
        
            
                
            
        

    
		
	
		
			Routledge Handbook of 
		

		
			Global Populism 
		

		
			This volume illustrates the diversity of populism globally. When seeking power, populists politicize issues, and point to problems that need to be addressed such as inequalities, the loss of national sovereignty to globalization, or the rule of unresponsive political elites. Yet their solutions tend to be problematic, simplistic, and in most instances, instead of leading to better forms of democracy, their outcomes are authoritarian. Populists use a playbook of concentrat-ing power in the hands of the president, using the legal system instrumentally to punish critics, and attacking the media and civil society. Despite promising to empower the people, populists lead to processes of democratic erosion and even transform malfunctioning democracies into hybrid regimes. 
		

		
			The Routledge Handbook of Global Populism provides instructors, students, and researchers with a thorough and systematic overview of the history and development of populism and analyzes the main debates. It is divided into sections on the theories of populism, on political and social theory and populism, on how populists politicize inequalities and differences, on the media and populism, on its ambiguous relationships with democratization and authoritar-ianism, and on the distinct regional manifestations of populism. Leading international academics from history, political science, media studies, and sociology map innovative ideas and areas of theoretical and empirical research to understand the phenomenon of global populism. 
		

		
			Carlos de la Torre is Professor of Sociology at the University of Kentucky and Emeritus Professor at FLACSO-Ecuador. He has been a fellow at the Simon Guggenheim Foundation and the Woodrow Wilson Center for Scholars. He is the author of 13 books and over 100 articles and book chapters. 
		

	
		
			Routledge Handbook of 
		

		
			Global Populism 
		

		
			Edited by Carlos de la Torre 
		

	
		
			First published 2019 
		

		
			by Routledge 
		

		
			2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN 
		

		
			and by Routledge 
		

		
			711 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017 
		

		
			Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business 
		

		
			© 2019 selection and editorial matter, Carlos de la Torre; individual chapters, the contributors 
		

		
			The right of Carlos de la Torre to be identified as the author of the editorial material, and of the authors for their individual chapters, has been asserted in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988. 
		

		
			All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in any form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented, including photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publishers. 
		

		
			Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or registered trademarks, and are used only for identification and explanation without intent to infringe. 
		

		
			British Library Cataloguing-in-Publication Data 
		

		
			A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library 
		

		
			Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data 
		

		
			A catalog record has been requested for this book 
		

		
			ISBN: 978-0-415-78702-4 (hbk) 
		

		
			ISBN: 978-1-315-22644-6 (ebk) 
		

		
			Typeset in Bembo 
		

		
			by Swales & Willis Ltd, Exeter, Devon, UK 
		

	
		
			Contents 
		

		
			
				Notes 
				on 
				contributors 
				ix 
			
		

		
			
				1 
				Global 
				populism: 
				histories, 
				trajectories, 
				problems, 
				and 
				challenges 
				1 
				Carlos de la Torre 
			
		

		
			
				PART 
				I 
			
		

		
			
				Contemporary 
				theories 
				of 
				populism 
				29 
			
		

		
			
				Introduction 
				to 
				Part 
				I 
				31 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				Laclau
				’
				s 
				theory 
				of 
				populism: 
				a 
				critical 
				review 
				33 
				Enrique Peruzzotti 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				Populism 
				as 
				a 
				political 
				strategy 
				44 
				Robert R. Barr 
			
		

		
			
				4 
				The 
				ideational 
				approach 
				57 
				Kirk A. Hawkins 
			
		

		
			
				PART 
				II 
			
		

		
			
				Populism 
				and 
				political 
				and 
				social 
				theory 
				73 
			
		

		
			
				Introduction 
				to 
				Part 
				II 
				75 
			
		

		
			
				5 
				Antiestablishment 
				and 
				the 
				substitution 
				of 
				the 
				whole 
				with 
				one 
				of 
				its 
				parts 
				77 
				Nadia Urbinati 
			
		

		
			
				6 
				Civil 
				society, 
				populism, 
				and 
				religion 
				98 
				Andrew Arato and Jean L. Cohen 
			
		

		
			v 
		

	
		
			
				7 
				Populist 
				constitutionalism 
				113 
			
		

		
			Paul Blokker 
		

		
			
				8 
				Twisting 
				representation 
				129 
			
		

		
			Paula Diehl 
		

		
			
				PART 
				III 
			
		

		
			
				The 
				populist 
				politicization 
				of 
				inequalities 
				and 
				differences 
				145 
			
		

		
			
				Introduction 
				to 
				Part 
				III 
				147 
			
		

		
			
				9 
				Left, 
				right, 
				and 
				the 
				populist 
				structuring 
				of 
				political 
				competition 
				149 
				Kenneth M. Roberts 
			
		

		
			
				10 
				The 
				emergence 
				of 
				ethno-populism 
				in 
				Latin 
				America 
				163 
				Raúl L. Madrid 
			
		

		
			
				11 
				Islamic 
				populism 
				and 
				the 
				politics 
				of 
				neoliberal 
				inequalities 
				176 
				Vedi R. Hadiz 
			
		

		
			
				12 
				Populism 
				and 
				race 
				in 
				the 
				United 
				States 
				from 
				George 
				Wallace 
				to 
			
		

		
			
				Donald 
				Trump 
				190 
			
		

		
			Joseph Lowndes 
		

		
			
				13 
				Populism, 
				migration, 
				and 
				xenophobia 
				in 
				Europe 
				201 
				Carlo Ruzza 
			
		

		
			
				PART 
				IV 
			
		

		
			
				Populism 
				and 
				the 
				media 
				217 
			
		

		
			
				Introduction 
				to 
				Part 
				IV 
				219 
			
		

		
			
				14 
				Populism 
				as 
				media 
				and 
				communication 
				phenomenon 
				221 
				Silvio Waisbord 
			
		

		
			
				15 
				Populism 
				and 
				media 
				in 
				Western 
				Europe 
				235 
				Benjamin Moffitt 
			
		

		
			
				16 
				Donald 
				Trump, 
				American 
				populism 
				and 
				a
				ff
				ective 
				media 
				249 
				Olivier Jutel 
			
		

		
			Contents 
		

		
			vi 
		

	
		
