometer by the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP 2012); author’s elaboration.
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        Figure 13.5 National Autonomy/Anti-Imperialism, by Country.
      


      
        Source: The AmericasBarometer by the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP 2012); author’s elaboration.
      

    


    
      Turning to civic and
      institutional nationalism, Uruguayans, Nicaraguans, and Salvadorans are the most “constructive patriots,” while
      Hondurans, along with Panamanians and Brazilians, express the least pride in their political systems.
    


    
      Nicaragua tops the index for another variant of patriotism: pride in the military and in national identity. It is
      followed closely by Colombia, Venezuela, and Panama. At the low end for this form of nationalism are Uruguay and
      Chile. But the most striking feature of this index is how similar all 17 countries are.14 Of the five indices, these scores had the lowest variance. Pride in
      national identity, in symbols of the nation and in the military in particular are fairly consistent across the
      region.
    


    
      National autonomy/anti-imperialism, by contrast, varied quite a lot from country to country. (This index had the
      highest variance of the five – driven, in large part, by differences in attitudes towards the US armed forces.)
      The most wary of foreign powers and of the US military in particular? Argentina and Uruguay, by far. The most
      amenable to US/foreign influence? All of the Central American and Caribbean countries with scores in this index:
      the Dominican Republic, Panama, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Guatemala.
    


    
      We can confirm, from the rank orderings of countries on these five indices, that the variants of populism and
      nationalism identified here do differ, not just across political cultures but within them too. Uruguayan
      citizens, for example, are – on average – among the most populist, least statist, most civically patriotic, least
      nationalistically patriotic, and most pro-national-autonomy/anti-imperialist in the region. Nicaragua’s mass political culture is among the most populist, most statist, most
      civically patriotic, most nationalistically patriotic, and least pro-national-autonomy/anti-imperialist in the
      region.
    


    
      In the next section, we move from comparing aggregate country-level scores to modeling individual-level populist
      and nationalist views in Latin America.
    


    What Shapes Populist and Nationalist Worldviews? A Multivariate Analysis


    
      Are these different forms of populism and nationalism also shaped by different individual social and cultural
      traits? Or might the same demographic traits and attitudes affect these different manifestations of populism and
      nationalism in similar ways? In order to discern what individual-level characteristics might be associated with
      populism and nationalism, I designed and tested a series of models for predicting each of the five variants
      discerned above: direct rule/majoritarian populism, statism, civic/institutional pride, national/military pride,
      and national autonomy/anti-imperialism. The independent variables consist of a standard set of demographic and
      attitudinal traits, variables that are commonly included in analyses of mass political culture, whether for
      hypothesis-testing or, more frequently, as control variables. Demographic traits include age, gender,
      ethnicity/race, and socioeconomic status (here, income and education). Attitudinal traits include trust in other
      people; a sense of political efficacy, both “external” (the belief that people in power care what one thinks) and
      “internal” (the self-confidence that one understands the key political issues of the day); political ideology
      (left versus right); and how well or poorly one thinks the nation’s economy is doing.
    


    
      Finally, because we also suspect that “context matters” – that the histories, cultures, social structures,
      political systems, and economies of different countries must surely shape nationalist and populist worldviews
      among individuals in that country – I include 17 dummy variables, one for each of the countries studied here
      (except Mexico, the reference category for the rest).
    


    
      These independent variables are all coded with a range of 0 to 1. The dependent variables in these models – the
      indices of populism and nationalism – are all coded with a range of 0 to 100. (For a more detailed description of
      the data, please see the Appendix.) Thus, the values of the coefficients can be interpreted as the predicted
      difference in nationalist or populist worldview, measured in percentage points, between an individual with the
      lowest value of the independent variable and an individual with the highest value of that independent variable –
      controlling for everything else in the model.
    


    
      Results are from linear regression with country dummy variables and linearized standard errors (robust standard
      errors clustered on sampling units).15 Because of the large drop in
      the number of observations when “influence of other countries” is included, I ran two different models for
      predicting the “national autonomy/anti-imperialism” index: one with just the variables pertaining to views of the US military, and one that
      additionally included views on the influence of foreign countries more generally.16 What can we learn from the results?
    


    
      
        Table 13.3 Demographic and Attitudinal Traits Associated with Varieties of Populism
        and Nationalism
      
[image: Image]

      
        Source: The AmericasBarometer by the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP); author’s elaboration.
      

    


    
      For one thing, age – and aging – had an effect on political outlooks. Older Latin Americans were less populist
      (in terms of direct rule/majoritarian populism) but more nationalist than younger ones, with older citizens
      especially favoring the national autonomy/anti-imperialist variant of nationalism. The oldest respondents were
      more wary of the role of the US military in particular, by a margin of about 11 percentage points.
    


    
      Gender did not, apparently, shape populist sentiment, and the impact on nationalist sentiment was statistically
      significant but small. Women were slightly more inclined towards civic/institutional pride and slightly less
      inclined towards national/military pride.
    


    
      Ethnicity and race had some small but significant effects too. Indigenous citizens were modestly more populist
      and less nationalist (vis-à-vis national/military pride), while self-identified Mestizos were a bit more
      nationalist. Afro-Latin American respondents expressed less civic/institutional pride.
    


    
      Turning to socioeconomic traits, wealthier Latin Americans were more favorable towards economic populism, that
      is, statist policies, than were poorer citizens; but they were markedly less supportive of political populism,
      that is, direct democracy and a majoritarian ethos. Wealthier citizens were less proud of their political
      institutions too, though income had no effect on the national/military pride and national autonomy variants of
      nationalism.
    


    
      Education, another indicator of socioeconomic status, had somewhat different effects. Better educated Latin
      Americans were less populist (both politically and economically) than their countrywomen and countrymen
      with fewer years of education. More educated citizens were also less nationalist in terms of both
      civic/institutional pride and national/military pride. But the effect of education on
      nationalism-as-national-autonomy was entirely different. The most educated respondents were 10–11 percentage
      points more nationalist than the least educated respondents, in terms of their misgivings about the
      influence of foreign powers.
    


    
      As for the effects of some commonly deployed attitudinal variables, we can see, for example, that Latin Americans
      who generally trusted other people were less supportive of direct rule/majoritarian populism but more favorable
      towards statist policies. High-trust individuals were also more proud of their political institutions, and of
      their militaries and national identities too.
    


    
      A sense of political efficacy was associated with stronger support for direct rule/majoritarian populism and a
      heightened level of both civic/institutional pride and national/military pride. The effects of political efficacy
      on statism and national autonomy were more mixed. Feeling that one understood political issues well led to more
      support for a statism but, counterintuitively, feeling that political elites cared about the opinions of “people
      like you” led to less support for statism (and to markedly lower levels of concern about the US and other foreign
      influences).
    


    
      Among the results for the impact of ideology there were both predictable
      findings as well as a few surprises. Left-wing views were, not unexpectedly, associated with distrust of the US
      military – and with a more generally negative view of the influence of foreign countries. Right-wing views
      corresponded with higher levels of civic/institutional pride and with a patriotism focused on national/military
      pride. But right-wing ideology was also modestly yet significantly associated with higher levels of
      statism. This suggests that Latin Americans identifying with the political right are not necessarily free-market,
      “small-government conservatives.”
    


    
      Respondents’ evaluations of the national economy also shaped populist and nationalist worldviews. In particular,
      positive perceptions about the economy were strongly associated with civic nationalism. A person who thought the
      economy was “very good” would have a predicted level of civic/institutional pride 16 percentage points higher
      than a person who thought the economy was “very bad.” As other scholars have noted (Lockerbie 1993, inter
      alia), perceptions of economic performance matter, especially for the sort of institutional support captured
      in this particular index. Judging the economy to be strong was also associated with pride in the military and
      one’s national identity – and with a preference for lower levels of state involvement in creating jobs,
      offering social services, redistributing wealth, etc. (If the economy is doing well, people might reason, there
      is less of a need for the state to get involved.)
    


    
      Finally, while we should be cautious about interpreting country dummy variables, a few results do stand out. For
      example, as the descriptive statistics already suggested, simply being Honduran or Panamanian meant much lower
      levels of civic/institutional pride, even controlling for a host of individual-level variables. Uruguayans were,
      on balance, less supportive of direct rule/majoritarian populism and also less overtly proud of their military
      and their national identities. Uruguayans also strongly distrusted the hegemonic role of the US military in the
      region, and viewed the influence of foreign countries rather negatively too. So did their neighbors in Argentina,
      where respondents’ predicted level of antipathy towards foreign countries (controlling for other variables) was
      22 percentage points higher – and predicted levels of anti-Yanqui sentiment in particular were a whopping
      33 percentage points higher – as compared to Mexicans, the reference category. Ecuadoreans and Venezuelans were
      similarly wary of foreign powers, while Dominicans, on average, viewed foreign countries, including the US and
      its military, more positively (again, with Mexicans as the reference category).
    


    
      Overall, it appears that the distinct forms of populism and nationalism identified earlier in this chapter also
      have distinct underlying causes and are associated with different demographic and attitudinal traits.
    


    
      A populism centered on a direct, unmediated, plebiscitary democracy is shaped by age, ethnicity, and
      socioeconomic status. Youth, Indigenous identity, lower incomes, less education – all of these characteristics
      drive political populism. So does distrust of other people, which is perhaps not surprising given the suspicion of both minority interests and political intermediaries that this form of
      populism embodies. This variety of populism is also impelled by a belief in one’s own political competence and –
      more curiously – by a belief in the responsiveness of the very same leaders and representatives that populists
      would like to cut out of the governing process!
    


    
      Statism, too, was shaped by individual-level demographic and attitudinal traits, albeit in some different ways. A
      strong socioeconomic role for the state, a key component of the “classical” Latin American populism of the
      mid-twentieth century, was – like “political” populism – more likely to be supported by Indigenous people, those
      who feel that they understand politics well, and those who are less well-educated. However, statist economic
      practices were also more likely to be supported by people with higher, rather than lower incomes; who are
      distrustful of others and feel ignored by political elites; who identify as politically conservative; and
      who feel pessimistic about the nation’s economy.
    


    
      What about nationalism? The staunchest civic nationalists – the Latin Americans who were most proud of their
      government institutions and most supportive of their political systems – were, on average, older, female, and did
      not identify as Black or “Mulatto.” This civic/institutional nationalism was also associated with poorer
      and less educated citizens, higher levels of interpersonal trust and political efficacy, more positive
      evaluations of the nation’s economy, and a right-wing ideological perspective.
    


    
      The results suggest that national/military pride had a very similar, though not identical, set of underlying
      causes, at least at the individual level. Expressing pride in the military and in one’s national identity was,
      again, more common among older citizens (but was slightly more prevalent among men, not women). Ethnicity
      mattered too, though here it was identifying as Mestizo – and not Indigenous – that predicted this form of
      nationalism. And as with civic nationalism, having less education, trusting people, feeling politically
      efficacious, professing a more conservative ideology, and perceiving a strong national economy were all drivers
      of this sort of patriotism.
    


    
      The traits that led Latin Americans to value nationalism qua national autonomy were, on the other hand, rather
      different. Age contributed to this form of nationalism in a way consistent with the other two variants. But that
      is where the similarities end. Being better educated, not less well educated, led Latin Americans to be
      more nationalistic in this sense of the term. So did lower levels of political efficacy (specifically, feeling
      that political elites are not responsive). And most notably, it is left-wing, not right-wing views that foster
      this valorization of national autonomy, especially vis-à-vis the role of the US and its armed forces.
    


    
      Note that results for the second version of the “national autonomy/anti-imperialist” indicator – which captures
      attitudes towards any influential foreign country, not just the US – were largely the same as for the
      first version, with the exception of a few country dummy variables that changed significance levels. (As noted,
      some of the largest effects among the country dummy variables were found in the two models predicting
      nationalism-as-national-autonomy.)
    


    
      Indeed, the coefficients for the country dummies across all six of these
      models together suggest that there are likely to be country-level political and economic variables affecting
      individuals’ populist and nationalist views. Future analyses might model these national context effects more
      explicitly.
    


    Conclusions


    
      In contemporary Latin American political culture, and among contemporary Latin Americans, there are not one but
      several populisms and nationalisms. The evidence presented here reinforces the arguments of scholars who frame
      populism in more narrowly political terms – and conceptually distinguish it from the specific economic policies
      and practices of the “classical populist” era. Likewise, scholars of nationalism are correct to separate
      “constructive patriotism” from more jingoistic forms of patriotism: in Latin America, nationalism based on pride
      in institutions is distinct from one based on pride in national identity, patriotic symbols, and the military.
      What is more, both of these nationalisms differ markedly from a worldview that champions autonomy and is
      suspicious of foreign powers.
    


    
      With better concepts at our disposal, we will be able to make better sense of how populism(s) and nationalism(s)
      operate among the mass public in Latin America and elsewhere, understanding why the presence and influence of
      these worldviews ebb and flow when they do.
    


    
      We will also be able to better discern what impact these distinct populist and nationalist worldviews have on
      other political, social, and economic outcomes that we might care about: the stability of democratic regimes, the
      reduction of socioeconomic inequalities, the outbreak of civil wars or international conflicts. How we as
      individuals think about “the people” – and how we imagine “our people” – matters.
    


    Appendix: Description of Data


    
      The source data for all variables is the 2012 wave of the AmericasBarometer survey (LAPOP 2012). All independent
      variables were recoded as ranging incrementally between 0 and 1 (except for dummy variables, which are
      either 0 or 1). The values of the indices that serve as dependent variables range from 0 to 100.
    


    Age


    
      Age reported by interviewee. Count variable, recoded as ranging from 0 to 1.
    


    Female


    
      Dummy variable for female gender. Binary, 0 or 1.
    


    Ethnicity


    
      “Do you consider yourself white, Mestizo, indigenous, black, mulatto, or of another race?” Recoded as three dummy
      variables: Mestizo; Indigenous; Black/“Mulatto”/Other. Reference category is White. Binary, 0 or 1.
    


    Income


    
      “Into which of the following income ranges does the total monthly income of this household fit, including
      remittances from abroad and the income of all the working adults and children?” Ordinal variable, range 0–16,
      recoded as ranging from 0 to 1.
    


    Education


    
      “How many years of schooling have you completed?” Count variable ranging from 0 to 18, recoded as ranging from 0
      to 1.
    


    Interpersonal Trust


    
      “Now, speaking of the people from here, would you say that people in this community are generally very
      trustworthy, somewhat trustworthy, not very trustworthy or untrustworthy …?” Ordinal variable, range 1–4, recoded
      as ranging from 0 (“Untrustworthy”) to 1 (“Very trustworthy”).
    


    External Political Efficacy


    
      “Those who govern this country are really interested in what people like me think. How much do you agree or
      disagree?” Ordinal variable, range 1–7, recoded as ranging from 0 to 1.
    


    Internal Political Efficacy


    
      “I feel that I understand the most important political issues of this country. How much do you agree or
      disagree?” Ordinal variable, range 1–7, recoded as ranging from 0 to 1.
    


    Ideology


    
      “According to the meaning that the terms ‘left’ and ‘right’ have for you, and thinking of your own political
      leanings, where would you place yourself on this scale?” Ordinal variable, range 1–10, recoded as ranging from 0
      to 1.
    


    Evaluation of National Economy


    
      “How would you describe the country’s economic situation? Would you say that it is very good, good, neither good
      nor bad, bad, or very bad?” Ordinal variable, range 1–5, reverse-ordered and recoded as ranging from 0 to 1.
    


    Direct/Popular Democracy


    
      An equally weighted, additive index (range 0–100) of three survey items (each ranging 1–7), asking about
      agreement/disagreement with the following statements:
    


    
      
        • “The people should govern directly rather than through elected representatives.”
      


      
        • “Those who disagree with the majority represent a threat to the country.”
      


      
        • “Democracy can exist without political parties.”
      

    


    Statism


    
      An equally weighted, additive index (range 0–100) of four survey items (each ranging 1–7), asking about
      agreement/disagreement with the following statements:
    


    
      
        • “The (Country) government, more than individuals, should be primarily responsible
        for ensuring the wellbeing of the people.”
      


      
        • “The (Country) government, more than the private sector, should be primarily
        responsible for creating jobs.”
      


      
        • “The (Country) government should implement strong policies to reduce income
        inequality between the rich and the poor.”
      


      
        • “The (Country) government, more than the private sector should be primarily
        responsible for providing healthcare services.”
      

    


    Civic/Institutional Pride


    
      An equally weighted, additive index (range 0–100) of three survey items (each ranging 1–7):
    


    
      
        • “To what extent do you respect the political institutions of (country)?”
      


      
        • “To what extent do you feel proud of living under the political system of
        (country)?”
      


      
        • “To what extent do you think that one should support the political system of
        (country)?”
      

    


    National/Military Pride


    
      An equally weighted, additive index (range 0–100) of three survey items:
    


    
      
        • “To what extent are you proud of being (nationality corresponding to country)?”
        (Range 1–7.)
      


      
        • “[h]ow proud are you of the Armed Forces of [country]?” (Range 1–4.)
      


      
        • “How proud do you feel to be [nationality] when you hear the national anthem?”
        (Range 1–4.)
      

    


    National Autonomy/Anti-Imperialism


    
      An equally weighted, additive index (range 0–100); alternate versions, with either two or three survey items:
    


    
      
        • “[h]ow much do you trust the Armed Forces of the United States of America?” (Range
        1–7.)
      


      
        • “To what extent do you believe that the Armed Forces of the United States of
        America ought to work together with the Armed Forces of [country] to improve national security?” (Range 1–7.)
      

    


    
      “And thinking of [country mentioned by respondent as most influential in the region] do you think that its
      influence is very positive, positive, [neutral,] negative, or very negative?” (Range 1–5.)
    


    Notes


    
      1 For a contrary point of view, see Schamis (2013).
    


    
      2 On measuring populism, see Hawkins et al. (2012), Akkerman
      et al. (2014) inter alia. On measuring nationalism, see Bonikowski (2009; 2013; 2016), Davidov (2009;
      2011), inter alia.
    


    
      3 Exploratory factor analysis is a technique used to simplify
      data and assess whether two or more variables represent the same underlying concept, called a factor or latent
      variable. The extent to which variables (“items”) do so is expressed as a “factor loading” ranging from 0 to 1
      (or –1 to 0). The “dimensionality” of the data is the number of different factors to which a larger number of
      variables can be reduced. The following analysis was produced using STATA software. I employed the principal
      component factor (pcf) method, with an oblique rotation (promax) to allow for factors to be correlated (even if
      they are distinct factors). Estimates for factor loadings are standardized.
    


    
      4 The 0.3 threshold is a widely used rule of thumb; see Child
      (2006) inter alia.
    


    
      5 Results available upon request.
    


    
      6 This last item, also called “External Political Efficacy,”
      is a common attitudinal control variable in the political culture literature and is thus included as an
      independent variable in the regression models below.
    


    
      7 However, the question was asked of only a small subsample
      of respondents, and – as worded – it was a “valence issue”: an overwhelming majority of respondents strongly
      agreeing that government should defend the poor.
    


    
      8 Results available upon
      request.
    


    
      9 Country-specific factor analyses that included “discomfort
      with foreigners as neighbors” yielded results that were similarly difficult to interpret. In Nicaragua, which had
      by far the highest mean level of xenophobia towards neighbors, this item loaded weakly – and negatively – with
      some of the military and national pride items. (Nicaraguans who were less proud of their military were also
      slightly more likely to discriminate against foreign neighbors.) In Brazil, with the region’s lowest average
      levels of antipathy towards foreign neighbors, this item loaded weakly with the “democracy without parties” item
      but not with any others.
    


    
      10 Analyses of data from Costa Rica, Honduras, and Bolivia
      differed slightly from cross-national analyses because certain survey questions were not asked in those
      countries.
    


    
      11 There are a few exceptions. In Guatemala, pride in
      national identity loads (albeit weakly) with civic/institutional pride and with statism, not with pride in the
      military and the national anthem. And in Brazil, Honduras, and Argentina, pride in national identity is
      associated with statist policy preferences (though in Argentina, national identity still loads more strongly with
      pride in the military and the national anthem).
    


    
      12 In Bolivia, the other “Bolivarian” regime analyzed here,
      right-wing views loaded (weakly) with the populist notion of “democracy without parties.”
    


    
      13 Each composite indicator was re-scaled from 0 to 100.
    


    
      14 Costa Rica was omitted from this index.
    


    
      15 I ran these same models as multilevel mixed-effects
      maximum likelihood regressions, or hierarchical linear models, and the results were largely the same; results
      available upon request. The results presented here are the more conservative of the two, in that there were
      slightly fewer significant coefficients.
    


    
      16 Because of the smaller n in this model, survey regression
      (which produces linearized robust standard errors clustered on sampling units) was not feasible. I instead
      utilized regression with cluster-robust standard errors (clustered on country units rather than sampling units).
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    Introduction


    
      In the 1990s Hugo Chávez led a personalistic anti-establishment movement with the aim to transform power
      structures and do away with the existing elite in Venezuela. In 1998 he was elected president of Venezuela and
      remained so until his death in 2013. Chavismo, as his movement was commonly known, drew on a charismatic
      relationship between voters and the movement’s political leadership, eschewed the foundation of an
      institutionalized political party, and – while remaining committed to an electoral mandate – showed disdain for
      procedural rights and the formal political process (Hawkins 2003; Roberts 2006; Weyland 2003). The Chavista
      governments of Chávez and later, since his death, Nicolás Maduro, have also drawn on a highly moralizing
      discourse that divided the world in good and bad, pitting “the people” and their collective will against the
      machinations of “the elite” (Cannon 2009; Hawkins 2009).
    


    
      Chavismo in Venezuela is widely treated as the embodiment of the recent surge of populism in Latin America and
      beyond. While the basic definition of what constitutes a populist phenomenon remains fiercely contested, scholars
      squarely agree that Chavismo exemplifies populism. This is regardless of whether the conceptual approach is
      political, referring to populism as a strategy of political mobilization by which personalistic leaders challenge
      established elites (e.g., Jansen 2011; Levitsky and Roberts 2013), or discursive, treating populism as a rhetoric
      style that frames political demands and interests around a fundamental conflict between the corrupt elite and the
      people (e.g., Bonikowski and Gidron 2015; Laclau 2005).
    


    
      Most of the current debates in the literature concern the relationship between the Chavista populist project and
      democracy. Some scholars argue that the rise of populism in Venezuela is responsible for the country’s slide
      towards authoritarianism, largely because Chávez (and later Maduro) drew on populist practices and discourses to
      systematically dismantle institutions of horizontal accountability (e.g., Brewer-Carías 2010; Corrales and
      Penfold-Becerra 2011; Levitsky and Loxton 2013). Others challenge this juxtaposition of democracy and populism,
      pointing to the high levels of political participation and engagement in Chavista Venezuela, and the greater social and economic integration of subordinate sectors, when
      compared to the situation before 1999 (e.g., Cannon 2009; Ciccariello-Maher 2013; Hetland 2014; Smilde and
      Hellinger 2011).
    


    
      What has received comparatively less attention is the relationship between populism and nationalism in Venezuela,
      and the wider resonance of the new populist nationalism implemented under Chávez. Like other populist leaders in
      Latin America, Chávez has sought to transform dominant understandings of nationhood. In fact, Chavismo closely
      associates the popular subject it claims to represent with the poor, non-white majority of the population and
      depicts them as the “true” Venezuelan nationals, unified in their opposition against the wealthy and
      predominantly white upper strata of society, who are considered “traitors” of the nation. The agency of “the
      people” is also projected backwards in time, with Chavismo reframing national history as a persistent and ongoing
      struggle between the exploited masses of pardos,2 blacks,
      and indigenous communities on the one hand, and a privileged white or almost white elite (Cannon 2008).
    


    
      But how effective was the Chavista attempt to inculcate this populist nationalism as a dominant national
      ideology? Has this new narrative about national identity and history indeed obtained hegemonic status? In pursuit
      of an answer, this chapter puts the analytical spotlight on education and more specifically, the educational
      reform under Chávez. Scholars have long identified mass schooling as the key institution for socializing citizens
      and fostering particular ideological orientations, and many states have attempted to alter the nationalist
      content of schooling with these ends in mind (Hobsbawm 1990; Weber 1976). Venezuela constitutes an ideal case for
      identifying the specific conditions under which new populist visions of nationhood do and do not gain broader
      resonance. Hugo Chávez pursued an ambitious reform agenda in seeking to introduce populist nationalism into the
      educational sphere.3 This project culminated with the distribution
      of more than 100 million new textbooks which promote a radically different version of Venezuelan identity and
      history.
    


    
      Yet these dramatic efforts of the central government did not come to fruition. Drawing on analysis of
      primary-school textbooks and semi-structured interviews with educational officials and teachers we show that the
      wider resonance of the new populist nationalism was limited. Teachers, who are at the frontline of disseminating
      textbooks, resisted the contents of new texts. Our interviews, conducted across different school districts in
      Caracas, show that only a small minority of teachers regularly use the new textbooks in their classrooms, and
      even this minority report that they frequently complement the official textbooks with non-government source
      materials. The motivations to do so were primarily political. Teachers objected to the populist reframing of
      Venezuelan history and politics found in the new Chavista textbooks.
    


    
      What explains this limited hegemony of populist nationalism under Chávez? Our argument focuses on intrastate
      tensions between the central government and teachers, heightened by a well-established cultural machinery and by
      teachers’ increasing exclusion from the Chavista political coalition, to
      account for the constraints government efforts faced when seeking to inculcate the new national ideology through
      schools. In developing this argument we challenge existing state-centered scholarship on the limits to state
      projects, a literature that treats state weakness as an obstacle to such transformations, and thus does not
      unpack the state or explore tensions within it (e.g., Centeno 2002; Colburn and Rahmato 1992; Migdal 1988). The
      case of Venezuela questions this approach. The state the Chávez government inherited was not weak; it was able to
      pursue a variety of different administrative tasks.
    


    
      Thus, we emphasize the critical role of state infrastructure, and the breadth of political coalitions – in
      particular whether state agents are included in the coalition promoting populist nationalism. We argue that the
      new official national ideology embraced by Chávez did not achieve hegemonic status: the government encountered a
      well-established cultural machinery, with set routines for the institutionalization of ideological products and
      the socialization of local state actors. In particular, the key disseminators, teachers, were already trained
      under the previous ideological regime and saw the new curriculum as a direct threat to their professional
      identity while feeling increasingly excluded from the coalition underpinning the reform. Moreover, these teachers
      had the collective organization and mobilizing capacity to effectively resist the official project of populist
      nationalism.
    


    
      The reminder of the chapter first discusses our conceptual and methodological approach to trace the rise of
      populist nationalism, comparing the new Chavista textbooks to pre-1999 texts and non-government texts. We also
      provide evidence on the extent to which this national ideology has been effectively implemented in Caracas-area
      schools, based largely on 55 interviews with teachers, school officials, NGO representatives, and education
      researchers. Finding some serious limits to its success, the third part of the chapter develops our explanatory
      argument in more detail. In the fourth section we return to Venezuela and show how teacher resistance to the new
      populist nationalism was shaped by the preexisting state ideological infrastructure, and by the exclusion of
      teachers from the governing coalition. We then conclude by highlighting the implications of our account and
      situating Venezuela in a broader comparative perspective.
    


    The New Populist Nationalism Through the Lens of Schooling


    
      Like López-Alves and Johnson in the introductory Chapter 1, we
      treat populist nationalism as an ideology – a shared mental framework that identifies the national community with
      ordinary people, defined in sharp opposition to an established power bloc of elites – that is employed by states
      in order to legitimate their claims to political authority and sovereignty (Gellner 1983).4 We are particularly interested in exploring the extent to which the new
      national ideology promoted under Chávez achieved wider resonance among ordinary citizens. This question has important methodological implications. In order to gain broad-based acceptance,
      shared mental frameworks such as nationalism require social resources (e.g., financial means, administrative
      capacities, communication networks), and are therefore best studied at the meso-level, as (re)produced by
      specific organizations (Wuthnow 1989). Thus, for populist nationalism in Chavista Venezuela to obtain hegemonic
      status, state organizations need to regularly create and disseminate this new national ideology.
    


    
      We draw inspiration from the classical literature on nationalism and treat education as our main analytical
      window to the national socialization of citizens (Gellner 1983; Hobsbawm 1990). School textbooks reveal the
      contents of state-sponsored national discourses, while the ideological orientation of teachers and their
      classroom practices affect how state-sponsored national ideologies are received by students (vom Hau 2009). Seen
      in this light, Venezuelan teachers crucially shape the extent to which populist nationalism becomes hegemonic
      among the wider population.
    


    
      The empirical analysis presented in this section follows from this methodological approach. We first compare the
      free primary school textbooks for social science and history introduced by Chávez, the Colección
      Bicentenario, and compare them to pre-1999 texts and non-government texts published after the onset of the
      Bolivarian Revolution. To explore the conceptions of nationhood found among teachers and how they used the new
      texts and their ideological contents in the classroom we draw on 55 semi-structured interviews (conducted during
      the months of June–August 2012) with teachers, school officials, NGO representatives, and education researchers,
      while also drawing on the relevant secondary literature.
    


    Chavista Textbooks: Towards a New Understanding of National Identity and History5


    
      The contents of textbooks and school curricula succinctly demonstrated the rise of populist nationalism as a new
      official national ideology in Venezuela. In 2007 the Chávez government introduced a new educational curriculum to
      replace the pre-Chavista curriculum from 1997. A new organic education law was passed by the National Assembly in
      2009 with the aim of providing the 2007 Bolivarian Curriculum with a sufficient legal basis. Two years later, in
      2011, the government distributed 12 million copies of its new Colección Bicentenario free of charge to
      primary school students throughout Venezuela. For each grade 1–6, the Colección is a series of four books
      developed and produced by the Ministry of Education that follows the guidelines of the government’s Bolivarian
      Curriculum, rather than the old 1997 curriculum. Since Chávez’ death in 2013 the government of Nicolás Maduro has
      remained committed to promoting the populist nationalism of its predecessor, as powerfully indicated by the
      continued dissemination of the Colección. By 2015, more than 100 million copies of these texts had been
      distributed to Venezuelan students for free.
    