			
				PART 
				V 
			
		

		
			
				Between 
				democratization 
				and 
				authoritarianism 
				263 
			
		

		
			
				Introduction 
				to 
				Part 
				V 
				265 
			
		

		
			
				17 
				The 
				in
				fl
				uence 
				of 
				populist 
				leaders 
				on 
				African 
				democracy 
				267 
				Danielle Resnick 
			
		

		
			
				18 
				Populism 
				and 
				democracy 
				in 
				Europe 
				281 
				Ángel Rivero 
			
		

		
			
				19 
				Radical 
				left-wing 
				populism 
				and 
				democracy 
				in 
				Europe 
				295 
				Marco Damiani 
			
		

		
			
				20 
				Fascism 
				and 
				populism 
				307 
				Federico Finchelstein 
			
		

		
			
				21 
				Populism 
				and 
				authoritarianism 
				319 
				Kurt Weyland 
			
		

		
			
				22 
				Populism 
				and 
				competitive 
				authoritarianism 
				in 
				Latin 
				America 
				334 
				Steven Levitsky and James Loxton 
			
		

		
			
				PART 
				VI 
			
		

		
			
				Regional 
				trajectories 
				351 
			
		

		
			
				Introduction 
				to 
				Part 
				VI 
				353 
			
		

		
			
				23 
				Populism 
				in 
				Africa 
				and 
				the 
				potential 
				for 
				“
				ethnically 
				blind
				” 
				politics 
				357 
				Nic Cheeseman 
			
		

		
			
				24 
				Movement 
				leaders, 
				oligarchs, 
				technocrats 
				and 
				autocratic 
				mavericks: 
			
		

		
			
				populists 
				in 
				contemporary 
				Asia 
				370 
				Marcus Mietzner 
			
		

		
			
				25 
				Populism 
				in 
				the 
				Middle 
				East 
				385 
				Dani Filc 
			
		

		
			
				26 
				Populism 
				in 
				the 
				U.S. 
				402 
				Ritchie Savage 
			
		

		
			
				27 
				From 
				left 
				to 
				right 
				and 
				beyond: 
				the 
				defense 
				of 
				populism 
				416 
				José Pedro Zúquete 
			
		

		
			Contents 
		

		
			vii 
		

	
		
			
				28 
				Populist 
				waves 
				in 
				Latin 
				America: 
				continuities, 
				twists, 
				and 
				ruptures 
				435 
				Felipe Burbano de Lara 
			
		

		
			
				29 
				The 
				missing 
				piece 
				in 
				global 
				populism: 
				the 
				role 
				populism 
				played 
				in 
			
		

		
			
				Central 
				America 
				451 
			
		

		
			Luis Roniger 
		

		
			
				30 
				Epilogue: 
				areas 
				for 
				future 
				research 
				467 
				Carlos de la Torre and Manuel Anselmi 
			
		

		
			
				Index 
				475 
			
		

		
			Contents 
		

		
			viii 
		

	
		
			
				Contributors 
			
		

		
			Manuel Anselmi is Assistant Professor of Political Sociology at the University of Perugia. He is the coordinator of Latin American studies at the International Center of Democracy and Democratization at Luiss University. He is the author of Chavez’s Children: Ideology, Education, and Society in Latin America, Lexington Books, 2015; Populism: An Introduction, Routledge, 2018; and with Paul Blokker, The Populist Challenge, Feltrinelli, 2018. He has been Visiting Professor at the University of Kentucky, Flacso Ecuador, and Universidad de Salamanca, and Visiting Scholar at The London School of Economics and Loyola University in New Orleans. 
		

		
			Andrew Arato is Dorothy Hart Hirshon Professor in Political and Social Theory in the Sociology Department at the New School for Social Research. He has taught at L’École des hautes études and Sciences Po in Paris, as well as at the Central European University in Budapest. Professor Arato has served as a consultant for the Hungarian Parliament on constitutional issues (1996–1997) and as U.S. State Department Democracy Lecturer and Consultant (on Constitutional issues) on Nepal (2007). He was re-appointed by the State Department in the same capacity for Zimbabwe (November 2010), where he had discussions with civil society activists and political leaders in charge of the constitution-making process. His recent books are The Adventures of the Constituent Power: Beyond Revolutions? (Cambridge University Press, 2017) and Post Sovereign Constitution Making: Learning and Legitimacy (Oxford University Press, 2016). 
		

		
			Robert R. Barr is Associate Professor of Political Science and International Affairs at the University of Mary Washington, where he teaches classes on comparative and Latin American politics. His recent research has focused on the causes of populism. He is the author of The Resurgence of Populism in Latin America (Lynne Rienner, 2017) and has published articles on various topics in Party Politics, Comparative Political Studies, and the American Journal of Political Science, among other journals and edited volumes. 
		

		
			Paul Blokker is Associate Professor and Jean Monnet Chair at the Institute of Sociological Studies, Charles University, Prague. He is co-editor of the journal Social Imaginaries as well as of the book series (Rowman & Littlefield). His research interests include constitutional sociology, constitutional politics and change, multiple democracies, and critique and dissent. His publications include New Democracies in Crisis? A Comparative Constitutional Study of the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovakia, Routledge (2013); “EU Democratic Oversight and Domestic Deviation from the Rule of Law: Sociological Reflections”, in C. Closa and D. Kochenov (eds), Reinforcing the Rule of Law Oversight in the European Union, CUP (2016); and, co-edited with Chris Thornhill, Sociological Constitutionalism, CUP (2017). 
		

		
			ix 
		

	
		
			Felipe Burbano de Lara is Chair and Professor of the Department of Political Studies at Flacso Ecuador. His areas of expertise include contemporary politics in Latin America. His research has focused on populism, democratic forms of government, and more recently on state and nation building in Ecuador and Bolivia. His most recent book is La Revuelta de las Periferias: Movimientos regionales y autonomías políticas en Bolivia y Ecuador, and his edited volume Ecuador en la segunda mitad del siglo XX. He has a Ph.D. in Procesos Políticos Contemporáneos from the University of Salamanca. He has been a political commentator for several newspapers in Ecuador. 
		