    
      As shown in Table 14.1, the pre-1999 texts and the
      non-government texts published after 1999 stand in sharp contrast to the Colección Bicentenario
      disseminated under Chávez. Two crucial differences are indicative of an ideological change towards populist
      nationalism. For one thing, representations of Venezuelan history from 1958 to 1999 are strikingly divergent. The
      pre-1999 texts and the non-government texts tend to view this period as the era of Venezuelan democracy, and to
      describe the Pact of Punto Fijo as a necessary measure in “guaranteeing [Venezuela’s] … nascent
      democracy.”6 Little mention is made of the armed insurgency of the
      1960s or of the exclusion of the Venezuelan Communist Party from the Pact. The 1989 Caracazo is mainly
      discussed as a series of popular protests or riots where the masses destroyed businesses, leading to over a
      thousand deaths and the massive destruction of private property. Finally, little or no mention is made of the
      negative consequences of neoliberal economic policies undertaken by Venezuelan governments of the 1980s and
      1990s.
    


    
      In sharp contrast, the Colección is highly critical of the Punto Fijo era, characterizing this as a period of
      “bipartidismo”7 that brought about the exclusion of ordinary
      Venezuelans from political participation and social welfare. It goes on to argue that the “representative”
      democracy of this period had “grave problems” from the beginning, leading eventually to the government’s period
      of “savage neoliberalism”8 in the 1980s which in turn gave rise to
      a “popular rebellion … against inflation” known as the Caracazo. This narrative culminates in what it
      characterizes as the “new style of governance” of Hugo Chávez bringing about subordinate political and
      socioeconomic inclusion.9
    


    
      Textbook representations of race, ethnicity, and social class also shed light on shifts in dominant
      understandings of nationhood. One difference related to race is how the texts depict African slavery in
      Venezuela. All the non-government textbooks and pre-1999 texts examined use the word “esclavos” (slaves) to refer
      to enslaved peoples,10 whereas the Colección Bicentenario
      instead uses “esclavizados” (enslaved persons),11 presumably with
      the intention of avoiding the perception that people can be intrinsically suited to slavery. The Colección also
      places a greater emphasis on the resistance struggles of both African slaves and indigenous people against colonial rule, and depicts these struggles as crucial precursors to
      Venezuelan independence, illustrative of a greater emphasis on subordinate sectors as “true” Venezuelans. The
      slave rebellion of José Leonardo Chirino (1795) and the failed multiracial uprising at La Guaira (1792) are
      represented as paving the way for the independence movements of Miranda and Bolívar.
    


    
      
        Table 14.1 Textbook Representations of National Identity and History
      


      
        
          
            	Issue

            	Pre-1999 Texts

            	Non-government Texts

            	Colección Bicentenario
          


          
            	Recent History (1958–1999)

            	Period of democracy

            	Period of democracy

            	Period of false democracy
          


          
            	National Identity

            	Liberal-elitist

            	Liberal-elitist

            	Subordinate sectors
          


          
            	Historical Agency

            	Benevolent leaders

            	Benevolent leaders

            	Social movements/popular resistance
          

        
      

    


    
      With its focus on indigenous and slave resistance, on the history of social movements during the Punto Fijo era,
      and on what it portrays as the necessary protagonist role played by subordinate sectors in Venezuelan democracy,
      it is clear that the Colección has a very different conception of historical agency from most other textbooks in
      Venezuela, which are much more elite-centered in their understanding of historical change. The Colección’s
      representation of social class also diverges from non-government texts in its conception of social cleavages,
      both domestic and global. The domestic social landscape is characterized as divided among the rich and the poor
      or between the opposition and pro-government actors, and the international social landscape is characterized as a
      simple opposition between the Global North and the Global South, or between dependent and developed capitalist
      states.
    


    Teachers and the Wider Resonance of Populist Nationalism


    
      Having highlighted the dramatic changes in the content of official nationalism through a comparative analysis of
      school textbooks, we now turn to assessing the extent to which this ideological change has been effectively
      inculcated in Caracas-area schools. In so doing, we draw on interviews with primary school teachers and education
      officials to trace the implementation of the new official national ideology.
    


    
      Our findings suggest that the Chavista government has not been very successful in establishing the Colección
      Bicentenario as a means of disseminating its Bolivarian nationalism. Of the 26 classroom teachers
      interviewed, 15 reported using the Colección books at least to some extent, but only three reported using
      Colección texts as their class’s primary texts. Furthermore, in most of the cases where teachers did report using
      the texts, they specified that they rarely used the social science series (the most politically charged series of
      texts). Teachers who reported using the Colección in their classrooms reported using them as supplements to
      other, non-government source materials to ensure a balanced portrait of Venezuelan history.
    


    
      These findings were corroborated in interviews with school administrators, education researchers, and
      representatives of education NGOs. In one municipality, for instance, the director of curriculum for the
      department of education reported that only a small minority of teachers do use the texts. A researcher, who works
      closely with a number of nationally run schools in the Antímano neighborhood of western Caracas, also reported
      wide variation in the usage of the government’s texts among teachers in the area.
    


    
      The government’s limited success in implementing its ideological project is
      seen even more clearly in assessing teachers’ use of the government’s Bolivarian Curriculum. Only three teachers
      interviewed reported that the Bolivarian Curriculum was used in their schools, and one school principal who
      reported employing parts of it in his school mentioned that he was careful to ignore those aspects of the
      curriculum he found politically unpalatable.12 Many of the teachers
      interviewed avoided using the curriculum altogether on the grounds that the pre-Chávez curriculum from 1997 was
      still the official curriculum – since the 2009 education law mandated a special education law that had yet to be
      written. Even teachers who praised the Bolivarian Curriculum admitted that implementation was a problem in their
      schools. Finally, several teachers and administrators also commented that they would strongly resist any attempts
      by the national government to impose the Bolivarian Curriculum in the future. The preceding findings thus suggest
      that a considerable gap exists between the rhetoric and reality of the government’s education reforms.
    


    
      Taken together, then, the evidence presented in this section has shown that even in strongly Chavista
      neighborhoods, resistance by teachers has stymied the wider resonance of the official populist nationalism. And
      teachers are crucial, since they are the actors charged with disseminating the new nationalist project, not only
      through the textbooks they use, but through their actions in the classroom.
    


    The Limited Resonance of Populist Nationalism: Theoretical Considerations


    
      As demonstrated in the previous section, the populist nationalism adopted by the Chavista government has (at
      least to date) not gained widespread acceptance. In order to account for this puzzle we now develop an
      explanatory framework that puts the focus on intrastate tensions between the central authority and its radiating
      actors charged with implementing national ideologies at the local level, such as school teachers. We highlight
      the irony that when rising populist leaders inherit a functional state cultural machinery upon taking power, it
      is the pre-existing strength of the state, rather than its weakness, that constrains their ability to
      change previously dominant understandings of national identity and history.13 We treat variations in state power as based on the logistical techniques and organizational
      resources at the disposal of the center, and the kind of relationship that prevails between the central and the
      local (Mann 1984; Soifer 2008). We are particularly concerned with the relationship between the center of command
      and the local actors charged with implementing the projects of the center. Even if the state apparatus can rely
      on a strong financial basis and has substantial territorial reach, the implementation of new ideological contents
      depends on the support of the actors situated within state institutions. Strained relationships undermine the
      ability to consolidate newly adopted national ideologies. For our purposes, we explore when and why public school
      teachers may oppose the populist orientation of the official Bolivarian
      Curriculum and subvert its implementation.
    


    
      To explain the existence of these tensions between the center and radiating actors we emphasize the presence of a
      consolidated state cultural machinery, and the breadth of ruling coalitions. In an already established state
      apparatus, the output of official ideological contents is deeply routinized and professionalized.14 The inculcation of citizens and the promotion of a particular ideology is
      embedded in organizational routines and often carried out by professional cadres that enjoy substantial autonomy
      from the center. In other words, where a new populist leader confronts an existing state apparatus, tensions
      between central state authorities and radiating actors are more likely to occur.
    


    
      What are the specific mechanisms that underpin this relationship between existing state strength and intrastate
      tensions? One relates to professional socialization. When organizational routines are already well-established
      and local state actors have been trained under the previous ideological regime, this alone can generate
      motivation to oppose efforts to transform nationalism. Research in the sociology of professions shows that
      initial training and work experiences have long-lasting impacts on the worldviews and self-understandings held by
      members of a particular profession, whether teachers, archeologists, or radio broadcasters (Abbott 2014). Second,
      the rank and file of an established cultural machinery tends to have vested interests in the reproduction of the
      ideological status quo. Their inclination to resist ideological change is especially likely when they perceive a
      newly introduced national ideology as a threat to their professional status and future career paths. Third, an
      established ideological infrastructure also facilitates the collective organization of local state actors. The
      presence of vocational schools, training institutes and universities, professional bodies, workplace regulations,
      and typical career patterns usually contributes to a strong sense of professional identity and the formation of
      intra-professional networks, thereby enhancing the capacity of local state actors to resist the center.
    


    
      The severity of these tensions also depends on the breadth of the new ruling coalition, and specifically on
      whether the rank and file of the state cultural machinery such as teachers are included within it. If coalitions
      include these actors and their collective organization, they are more likely to support the institutionalization
      of a new ideology. By contrast, if ruling coalitions are narrow and exclude radiating actors within the state,
      they are less likely to support the ideological change mandated by the center. In other words, what is most novel
      about our argument is that it focuses on its institutional remnants of the old order; its presence within
      the state.
    


    The Framework Applied to Chavista Venezuela


    
      If our argument is correct, then intrastate tensions posed a major challenge to the wider resonance of populist
      nationalism in Venezuela. We have already shown that teachers serve as the linchpin of efforts to consolidate an
      official national ideology, and that there is a lack of uptake among teachers
      in Caracas-area schools of the new vision of national identity promoted by the Chávez government. Teachers do not
      use the Colección Bicentenario nearly as extensively as the government would prefer. In this section we
      turn to evidence for the explanatory framework we have just developed; we will account for why teachers
      resist using these texts and implementing the new curriculum and trace their resistance to an already
      well-institutionalized state cultural machinery and to an increasingly exclusionary ruling coalition.
    


    The Menace of Populism: Teachers’ Political Opposition to the New Texts


    
      The pedagogical reasons given by teachers for not using the Colección Bicentenario were either that the
      texts were of inferior quality compared with other textbooks because the Colección lacked pictures and graphics
      and was too abstract, or that the Colección did not supply enough follow-up activities for students. Yet, the
      reasons teachers gave for their resistance to the texts were usually highly political and motivated by the
      populist style of the Chávez government. The most adamant opponents of the texts reported that they either did
      not use them, or used them only minimally (especially the social science texts), because they objected to what
      they saw as the texts’ populist reinterpretations of various aspects of Venezuelan history and politics. For
      instance, a national school teacher bluntly explained that she did not care for the government’s new textbooks
      because “my political perspective is totally different from that presented in the Colección,” and because in her
      view “the texts use the exact same language that the government uses!”15 Even several teachers trained at the Universidad Bolivariana de Venezuela (UBV) – formed by
      the Chávez government with the intent to provide free higher education to formerly excluded sectors of the
      Venezuelan population – complained that the texts were overly critical of the Punto Fijo era (1958–1998), which
      they argued was a period of genuine democracy in Venezuela, not an inferior form of representative democracy in
      need of replacement by a more profound form of participatory democracy (as suggested by the Colección).16 Other teachers argued that the new texts presented a one-sided picture of
      the colonial period that unfairly demonized Europeans:
    


    
      The books [the Colección] present the Conquistadors in a negative light … they came to loot, to rape, to take …
      and this has some truth, but we also have much to thank the Spanish for. They gave us a lot. Much of our culture
      comes from them.17
    


    
      Finally, it is important to note that even among teachers who reported using the government’s textbooks in the
      classroom, 9 out of 15 were highly critical of the texts, and implied that the only reason they used them was
      because they were obligated to do so. For example, one teacher who used the texts at her public school job reported that she never used them at the private school where she also worked, since
      there she had more liberty to choose her own teaching material.18
      Furthermore, several public school teachers who reported using the texts claimed that their students’ families
      could not afford to purchase textbooks, and since the government’s texts were better than nothing these teachers
      decided to use them. These findings suggest that even teachers who use the Colección Bicentenario are
      likely to resist teaching the more politically charged elements of the books. Thus, it is clear that to a large
      extent teacher non-use of the texts reflects conscious opposition to the government’s education reform and its
      populist conception of nationalism.
    


    Teachers, Pre-Existing State Strength, and their Inclination to Resist


    
      Teachers’ politicized views of the new texts and their opposition to the new Bolivarian Curriculum need to be
      analyzed within the context of state institutional development and the political alliance structures underpinning
      Chavismo. When the Chávez government ascended to power, it encountered a state apparatus that was limited in its
      distributive capacity due to the fluctuations of oil rents. Yet it was quite capable of performing basic state
      functions across national territory (Soifer 2015, 11–14; see also Coronil 1997; Karl 1991). More relevant for our
      purposes, in 1999 the Venezuelan state had a reasonably well-established cultural machinery, as indicated by a
      robust and well-developed public education system that was able to provide throughout the country, and to
      systematize its provision across the country’s schools (Reimers 1991).
    


    
      In crude numerical terms, this development can be seen in terms of the rate of school enrollment; on this
      indicator, the evidence shows that the Venezuelan state had significant capacity for decades before the onset of
      Chavismo.19 Average years of schooling doubled between 1960 and
      1980, growing faster not only than the Latin American average but also faster than most countries in East Asia.
      By the 1970s, secondary school enrollment was already at 44 percent, ranking the country fourth among 18 Latin
      American countries.20 Enrollment increased substantially
      thereafter, reaching 56.4 percent for the decade of the 1990s that immediately preceded the initial election of
      Hugo Chávez. Though school provision and enrollment were higher in urban areas and for the non-poor, the extent
      of these biases was small in regional perspective (Reimers 1991).
    


    
      The centralization of the school curriculum under national oversight and regulation also reveals state
      institutional development. On this dimension, too, the Venezuelan education system demonstrated high capacity.
      The primary school system (which consists of grades 1–6) has two sectors, public and private, with around 83
      percent of Venezuelan primary school students attending public schools and around 17 percent attending private
      schools (Rodriguez and Mesa 2006). Within the public sector, there are three different, nominally independent
      systems, corresponding to the municipal, state, and federal levels of government. Yet, federally run schools
      (schools directly under the administration of the national Ministry of
      Education) comprise the vast majority (around 70 percent) of all public schools, with state-run schools
      consisting of around 26 percent of public schools and the remaining few percent of public schools being run by
      municipalities (Rodriguez and Mesa 2006). Moreover, the Ministry of Education sets the curriculum for all
      Venezuelan primary schools, and its administrative sub-units known as Zonas Educativas have oversight
      authority over all schools in a given area, both public and private (UNESCO 2010). Consequently, even
      private schools are subject to supervision and control by the Ministry of Education, as are municipal and state
      schools (Rodriguez and Mesa 2006). Thus it is reasonable to think of the public education system as having the
      capacity to implement a nationally binding curriculum, and as having had this capacity before the Chavista
      populist project began in 1999.
    


    
      The development of public education can also be seen in the size and training of the teaching corps. As of 1970,
      Venezuela already had over 51,000 primary school teachers and 23,000 secondary school teachers, or about seven
      teachers for every thousand residents. Again, though the number of teachers has grown sharply, especially in the
      last decade, and far faster than the rate of population growth, the sheer size of the teachers’ corps in the
      Punto Fijo era shows that the state’s power in this realm predates Chavismo.
    


    
      Teachers were not only numerous, they were also trained and socialized by previously established state
      institutions. By 1951, a sizable network of normal schools existed to train primary school teachers. Emphasis on
      training grew sharply after democratization in 1958, and by 1962 about 88 percent of teachers in primary schools
      had títulos from normal schools. This was complemented with the creation of education tracks at major
      national universities, in which teachers received the title of Profesor y Licenciado, while the 1991
      Reglamento del Ejercicio de la Profesión Docente established merit-based criteria for hiring (Ramírez
      2012; Rodríguez Trujillo 2011).
    


    
      Our interviews with teachers provide evidence that their professional socialization and status concerns played an
      important role in motivating opposition to the Bolivarian Curriculum and its new nationalist contents. Teachers,
      regardless of whether they teach at public or private schools, understand the representations of national history
      found in pre-1999 textbooks as apolitical, non-ideological, and thus “true,” in contrast to their perception of
      the Colección Bicentenario as politicized, populist, and ultimately “false” depictions of Venezuelan
      history. In the words of a national schoolteacher, “it’s like they [the texts] want to erase Venezuelans’ memory
      and create a new history discovered by the politicians.”21 And even
      teachers that taught at the new Bolivarian schools had complaints about what they saw as the new texts’
      inaccurate (and politically motivated) representations of historical figures and time periods to make them
      conform to Chavista populist ideology. Seen in this light, teachers generally do not further interrogate the
      ideological nature and political instrumentality of the textbooks published before 1999. In fact, pre-Chavista
      understandings of nationhood appear to enjoy largely hegemonic status among most of the teachers we interviewed.
    


    
      In sum, then, various types of evidence point to the presence of a firmly
      consolidated education system at the onset of Chavismo. In 1999, the vast majority of school-age Venezuelan
      children were already taught under a well-institutionalized and nationally binding curriculum, while teaching
      involved significant professional socialization. These factors underpinned the substantial opposition to the new
      Chavista nationalist project by local state actors.
    


    Teacher Collective Organization and the Capacity to Resist


    
      Venezuelan teachers also had the organizational capacity to resist the consolidation of the new populist national
      ideology. Their history of formal collective organization predates Chavismo, dating back to the 1980s. Teachers
      never formed a single encompassing union, retaining instead affiliations with both of the major parties of the
      Punto Fijo era. Yet this division did not reduce their level of unionization, which in fact increased due to the
      competition among unions affiliated with multiple parties, as 13 unions competed for membership during the Carlos
      Andres Pérez government. Unable to coordinate negotiation with the state, and competing among themselves,
      Venezuela’s teachers unions carried out more than 30 strikes between 1989 and 1993 alone (Murillo 2000, 156,
      appendix; Rodríguez Trujillo 2011, 274).
    


    
      While the fragmented nature of unions in the educational sector prevented teachers from unifying to oppose or
      negotiate with the government (Gindin 2009), it has not prevented teachers from mounting significant and often
      effective resistance to a range of government education policies. Since 1999 teacher unions repeatedly mobilized
      against government efforts to introduce a populist national ideology through curricular changes and a new
      education law. Most prominently, in 2001 many teachers vigorously opposed the radical Chavista- and
      government-supported National Education Project (PEN), and instead pushed for a more moderate compromise, the
      Organic Education Law Project (PLOE). The organic law passed unanimously in the National Assembly, yet Chávez
      refused to sign the PLOE into law (Bravo Jáuregui 2009, 8). At least some of the teachers’ unions were also
      involved in mobilizing against subsequent attempts by Chávez, and his successor Maduro, to pass a new education
      law and implement the new Bolivarian Curriculum (Ramírez 2012, 113–116). The extent of teacher opposition
      supports our argument that resistance against the Chavista national project clearly emanated from within the
      state, and also supports our claim that the limited ideological transformation in Venezuela is not a consequence
      of state weakness.
    


    Teacher Exclusion from Reform Coalition


    
      Teacher resistance against the Bolivarian educational reform was further heightened by the steady narrowing of
      the coalition that underpinned this reform initiative. During the first years
      of the Chávez presidency there was initial support among the teaching corps for an educational reform. Yet after
      Chávez struck down the PLOE, teachers and their organizations approached subsequent stages of education reform
      with great suspicion. And in light of widespread protest by teachers (in alliance with other civil society and
      opposition actors) Chávez changed his approach. In 2007 the government introduced the new Bolivarian Curriculum
      that had been developed in the Ministry of Education without much consultation with teachers. The government
      sought to establish a legal basis for this new curriculum through a sweeping constitutional reform package that
      would have mandated education to be based on the “humanistic principles of Bolivarian socialism.” The
      constitutional referendum provoked massive protests by teacher unions and ultimately failed. In response the
      Chávez government returned to seeking legislative approval for its educational reform project. This culminated in
      the passage of a new education law in 2009, which was strongly critiqued by a range of teachers’ unions (Gindin
      2011, 36), some of whom openly suggested that they would use civil disobedience tactics to resist the law
      (Suggett 2009).
    


    
      Thus, despite the structural limitations imposed by the fragmented nature of collective organization in the
      education sector, teachers have played an important role in resisting Chavista education reforms. This makes
      teacher opposition to the implementation of the Colección Bicentenario consistent with a long-standing
      pattern of teacher resistance that is, as we have shown, closely related to an already well-institutionalized
      educational apparatus and the increasingly exclusionary nature of the education reform process.
    


    Government Responses to Teacher Opposition and their Limitations


    
      The intensity (and ultimate futility) with which Chávez and, more recently, Maduro responded to the resistance of
      teachers and their organizations provides additional support for our argument. In order to curb intrastate
      opposition and inculcate populist visions of nationhood, Chavista governments installed a new system that
      facilitated the supervision and, if necessary, the suspension of teachers. Other government strategies involved
      attempts to create new institutions to circumvent resistance from within the established state educational
      infrastructure through the creation of education “missions,” and the introduction of a “Bolivarian” school
      system. The missions are funded by direct transfers from the state oil company, PDVSA, which frees them from
      congressional oversight and effectively creates a parallel education system that allows a Bolivarian curriculum
      without resistance from its instructional corps. Like the missions, the purpose of the Bolivarian schools is to
      incorporate marginalized Venezuelans into the educational system, in this case by increasing the length of the
      school day to provide additional cultural and sporting activities for students, and by providing students with
      daily meals and with preventive health services. And like the missions,
      Bolivarian schools are widely considered to push Chavista ideological beliefs on faculty and students.
    


    
      Yet, the actual impact of missions and the Bolivarian schools as parallel institutions should not be overstated.
      First, none of the missions serve primary school age students and thus they are not a likely venue for
      inculcating young students with populist nationalism. While around 40 percent of all Venezuelan primary school
      students go to schools associated with the Bolivarian system,22
      this figure is surpassed by the number of primary students attending private or non-national public schools
      (i.e., state or municipal schools) where the ideological pressure on teachers to conform to the new populist
      national ideology is likely not as strong.23 This suggests that
      even if the government has more success disseminating its conception of nationalism in Bolivarian schools, there
      are limits to the extent to which this mechanism can be employed. Furthermore, several of the teachers in
      Bolivarian schools interviewed for this study reported no experience of ideological pressuring either of
      themselves or of colleagues, so it is not clear that these schools are necessarily more effective in assuring
      compliance with the government’s ideological agenda than other schools.
    


    
      Another line of government response has sought to overcome teacher resistance through monitoring and workshops to
      train teachers in the use of the Colección Bicentenario. Here again our preliminary evidence suggests that
      the government has struggled in implementing these measures. With respect to teacher monitoring, only six
      teachers interviewed reported having been visited by a government supervisor, and only 8 out of 26 reported
      feeling any pressure to adopt the Bolivarian Curriculum or to use the Colección as their classes’ primary
      textbooks. This is related to the fact that the government has only a small corps of school inspectors at its
      disposal and that the ideological commitment of many inspectors to the government is questionable. Nor have
      teacher training workshops been broadly implemented. Though school officials reported that many workshops had
      already taken place and that many more were being planned, none of the teachers we interviewed reported having
      attended a government-run workshop on the Colección Bicentenario. Thus, the government’s attempts to
      micro-manage textbook use at schools appears to be an ideological uphill battle.
    


    Conclusion


    
      In this chapter we have explored the rise of populist nationalism in Venezuela through the analytical lens of
      schooling. Since having been elected into power, the Chávez government sought to transform dominant
      understandings of nationhood, placing educational reform at the center of this ideological project. The
      development and implementation of a new Bolivarian school curriculum have the intention, and the potential, to
      transform Venezuelan national identity in fundamental ways. Indeed, the conceptions of nationhood mandated for
      Venezuelan schools have undergone significant changes since Chávez was elected in 1999. Yet, the transmission of the new populist nationalism has been constrained. We argue that this
      is because teachers, as key disseminators of state-sponsored ideological content, have opposed the new
      ideological contents.
    


    
      To account for this limited transformation of nationalism we have developed an explanatory argument focused on
      intrastate tensions. We argued that these tensions are shaped by the presence of an already well-established
      state ideological infrastructure and by whether local state agents and their collective interest representations
      have a place in the governing coalition. More concretely, we argue that tensions between the Chávez and Maduro
      governments and teachers undermined the implementation of the new Bolivarian Curriculum. A well-established
      education system prior to Chávez’s election led to a well-organized teaching corps that was socialized under the
      previous ideological regime and that had the motivation and capacity to resist the populist Chavista project,
      while an increasingly exclusionary reform coalition further enhanced teacher resistance against the educational
      reform and its nationalist contents.
    


    
      These findings situate contemporary Venezuela within a broader comparative scholarship on nationalism and
      populism. The limited resonance of populist nationalism under Chávez is not unique. More than 60 years ago, the
      rise of Peronism marked a dramatic social and political rupture in Argentina, with major implications for
      nationalism. After his 1946 election, Perón sought to redefine official conceptions of Argentine identity and
      history in light of the popular and at the same time highly personalistic movement he was leading. Educational
      reform constituted the central backbone of this ideological project too (Plotkin 2002). The storyline is
      surprisingly familiar: Perón confronted substantial and well-organized resistance from within the state. In an
      already established educational system, teachers were socialized under the previous ideological regime, and their
      professional status placed them squarely within the middle class, and outside the Peronist populist movement (vom
      Hau 2008; 2009). Similarly limited transformations of nationalism can also be found in Peru under the military
      government of Juan Velasco Alvarado (1968–1975), and, beyond Latin America, in Turkey under the rule of the DP
      (Democrat Party) during the 1950s (Karpat 1973). In all these cases, a focus on state infrastructural development
      and intrastate tensions offers a plausible account of limited ideological change. The explanatory power of this
      analytical framework is further reinforced by cases in which a hegemonic transformation of nationalism succeeded,
      most prominently post-revolutionary Mexico under Cárdenas or the “Estado Novo” under Getúlio Vargas in Brazil,
      where the strength of the existing state cultural machinery was different (vom Hau 2008).
    


    
      More generally, Venezuela firmly shows that the adoption of populist nationalism as official national ideology
      should be treated as analytically distinct from its consolidation as a hegemonic mental framework. Populist
      leaders frequently embrace new understandings of nationhood that equate the popular subject they claim to
      represent with the nation and conceive of national history as the persistent struggle between a righteous
      “people” and an evil “elite.” Whether this new populist nationalism becomes
      hegemonic or remains limited requires careful theoretical and empirical attention in its own right. The analysis
      presented in this chapter establishes an analytical starting point, encouraging future research to remain focused
      on state infrastructure and intrastate relations when seeking to explain the wider resonance of populist
      nationalism across various cases.
    


    Notes


    
      1 This chapter draws and expands on Abbott et al. (2017). We
      are grateful for the helpful comments we received from the editors of this volume. Research for this chapter was
      funded in part by Temple University.
    


    
      2 Of mixed indigenous, African, and European descent.
    


    
      3 Chavismo is a complex, multi-layered, and often
      contradictory ideological project. In this chapter we focus only on one particular aspect of it: populist
      nationalism, or the understandings of national identity and history advanced by the Chavista governments.
    


    
      4 It bears emphasis that social movements and other civil
      society actors may employ counter-state populist nationalism in order to mobilize political support and
      challenge state authority (Tilly 1994), but this is beyond the scope of this chapter.
    


    
      5 For a more detailed discussion of how we sampled, coded,
      and analyzed textbooks and interviews with teachers and education officials, and references for our sample of
      textbooks see Abbott et al. (2017).
    


    
      6 Libro Integral: Mundo Tricolor 6 (Caracas: Fondo
      Editorial La Cadena Tricolor), p. 246; Ciencias Sociales 6 (CO-BO, 2000), p. 153.
    


    
      7 Venezuela y Su Gente, Sexto Grado, p. 100.
    


    
      8 Ibid., p. 119.
    


    
      9 Ibid., pp. 121–123.
    


    
      10 Estudios Ciencias Sociales 4, p. 160; Arco Iris
      Basico: Estudios Sociales 5 (Caracas: Librería Editorial Salesiana, S.A., 1988), p. 40; Enlace Con
      Ciencias Sociales 5 (Caracas: Editorial Santillana, 2010), p. 154.
    


    
      11 Venezuela y Su Gente, Cuarto Grado, pp. 97, 111;
      Venezuela y Su Gente, Quinto Grado, p. 80.
    


    
      12 Interview with a (national) primary school principal in El
      Recreo parish, Caracas, August 2012.
    


    
      13 This raises the issue of why states choose to change the
      content of their national ideologies in the first place. The chapter sidesteps this matter since our emphasis is
      firmly on the ability of states to implement these ideological projects when they emerge.
    


    
      14 For the domain of education, this routinization is
      indicated by a public school system that is able to administer and oversee a (nationally) binding curriculum and
      make schooling accessible to students across national territory.
    


    
      15 Interview with teacher #11, August 2012 (see Abbott et al.
      2017 for a complete list of teachers interviewed).
    


    
      16 Interviews with teachers #6, #18, #21, August 2012.
    


    
      17 Interview with teacher #10, August 2012.
    


    
      18 Interview with teacher #5, August 2012.
    


    
      19 We focus on secondary school enrollment because it varies
      more across time and country in contemporary Latin America than primary school enrollment.
    


    
      20 These figures are decade averages of data drawn from the
      World Development Indicators, available at http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators.
    


    
      21 Interview with teacher #8, August 2012.
    


    
      22 Ministerio del Poder Popular Para la Educación, Memoria
      y Cuenta 2013, 1575.
    


    
      23 Instituto Nacional de
      Estadística, “Matrícula de educación primaria por dependencia,” available at www.ine.gov.ve/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&id=64&itemid=39#.
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    and Ideologically Fluid Tradition of Populist Nationalism in Argentina


    Diane E. Johnson


    Introduction


    
      Populist nationalism has played a critical role in the ongoing struggle over national identity in Argentina, and
      since the early twentieth century has recurred frequently as a style of presidential leadership. A defining
      characteristic of populist nationalist leaders is their belief that they must vigilantly protect the nation from
      its enemies, which often has pitted one understanding of what it meant to be Argentine against another. Moreover,
      populist nationalism in Argentina has been unusually fluid ideologically. It has been practiced by leaders
      associated with both left and right, and probably most memorably by Juan Domingo Perón – who defies any neat
      ideological categorization.
    