		
			Nic Cheeseman is Professor of Democracy at the University of Birmingham and was formerly the Director of the African Studies Centre at Oxford University. He is the recipient of the GIGA award for the best article in Comparative Area Studies (2013) and the Frank Cass Award for the best article in Democratization (2015). He is also the author of Democracy in Africa: Successes, Failures and the Struggle for Political Reform (Cambridge University Press, 2015), the founding editor of the Oxford Encyclopedia of African Politics, a former editor of the journal African Affairs, and an advisor to, and writer for, Kofi Annan’s African Progress Panel. His analysis has appeared in the Economist, Le Monde, Financial Times, Newsweek, the Washington Post, Wall St Journal, New York Times, Guardian, the Mail & Guardian and the Daily Nation. In total, his columns and articles have been read over a million times. 
		

		
			Jean L. Cohen is Nell and Herbert Singer Professor of Political Theory and Contemporary Civilization at Columbia University. She is the author of many articles and books including, most recently, Globalization and Sovereignty (Cambridge University Press, 2012) and the co-edited volume with Cecile Laborde, Religion, Secularism, and Democratic Constitutionalism (Columbia University Press). She is currently co-editor-in-chief of the journal Constellations. 
		

		
			Marco Damiani is Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Perugia (Italy). He is currently studying radical left and populist parties in Western Europe. He is the author of the book La sinistra radicale in Europa: Italia, Spagna, Francia, Germania (Donzelli, 2016). His most recent articles are: “Syriza, la coalizione della sinistra radicale greca: Per una proposta di manutenzione del concetto di populismo”, Rivista di Politica; “From the Communist Party to the Front de Gauche: The French Radical Left From 1989 to 2014” (with M. De Luca), Communist and Post-Communist Studies; and “The New Left in European Democracies: The Case of the German Radical Left” (with L. Viviani), Partecipazione e conflitto. 
		

		
			Carlos de la Torre is Professor of Sociology at the University of Kentucky and Emeritus Professor at FLACSO-Ecuador. He has a Ph.D. from the New School for Social Research. He has been a fellow at the Simon Guggenheim Foundation and the Woodrow Wilson Center for Scholars. His most recent books are Populismos: Una Inmersión Rápida (Barcelona: Tibidabo Ediciones, 2017), De Velasco a Correa: Insurreciones, populismo y elecciones en Ecuador (Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar, 2015), The Promise and Perils of Populism (The University Press of Kentucky, 2015), Latin American Populism of the Twenty First Century, co-edited with Cynthia Arnson (The Johns Hopkins University Press and the Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 2013), and Populist Seduction in Latin America (Ohio University Press, second edition, 2010). 
		

		
			Paula Diehl (Ph.D. Humboldt University, Berlin) is Senior Lecturer for “Theory, History, and Culture of the Political” at the University of Bielefeld, Germany. She was guest professor, among others, at Sciences Po (Paris), École des Hautes Études, Institute for Advanced Studies 
		

		
			Contributors 
		

		
			x 
		

	
		
			(Bologna), and Washington University (St. Louis). She is author of The Symbolic, the Imaginary, and Democracy: A Theory of Political Representation (in German, at Nomos) and is currently working on the book Right-Wing-Populism and Mass Media. 
		

		
			Dani Filc, M.D., Ph.D., is Full Professor at the Department of Politics and Government, Ben-Gurion University. Among his publications are the books Hegemony and Populism in Israel, Circles of Exclusion: The Politics of Health-Care in Israel, and The Political Right in Israel, and papers on populism, Israeli society, the right to health, and health policy. 
		

		
			Federico Finchelstein is Professor of History at the New School for Social Research and Eugene Lang College in New York City. He is the author of several books, including From Fascism to Populism in History (2017), The Ideological Origins of the Dirty War (2014), and Transatlantic Fascism (2010). He contributes to major American, European, and Latin American media, including the New York Times, Washington Post, The Guardian, Mediapart, Politico, Clarin, Nexos, and Folha de Sao Paulo. 
		

		
			Vedi R. Hadiz is Professor of Asian Studies and Director, Asia Institute, University of Melbourne. He was previously Professor of Asian Societies and Politics at Murdoch Uni-versity’s Asia Research Centre and Director of its Indonesia Research Program, and Associate Professor of Sociology at the National University of Singapore. He was an Australian Research Council Future Fellow in 2010–2014. His research interests revolve around political sociology and political economy issues, especially those related to the contradictions of development in Indonesia and Southeast Asia more broadly, and more recently, in the Middle East. He is a Fellow of the Academy of Social Sciences in Australia. His latest books are Islamic Populism in Indonesia and the Middle East (Cambridge University Press, 2016) and the co-edited Between Dissent and Power: The Transformation of Islamic Politics in the Middle East and Asia (Palgrave Macmillan, 2014). His articles have appeared in journals like Development and Change, New Political Economy, International Political Science Review, Democratization, Journal of Development Studies, Pacific Review, Third World Quarterly, Journal of Contemporary Asia, Critical Asian Studies, Indonesia, Inter-Asia Cultural Studies, and Historical Materialism. 
		

		
			Kirk A. Hawkins is Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at Brigham Young University in Provo, Utah. He studies Latin American politics and political organiza-tion. He is the director of Team Populism and co-editor of The Ideational Approach to Populism (Routledge, 2018). 
		

		
			Olivier Jutel has a doctorate from the University of Otago. His Ph.D. entitled “Populism and Its Liberal Excess” is concerned with the rise of new mediatized forms of populism that challenge liberal rationalist notions of politics, journalism, and identity. He has published articles in The International Journal of Cultural Studies, Political Economy of Communication, and Overland, among other journals. His current research interests include populism, conspiracy, social media, cyber-libertarianism, psychoanalysis, political economy, and critical theory. Before joining the University of South Pacific Journalism Department he worked as produc-tion manager at Radio One 91fm in Dunedin, New Zealand. 
		