    
      After defining the term populist nationalism and reviewing some of the most important relevant literature, I
      examine the historical development, evolution, and ideological range of populist nationalism in Argentina. In the
      final section, I focus on populist nationalism in the twenty-first century under the Kirchners. Despite changes
      under current president Mauricio Macri, I argue that as both a leadership style and a factor influencing national
      identity, populist nationalism has become so enmeshed in the politics of the country that it is likely to remain
      a persistent – if not consistent – feature for the foreseeable future.
    


    Defining Populist Nationalism


    
      As we argued in the introductory chapter, I contend that some form of nationalism is integral to populism, while
      not all nationalists are necessarily populists. Thus, I see populist nationalism as an important variant of
      nationalism that has been influenced by populist ideology and, particularly, leadership style. As elsewhere,
      populist nationalists in Argentina claim to represent and defend “the people” and the unique national essence.
      While some of the specific details of their arguments are distinctive, they share the core claims of populist
      nationalists elsewhere, as described in the introduction and conclusion and other case studies included in this
      volume.
    


    
      Scholars have vigorously debated both the origins of nationalism and the precise meaning of the term, but in
      general, they agree that it is an ideology in which humans define and separate
      themselves most importantly according to their nation or nationality.1 As unifying elements, nationalists emphasize a common history, folklore, heroes, symbols,
      culture, and – something I emphasize in this chapter – the idea of a national identity or character. Thus all
      nationalists to varying degrees separate the world into something approximating the “self” and the “other”; but
      importantly, the “other” can be those who claim the same nation but view the national identity differently.
    


    
      Populism is a more contested term, as others in this volume have noted. Some Latin Americanists have adhered to a
      structuralist approach in which populism is defined by a particular set of policies developed in the
      mid-twentieth century. The so-called classical version of populism was so common between the 1930s and 1960s that
      some have called it the “predominant arrangement” in the region (Demmers et al. 2001, 4). By the late twentieth
      century, many observers assumed that the era of populism in Latin America was over, in large part because the
      economic programs of the classical populists were no longer viable.
    


    
      Instead, however, a number of scholars pointed to the emergence of what they called neopopulism: a new generation
      of leaders who shared important traits with earlier populists, but unlike them, embraced an internationalist and
      neoliberal economic agenda. These scholars decoupled populism from specific policies or historical circumstances
      and focused more on its political and discursive features.2 Much of
      this literature, particularly that which examines populism comparatively, provides a group of defining traits
      rather than trying to settle on a succinct definition. For instance, Abromeit et al. (2016) develop what they
      call a “populist minimum”: short lists of qualities shared by either “almost all” or “most” populisms, as well as
      a few criteria that are sometimes present but are not decisive. They also seek to distinguish between
      “progressive” and “reactionary” types of populism (ibid., xvi). In this chapter, I adopt Collier and Collier’s
      description of populism as a political movement characterized by mass support, mobilization from above, a
      personalistic and charismatic leader, and an anti-status-quo, nationalist ideology and program (emphasis
      added, 1991, 788).3 Moreover, within a couple of decades, a second
      group of Latin American neopopulists seemed to have staked out a position that in ways harkened back to the
      anti-imperialistic classical populism. This is what Barr (2017) and some others refer to as “third-era” populism.
      Critically for the current work, all three of these eras are characterized by populists’ support of nationalism,
      if slightly less so during the second phase.
    


    
      It is important to note that many scholars have used the terms “popular nationalism” or “populist nationalism” in
      a variety of ways. Some use the term popular in the sense of an everyday nationalism held by the people, or the
      popular conception of the nation-state within a country: as Bart Bonikowski puts it, “the routine and tacit
      acceptance of the nation-state as a primary object of identification and loyalty, as well as a fundamental unit
      of political organization” (2013, 1). Robert H. Wiebe (2002) argues that nationalism is fundamentally populist
      and potentially democratic, even though the states that have harnessed it are often repressive. Others use the
      terms “populist” or “popular” to mean the ways that nationalism is understood
      and promoted by leaders described as populists (and celebrated by their followers), or alternatively, by certain
      groups of intellectuals (and their adherents). These leaders and intellectuals espouse a version of nationalism
      that focuses explicitly on the importance of the “people” and privileges the role of the “common” person over the
      elites in a society, and indeed, often pits them against one another. The latter is how I am using the term.
    


    Nationalism, Populism, and Nationalist Populism in Argentina


    
      While the concepts of populism and nationalism are sometimes linked in the scholarly literature on Argentina,
      most scholars emphasize one of the two, with secondary attention to the other. In general, the literature on
      nationalism has been the purview of historians, while various social scientists (including historians) have
      contributed important analyses of populism. Here, I seek to merge the two important but often distinct
      traditions, starting with the literature on nationalism in Argentina. Because there is a rich body of work on
      these subjects in both Spanish and English, the following review is necessarily very selective.4
    


    
      The late 1950s and 1960s saw an initial surge in scholarly interest on nationalism in Latin America. A number of
      these early works focused on Argentina (e.g., Baily 1967; Gerassi 1968; Kennedy 1958; Silvert 1963; Spilimbergo
      1958; Whitaker and Jordan 1966),5 which were followed by others in
      subsequent decades (e.g., Devoto 2002; Zuleta Álvarez 1975). A number of very useful full-length treatments
      focused on the importance of right-wing nationalism, including those by Sandra McGee Deutsch and Ronald Dolkart
      (1993), David Rock (1995), and Alberto Spektorowski (2003). The extensive literature on Juan Perón almost
      invariably attends to his brand of nationalism, but because these works typically also address his populist-style
      leadership, I include them later in this section.
    


    
      Particularly helpful for the current chapter is the work on what is often called “popular nationalism.” An early
      scholar to use this terminology was Eduardo Astesano (1960) in Rosas y el Nacionalismo Popular. Almost all
      of this literature emphasizes the coexistence of multiple types of nationalism in Argentina. Samuel Baily (1967),
      for instance, discusses what he calls “popular nationalism” within the labor movement after 1890, distinguishing
      between the “liberal” nationalism of socialist European immigrants and the internal migrants’ “criollo” or native
      nationalism based on the Hispanic-Catholic tradition. One of the best and most recent examples is Michael Goebel
      (2011), who argues that different understandings of nationhood can shift and conflict over time, leading to the
      practice of historical revisionism in which multiple sides interpret national identity and history in ways that
      support their version of the nation. Other valuable shorter treatments on the development of popular nationalism
      and competing views of nationalism and national identity are by Alberto Spektorowski (1994), Daniel Schwartz
      (2009), and Jeane DeLaney (2014).
    


    
      In recent decades, political scientists and others have included the role of
      nationalism in broader discussions of the reemergence of the Latin American left following the decline of the
      military dictatorships of the 1960s–1980s (see, e.g., Casteñada 1993). Echoing the earlier theme of plural
      nationalisms, an edited volume by Jorge G. Castañeda and Marco Morales (2008) demonstrates that the left has
      taken two distinct paths during this period: one, a more cosmopolitan style leftism and the other fueled by
      populist nationalism that has clear debts to leaders such as Perón.
    


    
      As with the scholarship on nationalism in Argentina, and work on populism is plentiful. Some of the best early
      examples on “classical populism” include those by Torcuato Di Tella (1965), Osvaldo Bayer and José Isaacson
      (1975), and Gino Germani et al. (2003).6 More recent scholarship by
      historians such as Joel Horowitz (2012) and Alejandro Poli Gonzalvo (2015) has emphasized the importance of
      populism in Argentina’s political history over time.
    


    
      In terms of its origins, scholars have emphasized various eras. Some historians such as Kevin Kelly (1994) and
      John Lynch (2001) trace the emergence of Argentine populism to Juan Manuel de Rosas in the early independence
      period. Others focus on the rise of Hipólito Yrigoyen, national president and co-founder of the Unión Cívica
      Radical (UCR) (see, e.g., Horowitz 2008; Martínez Díaz 1988; Rock 1975). Still others stress the importance
      of the Fuerza de Orientación Radical de la Joven Argentina (FORJA), a break-off group of the UCR
      formed in the mid-1930s (see, e.g., Cousar 1975; Godoy 2015; Jauretche 1984). The abundant scholarship on Perón
      regularly refers to both his populism and his nationalism, although some focuses centrally on the former (e.g.,
      Licastro and Pelizza 2012; Rein 1998). A few scholars explicitly compare the populism of Yrigoyen and Perón
      (e.g., Beretta 1997; Peña 1971).
    


    
      As noted previously, the interest in Latin American populism had faded some by the 1980s, but rose again after
      the mid-1990s (see, e.g., Knight 1998; Weyland 1999; Castañeda 2006; Seligson 2007; Roberts 2007; Remmer 2012; De
      la Torre and Arnson 2013). Virtually all of this work identifies the Argentine president Carlos Menem (1989–1999)
      as a key exemplar of the so-called neopopulists; and some deals exclusively with the Argentine case (e.g., Aboy
      Carlés 2014; Borón 1995; Leaman 1999). Most of these scholars mention the relationship between populism and
      nationalism, although this appeared less overtly important in the so-called second era of populism (Barr 2017).
    


    
      Today there is a debate about whether populism (or neopopulism) and populist nationalism in Latin America is on
      the wane, especially in light of the recent election of more conservative leaders such as Mauricio Macri in
      Argentina in 2015. Those who suggest “yes” include Shannon O’Neil (2016) and Devon Haynie (2017). Others, such as
      Pippa Norris (2017), are doubtful. Norris contends that the rise and fall of individual populist leaders does not
      signal the end of populist nationalism. I would argue that in the case of Argentina in particular, she is
      correct.
    


    
      Finally, much has been written about the populism of the recent Argentine presidents Néstor Kirchner (2003–2007)
      and Cristina Fernández de Kirchner (2007–2015) (see, e.g., Biglieri 2008;
      Etchemendy and Garay 2011; Lopez Levy 2017; Retamozo 2013; and Richardson 2009). While some scholars reject this
      characterization – whether because they adopt a structuralist approach that restricts populism to a particular
      set of policies implemented in an earlier historical era (e.g., Schamis 2013)7 or because they consider the Kirchners’ speech and actions inconsistently populistic (e.g.,
      Barr 2017) – I agree with those who define the Kirchners as populists. As Francisco Panizza correctly observes
      (2013, 88), political leaders typically combine populist appeals with “other modes of political identification,”
      and populism is “never an encompassing totality that completely defines a leader, a party, or a regime.” But in
      all of its most important respects, the Kirchners embraced and perpetuated the long tradition of Argentine
      populist nationalism.
    


    The Development of Populist Nationalism in Argentina from Rosas to Perón


    
      Shortly before the mid-term election of 2009, an article in The Economist warned that the Kirchners were
      promoting state-led economic nationalism that would lead Argentina down “a blind alley” (“Argentina’s Mid-Term
      Election,” 2009). The writer attributed this to a thread of populist nationalism going back to Juan Perón. But
      while Perón may be most famously associated with populist nationalism in Argentina, his version was not the
      first, nor was it original in many ways. In this section, I examine the emergence and development of populist
      nationalism in the country, emphasizing that it often appeared as one strain of nationalism that coexisted and
      competed with others.8 This is critical to understanding
      contemporary Argentine politics.
    


    
      One can, in fact, make the case that populist nationalism dates to Argentina’s emergence as an independent
      country and the rise of Juan Manuel de Rosas in the early nineteenth century. To this day, Rosas’s controversial
      legacy has played a key role in the country’s political thought and understandings of national identity. Kevin
      Kelly describes Rosas as a “primitive populist who arose from and responded to popular demands” (1994,
      208).9 Kelly demonstrates that the Rosas regime survived for two
      decades “by virtue of its popular legitimacy” (209), maintaining “a delicate balance of all of the elements of
      his populist coalition – gauchos, Indians, blacks, city dwellers, the Catholic Church, and estancieros” (234).
      Moreover, Rosas fused this populism with nationalism, posing as the “guardian and patriarch of folk traditions”
      and fanning “the flames of fear of foreign invasion” (213).
    


    
      In the 1860s and 1870s, important leaders such Bartolomé Mitre, Domingo F. Sarmiento, and Juan Bautista Alberdi
      sought to delegitimize Rosas and his anti-imperialistic views. This became part of the “liberal” or “official”
      history of Argentina,10 which viewed national identity largely in
      terms of shared political values and loyalties (DeLaney 2014, 109). But the reaction against this “official”
      history led to what historians often have labeled the first period of nationalism in the country, as some sought to vindicate the gaucho and the countryside disparaged by the liberal
      modernizers.11 By the early twentieth century, the highly critical
      “liberal” view of Rosas had come under fire from various fronts. The development of cultural nationalism, spurred
      by the extraordinary rise in immigration between 1870 and 1930 and led by intellectuals such as Manuel Gálvez and
      Ricardo Rojas, represented a second phase of nationalism.12 They
      held that one could identify in Argentine nationality an “immutable core essence,” an idea that became widespread
      and is still held today by certain nationalists (DeLaney 2014, 101–105). In the 1920s and especially the 1930s,
      we saw a third phase of nationalism that was, as Schwartz puts it, “more markedly political” (2009, fn 13). This
      phase emerged during the presidency of Hipólito Yrigoyen (1916–1922, 1928–1930), and although some of it was
      directly attributable to views about Yrigoyen’s leadership, it also represented a continuation of debates going
      back to the Rosas period.
    


    
      Yrigoyen was a founder of the Unión Cívica Radical in the 1890s, one of the two main political parties for
      most of the twentieth century. Sometimes called the Father of the Poor for his strong stance against the
      political and economic status quo, numerous historians have labeled him a populist (see, e.g., Rock 1975;
      Spektorowski 1994). And like Rosas’s populism, Yrigoyen’s was infused with nationalism. An important part of this
      was his claim to represent the Argentine people against the upper classes (often called the Oligarchy13) and those linked to foreign international interests. He maintained that
      yrigoyenismo embodied the “nation” and “patriotism’” (Rock 1995, 63), and frequently railed against the
      “corrupt alliance” between the Oligarchy and foreign imperialists, especially the British (Whitaker and Jordan
      1966, 56).14
    


    
      Yrigoyen was overthrown in 1930 in a coup led by General José Félix Uriburu, who sought in part to impose a
      different version of nationalism maintained by conservatives that was corporatist, traditional, and Catholic
      (Rock 1995, 90–91). A number of right-wing nationalist organizations that arose in opposition to
      yrigoyenismo supported the coup, and these groups proliferated in the next two decades.15 Led by intellectuals such as the brothers Julio and Rodolfo Irazusta and
      José M. Rosa, the so-called nacionalistas represented a relatively small percentage of conservatives in
      Argentina, yet they were quite influential in raising a sense of national consciousness. The nacionalistas
      desired to purify the country by eradicating foreign economic interests and “external” ideas such as liberalism
      and pluralism, and by reclaiming economic sovereignty and the “authentic” national being. They defended Rosas as
      a hero who had represented the authentic Argentina and who had defended the country against foreign powers, and
      who had been unfairly maligned in the official history. In an effort to correct this error, nacionalistas
      were overtly revisionist. In 1942, for instance, Rosa wrote that “revising our history is a deeply patriotic task
      … [from which] will emerge the Argentina of tomorrow, free of foreign tutelage” (quoted in Rock 1995, 120). For
      the most part, however, this strain of nationalism was less demagogic and even explicitly anti-populist (see,
      e.g., Deutsch and Dolkart 1993; Goebel 2011; Rock 1995; Whitaker and Jordan 1966).
    


    
      During the same critical period, a competing view of the nation was developed
      by those considered on the left, especially the Fuerza de Orientación Radical de la Juventud Argentina
      (FORJA), a think tank formed in 1935 by young dissident pro-Yrigoyen Radical writers and intellectuals such as
      Arturo Jauretche and Raúl Scalabrini Ortiz. Both the nacionalistas and groups like FORJA claimed to be
      saving the “real” Argentina, and argued that the official history had been a distortion and thus needed to be
      revised. Like the nacionalistas, the forjistas were anti-liberal and opposed to both economic and
      cultural imperialism. But critically, FORJA was populistic and democratic, preferring Yrigoyen-style democracy to
      Rosas-style authoritarianism (DeLaney 2014, 108; Goebel 2011; Rock 1995, 122). Although FORJA’s following also
      was relatively limited, its ideas had a disproportionate influence on the public (see, e.g., Whitaker and Jordan
      1966, 65). Interestingly enough, the right-wing nacionalistas coopted some of the left-wing FORJA’s ideas
      in the late 1930s, and even began to portray Yrigoyen as the heir to Rosas rather than the “architect of
      ‘demagogy’” (Rock 1995, 123).
    


    
      In June 1943, a secretive nationalist faction within the army called the Grupo de Oficiales Unidos (GOU)
      participated in a coup against President Ramón Castillo, seeking to restore traditional values and impose its
      vision of a Catholic Hispanic nation (DeLaney 2014, 109). A few months later, GOU member Colonel Juan Perón
      assumed control of the insignificant Department of Labor; he subsequently built this into a power base, serving
      in additional positions including vice president before winning the presidency when elections resumed in 1946.
    


    
      Perón’s personality, politics, and ideological orientation are the subjects of endless and often contentious
      debate. Although he founded the Partido Justicialista (often referred to as the Peronist Party), it is
      more accurate to call Peronism a political movement than a traditional political party. Peronism over the years
      has drawn support from both the left and the right, and Perón himself exhibited traits of both during his first
      two presidential terms, his 18-year exile after being overthrown in 1955, and his short-lived return to the
      presidency in 1973.16 The important point here is that scholars
      have long agreed that Perón was both a populist and a nationalist. Back in the 1960s, for instance, Whitaker and
      Jordan referred to him as a populist nationalist with a “thoroughly Argentine character” (1966, 71). Moreover,
      although there are some important differences between Perón and Yrigoyen, in both cases populist nationalism
      suffused their presidency and helped to cement its influence over Argentine politics.
    


    
      Some have argued that the populist nationalism developed by the pro-Yrigoyen FORJA was the same as that which
      supported Peronism (e.g., Whitaker and Jordan 1966; also noted by Spektorowski 1994, 179); others contend that
      Peronism fused right-wing authoritarianism with left-wing populism. Perón’s nationalism often was directed
      against the US, which by mid-century had replaced Britain as the main “imperialistic” enemy. In the 1946
      election, he ran on the phrase “Braden or Perón” – in effect campaigning against US Ambassador Spruille Braden,
      who had published a study alleging that Perón had Nazi ties – rather than his actual opponents. Many experts,
      however, have pointed out that Perón’s nationalism and views about national
      identity were complex and at times contradictory. Goebel (2011), for instance, asserts that Perón adopted Rosas’s
      anti-imperialist and anti-elitist populism, but also sought to strike a balance between Rosas and anti-populist
      liberals like Sarmiento. Likewise, DeLaney (2014, 100) notes that Perón partly adopted the nacionalistas’
      idea of the Catholic nation, and Rock points out that he initially enjoyed their support (for the most part)
      because he shared key ideas such as anti-liberalism (1995, 155). But contrary to the nacionalistas and
      more like FORJA, Perón also stressed the popular content and the role of the masses as embodying the authentic
      Argentina (DeLaney 2014, 110); moreover, Perón and his supporters came to equate being a good Argentine with
      being a good Peronist. By the mid-1940s, he had lost nacionalista support over various issues such as his
      populism and his belief that social justice should be used to transform the status of, and conditions for, the
      masses (Rock 1995, 155).
    


    
      Peronism remained a potent political force during the three years of military rule that followed the 1955 coup
      and during the successive civilian (and often unstable) governments of Arturo Frondizi, Jose M. Guido, and Arturo
      Illia – even though the Partido Justicialista was prevented from running candidates in national elections.
      In 1966, the military overthrew Illia. Seven years later, the generals stepped down and called for new elections,
      reluctantly allowing a Peronist candidate – but not Perón himself – to run for president for the first time since
      1952. The Peronist candidate Héctor José Cámpora was victorious, and three months later, Perón finally was
      allowed to return to Argentina. Cámpora shortly resigned in order to pave the way for a new election, which Perón
      won with 62 percent of the vote.
    


    
      By the time Perón reassumed the presidency in October 1973, the Peronist movement had splintered severely, with
      the right allying itself with some anti-populist nacionalista groups and the left adopting populism
      (Deutsch and Dolkart 1993, xviii). Paradoxically, as Rock (1995, xiv–xv) argues, the nacionalistas had a
      major influence on the Peronist revolutionary left in Argentina during the 1970s, which adopted “its myths and
      icons, its ideological outlook, and its propaganda techniques”; and both sides used “historical invention,
      xenophobia, and conspiracy theories.” Perón died in July 1974, and after two increasingly unstable years under
      the presidency of his successor (and third wife) Isabel Perón, the military once again seized power in a coup in
      March 1976.
    


    Populist Nationalism in Late Twentieth- and Early Twenty-First-Century Argentina


    
      Back in 1966, Whitaker and Jordan suggested that Argentina was a “battleground of competing nationalisms”
      reflecting the nation’s deep divisions, and that it would remain so for “an indefinite period.” More than a
      half-century later, that is still the case. Moreover, Goebel argues that while new fissures in society after 1976
      to some degree led to the decline of revisionist nationalism, it has reemerged
      in recent years (2011, 183). An example is the contending efforts by both the rightist or neoliberal-populist
      Menem and the leftist-populist Kirchners to claim the mantle of Juan Manuel de Rosas (Goebel 2011).
    


    
      The Peronist Menem became president in 1989, six years after Argentina resumed democratic elections following the
      last military dictatorship. Along with others such as Peru’s Alberto Fujimori who in many respects resembled the
      classical populists but rejected their protectionist policies in favor of neoliberalism, a number of scholars
      labeled Menem a “neopopulist.” Like the classical populists, neopopulists relied on strong top-down approaches to
      strengthen the state (Weyland 1999). This new group sought to take advantage of the shrinking of the state to
      increase the relative scope and resources available for distribution by the executive branch, providing them with
      the means both to maintain support both from their own citizens, and from international creditors (Kay
      1996/1997). Menem abandoned the anti-internationalist rhetoric of Yrigoyen and Perón and strengthened ties with
      both the US and Britain; but like them, he sought to either bypass or subordinate parties and interest
      associations (Weyland 1999, 182). He also posed as an anti-system candidate who, as Goebel puts it, “spurned
      elitist circles and embraced organicist notions of nationhood” (2011, 211). Moreover, although he undermined the
      discourse of nacionalismo and the Peronist right, Menem appropriated some of their symbols, repatriated
      Rosas’s remains and placed him for the first time on the national currency, and in other ways cultivated the
      image of the classical populists (ibid.).
    


    
      In 1999, the UCR’s Fernando de la Rúa became president, and was in many respects the antithesis of a populist
      nationalist. He resigned abruptly in December 2001 amid economic and political upheaval, and was followed by a
      series of caretaker presidents until elections were held again in April 2003. In that contest, Néstor Kirchner
      won with only 22 percent of the vote after the previous president and frontrunner Menem pulled out of the race.
    


    
      Given Kirchner’s lack of electoral support, many initially considered him a weak president (Lopez Levy 2017, 25).
      He quickly reached out for support to various social movements, unions, and left-leaning activists, exalting the
      common person and blaming the wealthy for betraying the national interest. Lopez Levy asserts that Kirchner’s
      populism “made the poor, the unemployed, the old and the young, into the national identity, into ‘us,’ and the
      traditional ruling class of landowners, transnational companies and the media into ‘them’” (11). Similarly,
      Biglieri notes that Kirchner rapidly established a dichotomy in the social sphere of “us” versus “them,” with
      “us” corresponding to the Argentine people and “them” to the enemies of the Argentine people (Biglieri 2008, 72).
      These enemies included corporations, the armed forces (accused of grave human rights violations during the last
      dictatorship), businesses that had taken over public services during Menem’s privatizations, the Supreme Court,
      and the IMF (ibid., 72–77). Richardson (2009) also focuses on Kirchner’s populism, but emphasizes a “new variant”
      that combined broad-based benefits for urban workers with export promotion.17
    


    
      As part of his nationalism, Kirchner sought to build a regional power bloc to
      counter the US, strengthening MERCOSUR and creating UNASUR (Lopez Levy 2017, 27).18 According to a 2005 Latinobarómetro survey, only 35 percent of Argentines had a good opinion
      of the US (compared with 67 percent across the region); thus perhaps it was not surprising that Kirchner (and
      later Fernández de Kirchner) adhered to an anti-US nationalist discourse (Castañeda et al. 2008, 96). Kirchner’s
      nationalist credentials were probably most burnished, however, by his willingness to stand up to the IMF and his
      paying off in 2005 of the country’s entire US$9.6 billion debt.19
      The same year, the government negotiated terms to restructure $103 billion of debt to other creditors that were
      highly favorable to Argentina, which Kirchner called “the biggest haircut in history” for investors (Seager
      2005). In addition, he renationalized the water company and prepared the way for renationalizing the Argentine
      airline, both of which had been privatized under Menem.20
      Kirchner’s popularity rose during his four-year term, and when his faction of the Peronist Party opted to run his
      wife Cristina Fernández de Kirchner for president in 2007, she won in the first round with just over 45 percent
      of the vote.
    


    
      Like the classical populists, the Kirchners used nationalism and anti-imperialism to build support for their
      domestic programs. And like other nationalistic leaders, they associated their programs with the common good and
      equated their own ideological goals with those of Argentina (see, e.g., Castañeda et al. 2008, 93). Goebel (2011)
      points out that the Kirchners sought to revive the confrontational path followed by earlier historical
      revisionists, raising issues similar to previous nationalists on both the left and the right. Like earlier
      populist nationalists such as Yrigoyen, the Kirchners often referred to an Oligarchy protected by liberal
      institutions, imperialist interests, and world finance; and the elites who opposed kirchnerismo were
      painted as foes of the nation, rather than the political opposition (ibid.). Moreover, in their public speeches
      the Kirchners made frequent references to earlier leftist populist nationalists; Fernández de Kirchner in
      particular frequently quoted FORJA founder and intellectual Arturo Jauretche, and her government in 2009
      spearheaded the creation of a new National University Arturo Jauretche. The Kirchners also favored the thinking
      of the post-Marxist Argentine theorist Ernesto Laclau, who argued that populism is a way of doing politics (as
      opposed to an ideology) that brings more people into the political process and extends democracy. Laclau claimed
      that it was necessary to mobilize the people against vested interests (Laclau 2005).
    


    
      Laclau’s focus on the participative dimensions of populism, shared by theorists such as Margaret Canovan (1999),
      puts him at odds with most scholars – who have argued that populism threatens the institutions of representative
      democracy. In the former view, populists see themselves as true democrats who are voicing popular grievances and
      opinions often ignored by governments, parties, and the media. Following this, Biglieri (2008) interprets much of
      Néstor Kirchner’s support as “the people’s” willingness to authorize him to act on their behalf. She contends
      that this populist configuration opened up effective forms of participation,
      and created a favorable atmosphere in which broader social sectors could have a voice for the first time.
    


    
      Although Lopez Levy seems less optimistic about the participative potential of populism than Biglieri, she agrees
      that the Kirchners’ populism led them to take upon themselves the idea that they voiced the will of the Argentine
      people (2017, 6). She argues that this worked fairly well for Néstor Kirchner, especially in light of the strong
      economic growth that characterized his term after the political and economic crises of 2001–2002. But Fernández
      de Kirchner’s assumption that she was acting in all Argentines’ best interests became increasingly annoying to
      many people, even some who supported the Kirchners’ changes and who benefited from real improvements in the
      economy and society during their administrations.21 Lopez Levy
      contends that despite their emphasis on “the people” and the “national interest,” the Kirchners were unable to
      gain most Argentines’ “passionate support” (16). And over time, Fernández de Kirchner became increasingly
      convinced of the need to confront the “oligarchic” and “unpatriotic” views of those who opposed her (57), raising
      the specter of the nation’s internal enemies.
    


    
      The Kirchner years were characterized by a growing polarization in society, as old divisions and conflicting
      understandings of the national identity sharpened. Increasingly, society seemed cleft between supporters and
      opponents of kirchnerismo. This polarization in public discourse has been captured in the popular
      vernacular by the term la grieta (the rift). Controversial journalist and implacable Kirchner foe Jorge
      Lanata first used the term in a 1989 newspaper article to refer to strong differences in views toward the
      military in Argentina. But he and others used it extensively during the Kirchner era, especially after 2013, to
      describe the division between those who supported and opposed the government.
    


    
      Many observers believed that the results of the 2015 presidential elections reflected a widespread popular desire
      to end both the open political warfare and the leftist populism of the Kirchner years (see, e.g., Rizzi and Marsh
      2015). The government’s candidate Daniel Scioli lost to Mauricio Macri of the young pro-market Propuesta
      Republicana (PRO) Party, who ran as the candidate of the Cambiemos (Let’s Change) Alliance. Toward the
      end of the campaign, Scioli began hewing more to the ideological kirchnerista line, warning that a Macri
      victory would undo all of the positive changes of the Kirchner era and would restore the neoliberal policies of
      the 1990s that had led to economic crisis. Many Argentines reportedly saw this as blatant fear-mongering (see,
      e.g., Lopez Levy 2017, 82). Macri won the election with just under 700,000 votes out of 25 million cast.
    


    Conclusion


    
      In December 2015, a dozen years of populist nationalist leadership by the Kirchners came to an end. Macri was the
      first elected president in a century who was neither a Peronist nor a member of the UCR. In his first month in
      office, he dismantled some of the key Kirchner accomplishments and made a number of other important political and economic changes. He lifted the currency controls in place since 2011,
      lowered agricultural tariffs, and announced plans to end a decade-long legal battle with foreign creditors. Lopez
      Levy observes that the Macri government continually emphasized his predecessors’ “populist shortcomings” (2017,
      88), adopting a more pro-market, pro-US stance. She asserts that Macri’s economic agenda is focused on
      integrating Argentina back into the world of international finance (85). For all intents and purposes, Macri
      seems to have abandoned and rebuffed the populist nationalism of the Kirchner years.
    