		
			Steven Levitsky is David Rockefeller Professor of Latin American Studies and Professor of Government at Harvard University. His research interests include political parties and party-building, authoritarianism and democratization, and weak and informal institutions, with a 
		

		
			Contributors 
		

		
			xi 
		

	
		
			focus on Latin America. He is author of Transforming Labor-Based Parties in Latin America: Argentine Peronism in Comparative Perspective (Cambridge University Press, 2003), co-author of Competitive Authoritarianism: Hybrid Regimes After the Cold War (Cambridge University Press, 2010) and How Democracies Die (Crown, 2018), and co-editor of Argentine Democracy: The Politics of Institutional Weakness (2005), Informal Institutions and Democracy: Lessons from Latin America (2006), The Resurgence of the Left in Latin America (2011), and Challenges of Party-Building in Latin America (2016). He is currently writing a book (with Lucan Way) on the durability of revolutionary regimes. 
		

		
			Joseph Lowndes is Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Oregon. He is the author of From the New Deal to the New Right: Race and the Southern Origins of Modern Conservatism. He has also written extensively on populism, racial politics, conservatism, and political parties. 
		

		
			James Loxton is Lecturer in Comparative Politics in the Department of Government and International Relations at the University of Sydney. He is the co-editor of Life After Dictator-ship: Authoritarian Successor Parties Worldwide (Cambridge University Press, 2018) and Challenges of Party-Building in Latin America (Cambridge University Press, 2016). He holds a Ph.D. in Government from Harvard University. 
		

		
			Raúl L. Madrid is Professor in the Department of Government at the University of Texas at Austin. He is the author of The Rise of Ethnic Politics in Latin America (Cambridge, 2012) and Retiring the State: The Politics of Pension Privatization in Latin America and Beyond (Stanford, 2003), and is a co-editor of Leftist Governments in Latin America: Successes and Shortcomings (Cambridge, 2010) and When Democracy Trumps Populism: European and Latin American Lessons for the U.S. (Cambridge, forthcoming). His articles have appeared in a variety of Latin American studies and political science journals. 
		

		
			Marcus Mietzner is Associate Professor in the Department of Political and Social Change, Coral Bell School of Asia-Pacific Affairs, College of Asia and the Pacific, at the Australian National University in Canberra. He has published extensively on politics in Indonesia, including on populism. His monograph Reinventing Asian Populism: Jokowi’s Rise, Democracy and Political Contestation in Indonesia was published by the East West Center in 2015. 
		

		
			Benjamin Moffitt is Senior Lecturer in Politics at the Australian Catholic University, Melbourne. He is the author of The Global Rise of Populism: Performance, Political Style, and Representation (Stanford University Press, 2016) and Populism: Key Concepts in Political Theory (Polity, 2019). 
		

		
			Enrique Peruzzotti is Chair of the Department of Political Science and International Studies of Torcuato Di Tella University and an Independent Researcher of CONICET. He specializes in populism, accountability politics, and Latin American politics. His most recent publications are “Theorizing Regime Change in Latin America: Transitions, Revolutions, Constitutions”, Constellations: An International Journal of Critical and Democratic Theory, 24 “Conceptualizing Kirchnerismo”, Partecipazione e Conflitto, 10:1; and “Populism as Democra-tization’s Nemesis: The Politics of Regime Hybridization”, Chinese Political Science Review. 
		

		
			Danielle Resnick is Senior Research Fellow and Governance Theme Leader at the Interna-tional Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI). Between 2010 and 2013, she was also a 
		

		
			Contributors 
		

		
			xii 
		

	
		
			Research Fellow at the United Nations University-World Institute for Development Economics Research (UNU-WIDER) in Helsinki, Finland. She focuses on the political economy of development, including the impacts of public sector reforms on accountability and e ffi ciency, drivers of agricultural policy reform, urban service delivery, democratization and political participation, and foreign aid e ff ectiveness. Her work on populism includes Urban Poverty and Party Populism in African Democracies (Cambridge University Press, 2014), and chapter contribu-tions to the Oxford Handbook on Populism (Oxford University Press, 2017) and The Promise and Perils of Populism: Global Perspectives (University of Kentucky Press, 2015). Her other research has been featured in peer-reviewed journals that include African A ff airs , Comparative Political Studies , Democratization , Party Politics , Political Geography , and World Development . 
		

		
			Ángel Rivero is Professor at the Department of Politics and International Relations of the Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, where he teaches political theory. He received his Ph.D. in Philosophy at the UAM and his B.Sc. (with honors) at The Open University (U.K.). He is a recurring Visiting Professor at several universities in Latin America, and was Visiting Scholar Fulbright at the Graduate Faculty of Political and Social Science, New School for Social Research (New York) where he worked with Agnes Heller. His interests range widely in political philosophy, political ideologies, and theories of nationalism. His most recent books are The Constitution of the Nation, awarded with the 1808 bicentenary prize (in Spanish, Madrid, Gota a Gota, 2011); The Traditions of Liberty in the Atlantic World (co-edited with Francisco Colom, Leiden/Boston, Brill, 2016); and A Geography of Populism: A Trip Through the Universe of Populism Since Its Inception to Trump (in Spanish, co-edited with Javier Zarzalejos and Jorge del Palacio, Madrid, Tecnos, 2017). 
		

		
			Kenneth M. Roberts is Richard J. Schwartz Professor of Government at Cornell University. His research and teaching interests focus on party systems, populism, social movements, and the politics of inequality in Latin America. He is the author of Changing Course in Latin America: Party Systems in the Neoliberal Era (Cambridge University Press) and Deepening Democracy? The Modern Left and Social Movements in Chile and Peru (Stanford University Press). He is also the co-editor of The Resurgence of the Latin American Left (Johns Hopkins University Press), The Diffusion of Social Movements (Cambridge University Press), and Beyond Neoliberalism? Patterns, Responses, and New Directions in Latin America and the Caribbean (Palgrave Macmillan). His current research explores the political impact of financial crises in Latin America and Southern Europe from a cross-regional comparative perspective. 
		

		
			
				Luis Roniger is Reynolds Professor of Latin American Studies and Political Science at Wake Forest University and Professor Emeritus of Sociology and Anthropology at Hebrew Uni-versity of Jerusalem. A comparative political sociologist, his work focuses on the interface between politics, society, and public culture. He is on the international board of academic journals published in Argentina, Colombia, Israel, Mexico, Spain, the United Kingdom, and the U.S.A., and has published over 170 academic articles and 19 books, among them Transnational Politics in Central America (University Press of Florida, 2011), and the co-authored The Politics of Exile in Latin America (Cambridge University Press, 2009) and Exile, Diaspora and Return: Changing Cultural Landscapes of Argentina, Chile, Paraguay and Uruguay (Oxford Uni-versity Press, 2018). His annotated bibliographical essay on modern populism in Latin America can be found as part of Oxford Bibliographies Online 
				(www.oxfordbibliographies.com). 
				Roniger is currently completing a history of human rights in Latin America, to be published by the Colegio de México. 
			
		

		
			Contributors 
		

		
			xiii 
		

	
		
			Carlo Ruzza (M.A., SUNY, Ph.D., Harvard) is Professor of Political Sociology at the University of Trento where he teaches courses on European and International Politics and on Political Sociology. His research interests focus upon populism, social movements, and right-wing parties. He is also interested in advocacy processes at the European level. His book publications include (with Stefano Fella) Reinventing the Italian Right: Populism, Post-Fascism and Territorial Identity (Routledge, 2009). His edited books include Europe’s Prolonged Crisis (Palgrave, 2015, with H. Trenz and V. Guiraudon) and several volumes on EU politics. His journal publications include articles in The Journal of European Integration, Theory and Society, West European Politics, European Political Science, the Journal of Political Ideologies, the Journal of Civil Society, and Policy and Society, and several other books and articles in English and Italian. 
		

		
			Ritchie Savage holds a Ph.D. in Sociology from the New School for Social Research. He recently published a book, Populist Discourse in Venezuela and the United States: American Unexceptionalism and Political Identity Formation (Palgrave Macmillan, 2018). He teaches at Baruch College and John Jay College of Criminal Justice (CUNY), as well as Pratt Institute. 
		

		
			Nadia Urbinati teaches Political Theory in the Department of Political Science at Columbia University. She has written on representative democracy, republicanism, socialism, and individualism, and has edited and co-edited books on Condorcet, Mazzini, and Mill. Her most recent book is Democracy Disfigured: Opinion, Truth and the People (Harvard University Press, 2014). She is completing a book manuscript on Populism in Power. 
		

		
			Silvio Waisbord is Professor in the School of Media and Public Affairs at George Washington University. He is editor-in-chief of the Journal of Communication and former editor-in-chief of the International Journal of Press/Politics. His recent books include News of Baltimore: Race, Rage and the City (edited with Linda Steiner, Routledge, 2017), Routledge Companion to Media and Human Rights (edited with Howard Tumber, Routledge, 2017), and Media Movements: Civil Society and Media Policy Reform in Latin America (with Soledad Segura, Zed, 2016). 
		

		
			Kurt Weyland is Professor of Government and Mike Hogg Professor in Liberal Arts at the University of Texas at Austin. He holds a Ph.D. in Political Science from Stanford (1991). He is the author of Democracy Without Equity: Failures of Reform in Brazil (Pittsburgh, 1996); The Politics of Market Reform in Fragile Democracies (Princeton, 2002); Bounded Rationality and Policy Diffusion: Social Sector Reform in Latin America (Princeton, 2007); Leftist Governments in Latin America: Successes and Shortcomings, co-edited with Raúl Madrid and Wendy Hunter (Cam-bridge, 2010); Making Waves: Democratic Contention in Europe and Latin American Since the Revolutions of 1848 (Cambridge University Press, 2014), and many articles and book chapters on democratization, neoliberalism, populism, and social policy in Latin America. His current book projects analyze the wave of reactionary rule during the interwar years and the rash of military coups in Latin America during the 1960s and 1970s. 
		

		
			José Pedro Zúquete is a political scientist. His research focuses on comparative politics, nationalism, and populism studies. He is currently a research fellow at the Institute of Social Sciences, University of Lisbon. He is the author of Missionary Politics in Contemporary Europe (2007) and co-author of The Struggle for the World: Liberation Movements for the 21st Century (2010). His latest book is The Identitarians: Fighting Globalism and Islam in Europe (2018). 
		

		
			Contributors 
		

		
			xiv 
		

	
		
			
				1 
			
		

		
			
				Global 
				populism 
			
		

		
			
				Histories, 
				trajectories, 
				problems, 
			
		

		
			
				and 
				challenges 
			
		

		
			Carlos de la Torre 
		

		
			As the different chapters of this book illustrate, by invoking the will of the people, populists have challenged the power of elites in Asia, Africa, the Americas, the Middle East, and Europe. In some regions like Latin America, they have governed in different populist waves since the 1930s and 40s until the present. In Africa, Asia, and the Middle East a first generation of populists linked to anti-colonial struggles dominated their postcolonial histories, and using elections a new generation of populists assumed power in several nations of these regions. What is new, perhaps, is that populists are in power not only in fragile democracies in the global south, but with Donald Trump ’ s election also in the cradle of liberal democracy, the United States. Populist parties are becoming stronger in consolidated European democracies, and at the time of writing this chapter are in power in Italy, Hungary, Greece, and Poland. 
		

		
			Pundits and scholars responded to what they named the surge of populism with fear or hope. For some populism is the biggest threat to democracy, and even to the foundations of the project of modernity based on pluralism and reason. For others populism represents a democratizing response to the rule of technocratic global elites that have kidnapped the will of the majorities. The different chapters in this book take very seriously the populist diagnosis of the deficits of real existing democracies in the north and in the global south. When seeking power, populists politicize issues and point to problems that need to be addressed such as inequalities, the loss of national sovereignty to globalization, or the rule of unresponsive political elites. Yet populist solutions tend to be problematic, simplistic, and in most instances, instead of leading to better forms of democracy, their outcomes were authoritarian. The different chapters in this book illustrate how the populist playbook of concentrating power in the hands of the president, using the legal system instrumentally to punish critics, and attacking the media and civil society led to hybrid regimes in Zambia, Turkey, Hungary, Venezuela, Ecuador, Nicaragua, and Bolivia. Even in more consolidated democracies like Israel, the United States, or Silvio Berlusconi’s Italy, populist attacks on the institutional foundations that allow for fundamental freedoms of association and information led to processes of democratic erosion. 
		