    
      But history suggests that such a shift will only be temporary, and that disagreements over national identity and
      who can best represent “the people” in the presidential palace will continue to characterize Argentina’s
      politics. We are reminded that a few decades ago, many believed that populism in Latin America was a thing of the
      past – but as Castañeda convincingly argued, its “resurrection” in the 1980s and 1990s can be attributed to its
      deep roots in the region’s history and traditions (1993, 49). Perhaps nowhere is this more the case than in
      Argentina. Likewise, nationalism persists as a potent political force despite predictions in the early 1990s that
      it too was fading in importance. And while Argentine leaders since independence have vacillated between
      anti-imperialist and internationalist positions, the national discourse has almost continuously included internal
      divisions between “us” and “them.” The existence of multiple and sometimes competing nationalisms, some populist
      and some anti-populist, have featured prominently in national debates for more than two centuries. The ongoing
      argument over whether Juan Manuel de Rosas represents the authentic Argentine or its antithesis serves as a
      reminder of the battle over national identity.
    


    
      A poll in March 2017 indicated that for the first time since late 2015, more Argentines disapproved of President
      Macri than approved (“More Argentines Disapprove” 2017). The strong presidential model in Argentina and Latin
      America more generally drives citizens to demand strong leadership from the executive, and to be impatient with
      ineffectiveness and the failure to deliver on political promises. Meanwhile, Peronism remains a dominant social
      and political force in Argentina, and it seems likely that it will regroup to challenge Macri in the 2019
      election. Given Peronists’ propensity to adopt a populist nationalist leadership style, and barring any
      substantial changes in the political or social makeup of the country, it seems likely that populist nationalism
      will remain a persistent feature in Argentine politics for the foreseeable future.
    


    Notes


    
      1 The scholarly work on nationalism as a theory and ideology
      is abundant, as are empirical accounts of the practice of nationalism in different eras and in parts of the
      world. Some of the major theoretical debates include when and where nationalism emerged, what motivates people to
      become nationalistic, the role that politics and states play in nationalism, whether nationalism develops from
      the top down or bottom up, and whether nationalism is created by intellectuals or emerges from culture and
      ethnicity. Anthony Smith (2010) offers one of the most accessible and comprehensive reviews of the different answers to these key questions and some of the most important scholarship on
      nationalism, and is a good place for the interested reader to begin.
    


    
      2 An especially helpful treatment of both
      twenty-first-century populism and the evolution of scholarly thought on the subject is the edited volume by
      Carlos de la Torre and Cynthia J. Arnson (2013).
    


    
      3 Collier and Collier note that they in turn draw heavily
      from Torcuato Di Tella (1965) and Paul Drake (1978).
    


    
      4 For an excellent and updated review of the extensive
      literature on Argentine nationalism, see Goebel (2011). For a helpful recent review on the historical influence
      of populism in Argentina, see Horowitz (2012).
    


    
      5 Most of the work discussed in this section treats Argentina
      as a single case study, rather than linking it to broader debates about nationalism. For an exception, see
      Buchrucker (1987).
    


    
      6 Note that this was originally written in the late 1970s but
      collected into a volume and published later (Germani et al. 2003).
    


    
      7 Schamis (2013, 174) does, however, argue that the Kirchners
      embraced the “legacy” of populism with their rhetoric and actions.
    


    
      8 This view is common but not universal. Unlike those who
      emphasize the “various strains of nationalism,” for instance, Spektorowski (1994) argues for a “unified
      nationalist line” that combines ideological elements shared by populist and integralist nationalism.
    


    
      9 Kelly bases his claim on Michael Conniff’s (1982)
      description of populism as a “multiclass, expansive, ‘popular,’ and generally, although not always, urban-based
      phenomenon led by the charismatic figure” who can be both democratic and authoritarian in nature, and who often
      seizes opportunities provided by political and economic instability to develop and manipulate coalitions.
    


    
      10 This period saw the rise of the modern nation starting in
      1861, following the extended civil war after the fight for independence from Spain. For a particularly thorough
      account of how views about Rosas led to extensive historical revisionism based on conflicting and competing views
      of the nation and national identity, see Goebel (2011).
    


    
      11 The most famous example is Martín Fierro, the epic
      poem published by José Hernández in 1872.
    


    
      12 As DeLaney (2014) and others have argued, explosive
      population growth due to immigration is critical to understanding the debate about nationality in Argentina. By
      1914, nearly 30 percent of the population was foreign born (ibid., 91). Most liberal elites hoped to replace the
      “inferior” indigenous population with European immigrants who would help to build a new national culture. But the
      immigrants who arrived were often uneducated and held militant socialist and anarchist ideas; many subsequently
      blamed them for increasing social unrest and crime, raising “racial anxieties” (ibid., 96–97).
    


    
      13 Note that railing against the “oligarchy” has been a
      common characteristic among twentieth- and twenty-first-century populists throughout Latin America (see, e.g., de
      la Torre and Arnson 2013; Knight 1998).
    


    
      14 Oil nationalization was a significant issue during
      Yrigoyen’s second term, when Standard Oil bore the brunt of anti-foreign sentiment. Note that the party split in
      1924 into the yrigoyenistas (middle-class groups, mainly in Buenos Province and the federal district) and
      the Unión Cívica Radical Antipersonalista, the old elite wing that came to oppose Yrigoyen’s populist and
      personalistic leadership.
    


    
      15 See Rock (1995) for an extensive treatment of these
      groups.
    


    
      16 Perón exhibited right-wing characteristics associated with
      fascism but at other times was sympathetic to the left; for a period in the mid-1940s, in fact, he embraced
      democratic socialism (Rock 1995, 152). Etchemendy and Garay note that Peronism has always “shown remarkable ideological and policy divergence,” harboring both “extreme right
      nationalists and left-wing guerrillas, both combative and business unionists,” and pushing for “state
      nationalizations and macroeconomic expansion as well as vast privatization and neoliberalism” (2011, 285).
    


    
      17 Richardson argues that Kirchner could impose export taxes
      on soybeans to pay for populist programs without hurting the workers’ purchasing power, because they don’t
      consume them. He thus avoided much of the rural-urban conflict and shifting coalitions experienced by earlier
      populist leaders.
    


    
      18 MERCOSUR is a South American trade bloc formed in 1991.
      Full members are Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Venezuela (although the latter has been suspended
      since late 2016). UNASUR is an intergovernmental regional organization founded in 2008 that comprises 12 South
      American countries.
    


    
      19 This was facilitated by the significant economic recovery
      and Kirchner’s willingness to raid the country’s foreign currency reserves.
    


    
      20 Like other populist nationalists such as Yrigoyen and
      Perón, however, the Kirchners’ actions did not always match their words. As Etchemendy and Garay (2011, 298)
      observe, despite their “virulent antineoliberal rhetoric,” the Kirchners only partially rolled back the
      privatizations of the 1990s.
    


    
      21 See Lopez Levy (2017). For example, per capita income rose
      from US$3,640 to $14,160 between 2003 and 2013, poverty dropped by as much as 80 percent, unemployment fell from
      17.2 percent to 6.9 percent, and the GINI coefficient declined from 53.5 in 2003 to 43.6 in 2011.
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    The
    Future of Populist Nationalism in Europe and the Americas


    Diane E. Johnson and Fernando
    López-Alves


    
      It is not an exaggeration to say that in the last few decades we have seen a dramatic – and for most people,
      surprising – rise in populist nationalism, especially in Europe and the US. The mass media are filled with
      references to “populist” and “nationalist” leaders, although the terms often are used somewhat vaguely. Examples
      abound: Donald Trump in the US, Hugo Chávez and Nicolás Maduro in Venezuela, Nigel Farage in the UK, Jarosław and
      Lech Kaczyński in Poland, Evo Morales in Bolivia, Silvio Berlusconi and Beppe Grillo in Italy, Geert Wilders in
      the Netherlands, Viktor Orbán in Hungary, Andrés Manuel López Obrador in Mexico, Jean-Marie and Marine Le Pen in
      France, and Andrej Babis in the Czech Republic. Likewise, the news regularly refers to the creation and rise of
      “populist nationalist” parties such as the UK Independence Party, the Polish Law and Justice Party, Italy’s Five
      Star Movement, the Dutch Party for Freedom, Hungary’s Fidesz, the Freedom Party of Austria, Norway’s Progress
      Party, Argentina’s Front for Victory, the Sweden Democrats, the Alternative for Germany, Bolivia’s Movement for
      Socialism, the True Finns, and the Czech Action of Dissatisfied Citizens. What is happening?
    


    
      Some scholars in the academy have sought to keep up with these developments. Until fairly recently, the work on
      populist forms of nationalism was most abundant among Latin Americanists, given its prominence in
      twentieth-century political history. Well-known examples include the mid-twentieth-century “classical” populism
      of Aprismo in Peru, Getúlio Vargas in Brazil, Lázaro Cárdenas in Mexico, and Juan Perón in Argentina; as well as
      the so-called neopopulism of the late twentieth century represented by Carlos Menem in Argentina and Alberto
      Fujimori in Peru, and in the early twenty-first century by Hugo Chávez in Venezuela and Evo Morales in Bolivia.
      In the US, the origins of populism most often are linked to the rise of the Populist Party of the 1890s, and
      populism attracted the attention of numerous twentieth-century scholars, including notably the historian Richard
      Hofstadter (1955) and the political sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset (1960). Those doing work on this subject
      cite as examples the progressive parties of the 1910s and 1920s and Huey Long’s Share Our Wealth Movement in the
      1930s – and more recently, politicians such as Ross Perot and Ralph Nader in the 1990s, and movements such as the
      Tea Party and Occupy Wall Street in the 2010s.
    


    
      On the other hand, scholars of post-World War II Western Europe era initially
      paid scant attention to populism and populist forms of nationalism. As Albertazzi and McDonnell (2008b, 1) note,
      the classic edited collection on populism by the Romanian Ghiţă Ionescu and the British–Czech Ernest Gellner
      (1969) contained chapters on North America, Latin America, Russia, Eastern Europe, and Africa – but not Western
      Europe. That has changed considerably in recent years. Numerous scholarly articles and books have rushed to
      explain the mostly unexpected rise of (mainly right-wing) populism and nationalism in this region (see, e.g.,
      Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008a; Eger and Valdez 2015), and in some cases to compare it with populism in the US
      (see, e.g., de Matas 2017; Greven 2016; Inglehart and Norris 2016; Shattuck 2017) or Latin America (see, e.g.,
      Mudde and Kaltwasser 2013). Growing attention to the combination of nationalism and populism also has led to a
      number of scholarly gatherings and conferences, such as an event organized by the Institute of Public Affairs at
      the London School of Economics in January 2017 called “The New Nationalism: Trump, Brexit and the European
      Populist Right,” and a mid-June 2017 meeting in Washington, DC called “The Rise of Populism and Nationalism,”
      hosted by the Atlantic and Sixth and I.
    


    
      Although these recent efforts to engage in comparative analysis represent a step in the right direction, the
      Dutch political scientist Matthijs Rooduijn’s (2014) lament about the lack of “cross-fertilization” among those
      working on populism in the US, Latin America, and Western Europe still holds true. He observes, for instance,
      that the US literature has generally focused on political movements such as the People’s Party and the Tea Party,
      while the Latin American literature has emphasized populist regimes such as Juan Perón’s and Hugo Chávez’s, and
      the Western European literature has stressed populist political parties such as the National Front in France or
      the Forza Italia (ibid., 573). One of the downsides of this, as Rooduijn points out, is that our analyses are
      often contextual rather than comparative. It is not completely clear whether Perón would be a populist by
      European standards or Ross Perot by Latin American standards (ibid.).
    


    
      Thus, there still is much to be learned about populist nationalism by studying it comparatively, and this volume
      brings together a group of experts who both shed new light on existing debates and explore cases that have been
      largely left out of the discussions so far. As we noted in the introduction, the world today seems again to have
      been thrust into flux. Many of our expectations of the early 1990s about the post-Cold War world and the coming
      millennium have proved illusory, in light of political and economic instability and financial crises, the vast
      migration of peoples, war, and the backlash against neoliberalism and the Washington Consensus by those who
      believe that they have lost important things as a result. We argued in the introduction that the combination of
      populism and nationalism in Europe and the Americas today is a powerful ideology that can help us understand the
      direction of this contemporary global transition.
    


    Six Broad Lessons About Populist Nationalism


    
      The purpose of this volume was not to arrive at a single definition of (or explanation for) populist nationalism,
      but we have made progress in that direction by examining its development comparatively. While the idea of
      populist nationalism is more familiar to scholars of Latin American and perhaps US politics than it is to those
      who study Western Europe, PN is an evolving phenomenon everywhere – and yet, it has some identifiable themes. In
      this concluding chapter, we emphasize six of the most important themes and arguments raised by the contributors
      to the volume.
    


    Populism and Nationalism Go Hand in Hand


    
      Perhaps the most obvious lesson is about the inherent compatibility of nationalism and populism. Both place
      critical emphasis on the division of the world into “us” and “them,” and the need to defend the “people” (or the
      “nation”) against enemies that seek to destroy it or to rob it of its inherent greatness. Importantly, these
      enemies may come from within or without. The centrality and urgency of these claims for both nationalists and
      populists helps explain why they so often merge into PN. As Mark Brewer writes in Chapter 10, “Populism needs an enemy.” And while in theory nationalism does not require
      asserting the nation’s superiority over others, history is replete with examples of nations attempting to do this
      very thing. Many of the wars fought in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries are a testament to this reality.
    


    
      PN is particularly appealing to those who feel that some “other” – often a corrupt elite or an influx of
      “outsiders” – are benefiting at the expense of the “real” people, who typically are portrayed as virtuous and
      homogenous (see, e.g., Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008b, 3). Populist nationalists claim that they speak for this
      group. As the results of the Brexit vote became known early on the morning of June 24, 2016, for instance, Nigel
      Farage of UKIP called it “a victory for real people, a victory for ordinary people, a victory for decent people”
      (quoted in Withnall 2016). Moreover, the belief that one’s own fortunes have declined at the hands of others can
      lead to support of PN. Raghuram Rashan, Professor of Finance at the University of Chicago’s Booth School of
      Business, referred to the recent wave of populist nationalism in western democracies as “a cry for help from
      communities who have seen growth bypass them” (quoted in Schecter 2017).
    


    
      All of the contributors to this volume demonstrate various reasons why populism and nationalism so often
      coincide, why this combination is so powerful, and why contemporary global events have been particularly
      conducive to PN. López-Alves, for instance, in Chapter 2 attributes
      the spread of populist nationalism today to the consolidation of neoliberalism and globalization – which has
      exacerbated nationalist sentiments fed by a sense of powerless and the seeming indifference of discredited
      political elites – as well as a steep rise in immigration in many parts of the
      world. Recent developments also underlie many of the conspiracy narratives promoted by populist nationalists, as
      explained in Chapter 4 by Kristin Haltinner and Jackie Hogan. These
      narratives create tensions between “us” and “them,” and animate suspicions about the manipulative motives of
      powerful politicians and other elites against the “real” people. The narratives also demonstrate purported
      threats to national sovereignty coming from global financial and political leaders, and from immigrant
      populations who intend to harm the nation. Furthermore, the nationalism of populists can develop and change over
      time. Joseph Sterphone in Chapter 6, for example, shows how the
      focus of Alternative für Deutschland’s populism shifted from threats to the “common person” from a class elite
      within Germany, to threats to the nation from without – namely from Islam, multiculturalism, and “gender
      ideology.”
    