		
			This volume illustrates the diversity of populism globally. Populists differ on how they conceptualize the people. This category central to populism, nationalism, and democratic theory is one of the most abused and ambiguous concepts in political theory. It refers to the 
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			population as a whole, and simultaneously to a section of the population, those considered to be excluded. It could be imagined as a diverse population or as a homogenous whole. If imagined as a diverse and plural population, no one could claim to embody its will and interests, and no politician could pretend to remain in power until liberating the people. Differently from pluralists, populists view the people as one, as an entity with one will and consciousness. They claim to be their saviors, and to be their only and truthful voice. Those who challenge their authoritarian appropriations of the will of the people are labeled as enemies. In order to liberate the people, populist leaders like the late Hugo Chávez even attempted to stay in power indefinitely. 
		

		
			In Australia, Europe, and the U.S. some populist leaders and parties use exclusionary ethnic, cultural, and religious constructs to exclude immigrants, refugees, and in general nonwhite populations from the people. Muslims and former nonwhite colonial subjects are constructed as threatening and inferior outsiders. Other populists in Europe and the U.S. are antiracists and refuse to stigmatize nonwhites. In Africa and Latin America several populist parties and leaders use inclusionary ethnopopulist appeals (Madrid 2012; Cheeseman and Larmer 2015). Differently from xenophobic constructs, they include various ethnicities under their notions of who are the people. Some populists use religious notions that exclude nonbelievers, while others use secular political constructs of the people to confront elites. Rodrigo Duterte and Donald Trump pledged law and order, while Hugo Chávez and Evo Morales promised better forms of democracy. Populists also differed on whether they are forward looking or promised the return of a nostalgic and glorious past, and on whether they use the state to redistribute wealth, or believe in the magical powers of the unregulated market. 
		

		
			Despite advocating for different economic policies, appealing to different class and ethnic constituencies, and promoting different models of democracy, as the chapters in this book show, populists share a political logic and use similar political strategies to get to power and to govern. Populists aim to rupture exclusionary systems to give power back to the people. They understand politics as an antagonistic struggle between the people and their enemies. They feel a sense of urgency: because the establishment is so corrupt, it needs to be overhauled immediately. Populist leaders claim to be the only voice of the people, and even their embodiment. Many use a revolutionary rhetoric; all face enemies and not democratic adversaries. After gaining power populists attempt to create new political and social institu-tions; they share majoritarian views of democracy, disregard pluralism, and try with different levels of success to regulate and control the public sphere and civil society. As Jan Werner Müller (2016, 48) put it, populists in power attempt to “create the homogeneous people in whose name they have been speaking all along”. 
		

		
			
				Until recently and with the exception of the People’s Party founded in 1892 by American farmers and workers, only external observers used the term populism. Most parties and leaders that were labeled as populist did not accept this characterization. Things are different nowa-days. Leftwing parties like Podemos (Yes we can) established in Spain in 2014 by professors of political science, or Jean-Luc Mélenchon’s La France Insoumise, proudly accept the label populist. Similarly, as Pedro Zúquete shows in 
				Chapter 
				27, 
				rightwing populists like Marine LePen or Matteo Salvini, head of the Italian political party Lega Nord (Northern League), describe themselves as populists. However, in global media discourses, with the exception of the United States where the term populism still has positive connotations as pro-labor and democratizing, it still evokes images of demagogy, irrationality, danger, and fear. 
			
		

		
			Differently from Eurocentric studies that relegate the multiple populist experiences of the global south to footnotes, this book aims to look at populism globally. The first populist 
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			regimes emerged in Latin America, combining open elections and views of the unitary people and of the leader as its savior (Finchelstein 2017). In order to understand the effects of populism on democracy, for instance, scholars working on Europe and the U.S. would profit from studies of the long Latin American experiences of populists in power (Finchelstein 2017; de la Torre 2017a, 2017b; Peruzzotti 2017). 
		

		
			This chapter is divided into four sections. The first discusses different approaches to populism. It explains how these theories conceptualize populism, and analyzes the normative claims that each of these perspectives uses to evaluate the effects of populism on democratiza-tion. The second part of this chapter analyzes how different constructions of the people could lead to different forms of inclusion and exclusions. The third explores different links between the populist leader and followers. It distinguishes between charisma, populist organizations, and the media. The fourth focuses on populism in power. It analyzes how and why, despite promising to return power to the people, populists in power either disfigured consolidated democracies, or led fragile democracies in crises toward authoritarianism. 
		

		
			1. Studying populism: from mass society to discursive and 
		

		
			political theories 
		

		
			Writing after the traumas of fascism, the first round of historians and social scientists of populism were suspicious of its democratic credentials. Notions of crises, of the irrational responses of the masses to stress, and manipulation in conditions of anomie were at the center of social scientific and historical scholarship. Analyzing McCarthyism, Talcott Parsons (1955, 127) wrote: “it is a generalization well established in social sciences that neither individuals nor societies can undergo major structural changes without the likelihood of producing a considerable element of ‘irrational’ behavior”. The expected responses to the stress produced by major structural transformations were anxiety, aggression focused on what was felt to be the source of strain, and a desire to reestablish a fantasy where everything will be all right, preferably as it was before the disturbing situation. 
		

		
			Contrary to the prevailing view of the U.S. populist movement and party of the 1890s as progressive and democratizing, historian Richard Hofstadter showed its ambiguities. He argued that populists “aimed at the remedy of genuine ills, combined with strong moral convictions and with the choice of hatred as a kind of creed” (Hofstadter 1955, 20). Populists imagined the populace as innocent, productive, and victimized by predatory elites. Their views of politics, he claimed, “assumed a delusive simplicity” (Hofstadter 1955, 65). It was a Manichean and conspiratorial outlook that attributed “demonic qualities to their foes” (Hofstadter 1969, 18). Populism was the result of an agrarian crisis, and a transitional stage in the history of agrarian capitalism. Populists aimed to restore a golden age, and its base of support were 
		

		
			those who have attained only a low level of education, whose access to information is poor, and who are so completely shut out from access to the centers of power that they feel themselves completely deprived of self-defense and subjected to unlimited manipula-tion by those who wield power. 
		

		
			(Hofstadter 1955, 71) 
		

		
			Even though he asserted that the populist movement and party “ was not an unambiguous forerunner of modern authoritarian movements” (Hofstadter 1955, 71), the paranoid style in American politics reappeared with McCarthyism, and other forms of cranky 
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			“ pseudo-conservatism” (Hofstadter 1965). This opinion was shared by prominent American social scientists like Talcott Parsons (1955, 136), who argued that the “elements of continuity between Western agrarian populism and McCarthyism are not by any means purely fortuitous”. 
		

		
			Gino Germani, an Italian-born sociologist who sought refuge from Mussolini’s jails in Argentina only to later lose his academic job under Perón’s government, set the research agenda for the study of Latin American populism, and for the comparison between fascism and populism. Like Hofstadter, he viewed populism as a transitional stage provoked by the modernization of society. Relying on modernization and mass society theories, he argued that abrupt processes of modernization such as urbanization and industrialization produced masses in a state of anomie that became available for top-down mobilization. The social base of Peronism was the new working class, made up of recent migrants that were not socialized into working-class culture, and therefore they could be mobilized from the top by a charismatic leader. 
		

		
			The political incorporation of the popular masses started under totalitarianism. It gave workers an experience of political and social participation in their personal lives, annulling at the same time political organizations and the basic rights that are the pillars for any genuine democracy. 
		

		
			(Germani 1971, 337) 
		

		
			Hofstadter and Germani rightly showed the importance of analyzing populism as simulta-neously inclusionary and autocratic. Populists challenged exclusions, and politicized humi-liations, resentments, and fears. Yet they reduced the complexity of democratic politics to a struggle between two antagonistic camps. The populist leader was portrayed as the embodiment of the will of the homogeneous people, and even as its savior and redeemer, transforming politics into religious-like struggles. Yet for all their merits these pioneer studies reduced class and interest-based politics to the alleged irrationality of the masses, especially of poor rural dwellers and of recent migrants. Scholars showed that mass society theory wrongly viewed populist followers as irrational and populism as a transitional stage in the moderniza-tion of society. “Since the late 50s historians and other scholars have persuasively demol-ished both the portrait of the initial Populists as irrational bigots and the idea that those who supported Populism were linked demographically to McCarthy’s followers” (Kazin 1995, 192). Historian Charles Postel (2016, 119) showed that U.S. populists were not backward looking, but were modern and defended their interests in a movement that “resembled a type of reformist and evolutionary social democracy”. Argentinean workers’ support for Perón was rational because as Secretary of Labor he addressed workers’ demands for social security, labors legislation, and higher wages (Miguel and Portantiero 1971). 
		

		
			Three approaches replaced mass society and historicist theories of populism that linked it to the early phases of modernization: discursive, political, and ideational theories. 
		

		
			Ernesto Laclau’s discourse theory 
		

		
			
				As Enrique Peruzzotti analyzes in detail in 
				Chapter 
				2, 
				instead of focusing on the content of populist ideologies or on its class base, Ernesto Laclau developed a formal theory of populism and its logic of articulation. Populism is a political practice that creates popular political identities. In Politics and Ideology in Marxist Theory, he defined populism as a discourse that articulates popular democratic interpellations as antagonistic to the dominant ideology. 
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			Populist discourse polarizes the social field into two antagonistic and irreconcilable poles: the people vs. the power block. The types of populist ruptures, according to Laclau (1977), are not theoretically predetermined, and could lead to fascism, socialism, or to Perón’s Bonapartism. 
		

		
			In his book On Populist Reason Laclau contrasted everyday, mundane, and administrative politics with those exceptional moments of a populist rupture understood as the political. He argued that the division of society into two antagonistic camps was required to put an end to exclusionary institutional systems and to forge an alternative order (Laclau 2005a, 122). He contrasted the logic of difference and the logic of equivalence. The first presupposes that “any legitimate demand can be satisfied in a non-antagonistic, administrative way” (Laclau 2005a, 36). There are demands that could not be resolved individually and aggregate themselves, forming an equivalential chain. Under the logic of equivalence “all the demands in spite of their differential character, tend to aggregate themselves”, becoming “fighting demands” that cannot be resolved by the institutional system (Laclau 2005a, 37). The social space splits into two camps: power and the underdog. The logic of populist articulation is anti-institutional; it is based on the construction of an enemy, and in an equivalential logic that could lead to the rupture of the system. 
		

		
			“Laclau’s project is a defense of populism” (Beasley-Murray 2010, 41). He failed because he relied on Carl Schmitt’s view of politics as the struggle between friend and enemy. Under these constructs it is difficult to imagine democratic adversaries who have legitimate institu-tional spaces. Enemies as in Schmitt’s view might need to be manufactured and destroyed. Moreover, as Andrew Arato (2015, 42) argued, populism might involve the extraction of the mythical people – as constructed and imagined by the leader or the theorist of populism – from the empirically existing people. 
		

		
			
				Peruzzotti writes in 
				Chapter 
				2: 
				“Laclau turns the debate on populism upside down. Whereas populism appears as a normatively desirable outcome in politics, representative democracy is presented in terms of depoliticizing institutional machinery that seeks to neutralize the creative power of the political”. Laclau sustained that with the global rise of neoliberalism understood as a rational and scientific mode of governance, public debate on the political economy was closed and replaced by the imposition of the criteria of experts. When all parties accepted neoliberalism and the rule of technocrats, citizens could not choose between alternatives. Politics was reduced to an administrative enterprise (Stavrakakis 2014, 506). Populism, Laclau argued, entails the renaissance of politics. It is a revolt against technocratic reasoning, the surrendering of national sovereignty to supranational institutions, and of the popular will to neoliberal political elites. According to Iñigo Errejón and Chantal Mouffe (2015), the task of the left is to construct popular democratic subjects. Otherwise rightwing populist would give expression to popular grievances by politicizing fears to migration and multiculturalism. 
			