    Populist Nationalism Is Not New


    
      Scholars have long debated the origins of nationalism. While some, for instance, argue that nationalism has
      “primordial” or fundamental roots that come from belonging to a specific linguistic or religious group, most
      contend that it began mainly in Europe in the late eighteenth century as a result of the major shifts in society
      brought about by the industrial revolution. And populism has an even longer history: Some trace it back to
      classical Rome and the faction in the Senate known as the Populares, including such famous figures as Tiberius
      Gracchus and Julius Caesar (e.g., Zoch 2000, 147); others, including Atul Singh in this volume, emphasize its
      emergence during the Protestant Reformation of the early sixteenth century.
    


    
      Thus, contrary to those who may view populist nationalism as a relatively new phenomenon – especially those in
      Western Europe and the US – several of the chapters in this volume demonstrate that it has been around for
      centuries. Like other modernist theorists of nationalism, Fernando López-Alves in Chapter 2 explains populist nationalism as resulting from the consolidations of the modern
      state starting in the late 1700s. Similarly, Gregory Jusdanis in Chapter 3 contends that as a political project, nationalism appeared in the eighteenth century
      “because it presented an attractive way for people to comprehend changes taking place in the modern world.” And
      in Chapter 8, Atul Singh attributes PN in part to the imperialism
      led by those who “believed in their superiority of their culture, religion, and nation,” and which was
      facilitated by the rise of strong states.
    


    
      Looking to the other side of the Atlantic, Jasmine Noelle Yarish, Mark Brewer, and Diane Johnson examine early
      manifestations of populist nationalism in the US and Argentina. Although PN emerged in the Americas not long
      after some of the cases described by López-Alves and Jusdanis, the impetus seems to have been somewhat different
      in these lands of recent settlement. All three point of the authors to the importance of the early-to-mid
      nineteenth century as a formative period. Yarish in Chapter 9
      suggests that nativism and views about gender were critical to the development of PN in the US, while Brewer in
      Chapter 10 emphasizes the role
      of anti-elitism and anti-intellectualism. These arguments are not incompatible with each other. Nor are they
      incompatible with Johnson’s claim in Chapter 15 that early PN in
      Argentina was driven largely by opposing views of the nation held by modernizing liberal elites in the province
      of Buenos Aires, and the more traditional, anti-intellectual, masculinized “gauchos” of the interior countryside.
    


    As an Ideology, PN Can Be on the Right, Left, or Center


    
      In their comprehensive literature review on populism, Noam Gidron and Bart Bonikowski (2013) divide the scholarly
      work into three main conceptual approaches: populism as an ideology, as a discursive style, and as a political
      strategy. While all of the contributors to this volume talk about the discourse and politics of PN, most also
      agree that it is an ideology.1 We conceive of ideology as a system
      that basically creates a map of reality for us, a filter that shapes our beliefs and gives us clues as to what we
      should do next. Ideology usually is not based on hard evidence but on unproven beliefs; yet it grows and gets
      confirmed by events and empirical data that are interpreted through that filter, and confirm what we believed in
      the first place. In this sense, PN becomes a view of reality, a system of beliefs that finds confirmation as it
      goes.
    


    
      PN has been most common in democracies but also has appeared in authoritarian (notably fascist) regimes. While
      some observers have noted that populism in the Americas historically was more associated with the left, and in
      Europe with the right, the growing number of exceptions in the contemporary environment makes this an
      increasingly less helpful distinction. One of the things that this volume demonstrates clearly is the broad range
      – both geographical and ideological – of populist nationalism. Except in a few cases, we do not focus
      specifically on PN as either a “right-wing” or “left-wing” ideology. Ideologies are transportable. They can be
      either left or right, or in some instances, neither – depending on changing emphases and context. Indeed,
      Johnson’s chapter shows that it is possible for leftist and rightist forms of PN to coexist within the same
      country, although Argentina seems to be unusual in this sense. In any case, both versions of PN are ideologies
      because they can be inserted into different realities, basically making sense of the world in the same way,
      notably as a conflict between “us” and “them.”
    


    The Domestic and International Context Affects Populist Nationalism


    
      Another theme that runs through this volume is the question of what conditions are most likely to lead to PN, and
      what explains the variation in PN across cases. This question is taken up explicitly by several contributors,
      including by Matthias vom Hau, Jared Abbott, and Hillel David Soifer in Chapter 14. They examine Hugo Chávez’s attempt to establish a populist (re)interpretation of national
      identity and history through educational reform in Venezuela. They find that
      the success of PN was limited in this case as a result of intrastate tensions between the central government and
      key stakeholders (namely the teachers), that were amplified by the teachers’ increasing exclusion from the
      chavista political coalition.
    


    
      Closely related to this question is the role of domestic and international influences on PN’s emergence, as well
      as the particular shape that it takes. All of the authors agree that context is important, and that PN is
      influenced by both internal and external factors. In Chapter 13,
      for instance, Barry Levitt uses survey data from Latin America to analyze the specific demographic and
      attitudinal traits that might shape and differentiate people’s populist and nationalist worldviews. His findings
      suggest not only that views toward populism and nationalism are distinct, but that there are multiple and
      discrete populist and nationalist worldviews within a single country.
    


    
      Another example of the importance of domestic factors is provided by Raúl Moreno-Almendral in Chapter 7. He argues that the upsurge of populism in Spain, as illustrated
      by the secession movement in Catalonia and the rise of the Podemos Party, draws largely on previous
      legacies and internal political experiences, which evolved and grew out of the global and European economic (and
      political) crisis. Conversely, Martin Marger in Chapter 12 argues
      that domestic factors in Canada have made it difficult for PN to find fertile soil. In this case, it is the
      underdeveloped idea of “nation” as well as Canada’s commitment to multiculturalism – not just rhetorically but in
      terms of its policy making – that has meant that despite facing similar challenges in terms of immigration and
      economic swings as other developed countries, Canada has been far less susceptible to the appeals of populism
      than many other western countries.
    


    
      The role of international factors is also important in both the rise and form of PN. In his analysis of the
      relatively recent emergence of PN in Ukraine, Mikhail Molchanov in Chapter 5 emphasizes the initial importance of the USSR. The Soviet intervention, presented as
      “indigenization,” had significant consequences for Ukrainian nationalism, but not in the way that the Soviets
      intended – leading to ethnic fragmentation, rather than unity. Both Sterphone in the case of Germany, and Singh
      in the case of the UK, also note the importance of international factors such as increased immigration resulting
      particularly from the ongoing civil war in Syria, and resentment toward the loss of national sovereignty in light
      of the expansion of the EU’s power.
    


    Populist Nationalism Will Not Just “Go Away”


    
      While many observers today may be tempted to dismiss PN as a passing fad, the evidence in this volume suggests
      that for bad or for good – and for a variety of historical, sociological, psychological, economic, and political
      reasons – PN is a fact of life. Its intrinsic appeal, especially in times of economic or political uncertainty
      for the majority, combined with its success as a political strategy, means that it will not disappear. Johnson in this volume demonstrates in the case of Argentina just how
      resilient PN can be over time, even if it comes and goes and varies somewhat in its particular contours.
    


    
      One of the striking indicators of PN’s persistence is the remarkable similarity in the language of its leaders,
      even those who are unfamiliar with each other. While it seems safe to guess that Donald Trump knows little about
      twentieth-century Latin American politics, for instance, anyone who listens to his speeches and rhetorical style
      could not fail to notice how similar they are to those of Latin American populists such as Perón and Chávez,
      despite the fact that Trump is associated with the ideological right, Chávez with the left, and Perón with both
      right and left, depending on the time frame. Moreover, the genie that is the deep distrust of elites by the
      “common” people is unlikely to go back into its bottle, if indeed it ever was in one. This suggests that even
      when today’s PN leaders “go away,” PN itself will not.
    


    
      Another reason that PN is unlikely to go away is because of its effectiveness as a political strategy and form of
      political mobilization (see Gidron and Bonikowski 2013). Many of the contributors to this volume emphasize this
      point. Haltinner and Hogan, for example, show how populist nationalists have successfully used conspiracy
      theories in the UK and US to motivate followers and inspire political activism. Likewise, in Chapter 11, John Kenneth White demonstrates that even though it may not be
      in the Republicans’ long-term interests, they have turned over the party’s reins to Donald Trump because his PN
      has worked to win back the White House.
    


    Populist Nationalism May Be Democratic, but it Can Harm Democratic Institutions


    
      The final theme is perhaps both the trickiest and most elusive, but in our view, any analysis of populist
      nationalism ultimately must consider whether it is chiefly “good” or “bad” for democracy. Indeed, this may be the
      main point on which PN’s ardent defenders and strident critics are the most deeply divided.
    


    
      In practice, the term populism in the west often has been used as a pejorative label for one’s political
      opponents, or for leaders of other countries who act against one’s own country’s interests. Margaret Canovan
      observed nearly four decades ago that it would be rare to hear someone identify him or herself as a “populist,”
      and those who were referred to as populists typically bridled at the term (1981, 5). But as populism and PN have
      become more widespread in recent years, this has for some been a point of pride. In the US for instance, Trump’s
      former advisor Steve Bannon and current advisor Stephen Miller have explicitly referred to themselves and to the
      president as “populist nationalists” who are fighting against the negative impact of immigration and
      globalization.
    


    
      It seems fair to say that most scholars in the West view populist nationalism in mainly negative terms. Cas
      Mudde, for instance, argues that by defining those who oppose them as “enemies” rather than legitimate opponents,
      and by claiming that they cannot “bend to illegitimate power,” populist
      leaders tend to undermine countervailing powers such as the courts, the media, and other parties (cited in
      Friedman 2017). In a similar vein, Pippa Norris (2017) asserts that populism “gives leaders the chance to grab
      sweeping powers by claiming to speak for the people,” and to “use those claims to sweep away constitutional
      safeguards on executive power.” On the other hand, a minority of theorists see populist nationalism as an
      important corrective for the exclusionary nature of contemporary liberal institutions, giving voice to the
      marginalized sectors of society. The post-Marxist Argentine theorist Ernesto Laclau, for instance, called
      populism “the very essence of the political” (2005, 222); while Francisco Panizza has labeled it “the mirror of
      democracy” (2005, 99).
    


    
      The assessment of PN’s practical (rather than purely theoretical) impact on democracy by the authors of this
      volume is probably best described as mixed, but mainly skeptical. On the positive side, Moreno-Almendral observes
      that as examples of PN in Spain, the Catalan secession movement and Podemos represent more and better
      democracy for their supporters, and this is precisely why their exclusionary potential can be ignored by large
      sections of the population. On the negative side, White argues that Trump’s PN and “rhetorical excesses” in the
      US have exposed deep divisions within his party, and have distracted the Republicans from redefining conservative
      thinking and representing their voters effectively in the twenty-first century. Jusdanis sees nationalism and PN
      as a force of history that can power either democracy or authoritarianism. Other contributors to this volume –
      López-Alves, Haltinner and Hogan, Sterphone, Yarish, Molchanov, and to an extent Johnson and Levitt – also stress
      that the historical record of PN has not necessarily favored democracy.
    


    Conclusion: The Future of PN in Europe and the Americas


    
      Some recent observers have speculated that in light of the 2017 electoral defeats of populist nationalist
      candidates Marine Le Pen in France, Geert Wilders in the Netherlands, and Norbert Hofer in Austria, the trend
      toward populist nationalism seems to be waning. Others disagree, including Pippa Norris (2017), who contends that
      while “individual populist leaders rise and fall,” this does not signal the end of populist nationalism. Indeed,
      one of the lessons that we draw is that debates over how long PN will remain prominent in American and European
      politics to some extent miss the point. As many authors in this volume attest, the “success” of PN might be
      better measured by the many times it has made a comeback, both in the “old” and “new” worlds. Populist
      nationalism is an ideology that emerged alongside capitalism and modernity, claiming to be a corrective to the
      pitfalls of democracy and representing both discontent and opportunistic leaders.
    


    
      As López-Alves argues in Chapter 2, for a long time after World War
      II, PN was seen as a phenomenon mainly restricted to the less developed world. That assessment was wrong, and this volume is filled with evidence that either authoritarian or leftist PN
      in less developed countries, or leftist or ethnonationalist PN in developed ones, share a similar dynamic. Levels
      of development seem not to be as important as the other factors that contributors here highlight as causes of PN.
      Neither modernization nor neoliberalism, both in the core and periphery, were able to lessen the impact and surge
      of PN. Levitt and Johnson in their chapters emphasize that there are multiple types of PN even within the same
      country, and the other contributors basically agree. Of equal importance, however, is the notion that there is
      something called PN, and that its basic modus operandi and dynamics are similar across the board. Today, PN is a
      global phenomenon that cannot be adequately addressed by focusing on one region or one case alone, which
      underscores the importance of examining populist nationalism in a diverse group of countries such as we have done
      in this volume. Using the lessons we have learned, we conclude with some ideas about what is likely to happen
      with PN in the next few decades.
    


    
      First, PN will continue to be an attractive political strategy simply because it has worked, and political elites
      have taken note of that. On the other hand, its confrontational and often unbendable nature makes it difficult to
      sustain consistently over time unless it is supported by a very powerful state, as is the case today in Russia
      and Hungary. Thus its viability and effectiveness may be relatively short-lived, or more likely, cyclical. Even
      if its tenure is limited to one or two terms, however, the chapters by López-Alves and Jusdanis and others
      suggest that it will leave a long and powerful legacy.
    


    
      Second, not all is gloom and doom for democracy, as many in the media and some scholars suggest. In fact, PN can
      contribute to democracy by keeping traditional elites alert and checked, and by showing that a lack of
      accountability can result in a high political price.
    


    
      Third, the future of PN is tied to the future of democracy and its discontents. This is akin to the debates a
      couple of decades ago about globalization and its discontents (see, e.g., Cohen 2007). Today, this volume shows,
      we need to devote more scholarly attention to those who are discontented with democracy itself.
    


    
      In conclusion, this volume analyzes the origins, development, and present power of PN in Europe and the Americas.
      Like those who argued in the 1980s that the state had never really “gone away” and thus did not need to be
      “brought back” into the debate, we contend that the same is true of populist nationalism. Contrary to those who
      see it as a new phenomenon, many of the chapters here provide evidence that today’s PN represents the reemergence
      and rise of a tradition with a long historical legacy. So the question is, will it grow and consolidate? Or will
      it decline and go into remission again? In light of the contributions to this volume, we believe that we should
      rule out any possible hibernation, at least for the next few decades. Will it gradually fade and then repeat its
      cycle again? We think that all evidence indicates that it will.
    


    Note


    
      1 An important exception is John Kenneth White, who in
      Chapter 11 argues that the populist nationalism of Donald Trump is
      “devoid” of ideology, and is centered instead on an individual (Trump himself).
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