		

		
			
				Ernesto Laclau did not only favor populist ruptures in his scholarship; he was also an advisor of presidents Nestor and Cristina Kichner in Argentina (Finchelstein 2017, 211–216). He decried the lack of a populist rupture in his country of origin where a stronger civil society and democratic institutions resisted the attempts of the Kichners to follow the Chávez model of populist Bolivarian transformation. His theory, as Pedro Zúquete shows in 
				Chapter 
				27 
				in this volume, was disseminated through the Complutense University Cluster of populism in Madrid, the Thessaloniki Cluster of Populism in Greece, and through the publication Página 12 in Buenos Aires. The leaders of Podemos used Laclau’s theory, and their experiences as advisors to the Bolivarian nations of Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador, to successfully challenge Spain’s two-party system (de la Torre 2017c, 1282–1283). 
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			Whereas Laclau and his followers are right in arguing that populism politicized neoliberal administrative orders, populist Schmittan views of the political, as Peruzzotti shows in this volume, are dangerous because they are anti-pluralist, and in the end antidemocratic. Populism attacks the institutions that are “an indispensable bulwark against political despot-ism” (Wolin 2006, 251). Constitutionalism, the separation of powers, freedom of speech, assembly, and the press are necessary to the politics of participatory democracy, to strengthen the public sphere, and to allow independent social movements to push for their democratizing demands. Populists in power, even those that promised more democracy, targeted precisely the constitutional framework of democracy. Their systematic attacks to civil rights and liberties, and their attempts to control and coopt civil society and the public sphere, pushed democracy to authoritarianism. 
		

		
			Political theories 
		

		
			
				Robert R. Barr argues in 
				Chapter 
				3 
				that political theorists sustain that the domain of populism is politics because it is “a specific way of competing for and exercising political power” (Weyland 2001, 11). As Kenneth M. Roberts writes in 
				Chapter 
				9, 
			
		

		
			populist movements and the leaders they follow are, then, properly located in the domain of political representation, as they purport to offer a corrective to failed or flawed forms of representation – in particular, those forms that are institutionalized in party organiza-tions and the political elites who control them. 
		

		
			Political theorists studied populism as a political style or as a political strategy. Benjamin Moffitt (2016b: 43–45) defined populism as a political style “that features and appeal to the people vs. the elite”, that uses what elites consider bad manners such as accent, body language, bad taste, and the performance of what are perceived as crisis, breakdown, or threat. These performances are related to distrust in the complexities of modern governance. Populists offer swift action rather than negotiation and deliberation (Moffitt 2016a: 56). 
		

		
			Definitions of populism as a political style focused on the mobilization and expressive aspects of populism, including its discourses and performances. According to Weyland (2001, 12), “defining populism as political style therefore casts too wide a net and hinders the clear delimitation of cases”. With the goal of providing a minimum definition that would eliminate conceptual disagreement and would advance the accumulation of knowledge, Weyland (2001, 14) defined populism “as a political strategy through which a personalistic leader seeks or exercises government power based on direct, unmediated, uninstitutionalized support from large numbers of mostly unorganized followers”. Rather than hewing to any particular political ideology, or to the right and left distinctions, populist leaders are pragmatic and opportunistic in their quest to conquest and retain power. 
		

		
			
				As Barr puts it in 
				Chapter 
				3, 
				“the political approach stands apart not only because of the content of the definition – i.e., the strategic element – but also its underlying concern for agency and behavior”. Political theories of populism correctly emphasized the importance of political leaders, many of them charismatic. Without charismatic leaders, as Kirk Hawkins (2010, 43) recognized, populist movements “may prove ineffective and wither away”. These theories were useful to develop typologies of Latin American populism, and to explore how it was adapted to different developmental strategies: nationalist and state-led import substitution industrialization in the 1940s, neoliberalism in the 1990s, and the return of state-led develop-ment and nationalism in the first decades of the twenty-first century. 
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			Studies of populism as a political strategy showed that leaders and followers were not always linked by formal institutions, but tended to exaggerate the supposedly unmediated relationship between leaders and followers. As will be shown in this chapter, populist parties in Latin America, for example, were organized through formal bureaucratic party networks, and clientelist informal networks that distributed resources, information, and jobs to the poor. Like other political parties, populists exchanged services for votes. But in addition, populist exchanges went together with a discourse that portrayed common people as the essence of the nation creating political and cultural identities. 
		

		
			Political theories of populism use liberal notions of democracy, and therefore can show the conditions under which populism could lead to inclusion or to authoritarianism. When populism first emerged it included previously excluded citizens to the political community. Under Juan Domingo Perón, for example, voter turnout dramatically surged from 18 percent of the population in 1946 to 50 percent in 1955 (Schamis 2013, 155). His administration expanded the franchise by giving women the right to vote in 1951. Perón’s government redistributed wealth and increased the share of wages in the national Gross Domestic Product from 37 percent in 1946 to 47 percent in 1955. Populist inclusion under Perón did not foster or strengthen democracy. As with other populists, he concentrated power in the hands of the presidency, attacked the media, aimed to control civil society, and provoked the radical sectors of the opposition to topple him with a coup d’état. 
		

		
			Political theories have normative and theoretical tools to analyze under what conditions populism could lead to autocracy (Levistky and Loxton in this volume; Weyland in this volume). Yet institutionalist views of democracy are not always the best to take into account populist critiques to real existing democracies. Populists promise to correct the deficits of participation and representation of liberal democracies. Populists challenged the appropriation of political sovereignty by political and economic elites, the reduction of politics to an administrative enterprise, and the depoliticization of democracy. Populists invoked the transformative power of constituent power over constituted power. Liberals are rightly afraid of the dangers of appeals to the unbounded power of the sovereign people to create new constitutions, and institutions. Yet some tend to idealize the institutions of constituted power. The powerful populist critique to the malfunctions and deficits of democracy needs to be addressed without idealizing the existing institutional system of liberal democracy. 
		

		
			Populism as a set of ideas 
		

		
			
				Kirk A. Hawkins writes in 
				Chapter 
				4 
				that ideational approaches like political theories aimed to construct minimal definitions that could be used for empirical analysis. Instead of focusing on the strategies or style of leaders, or on their charisma, they study populism as a set of ideas of “how the world is and should be” (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2017, 6). Kirk Hawkins (2010, 5) wrote, “populism is a set of fundamental beliefs about the nature of the political world”. Cass Mudde (2004, 543) defined populism as 
			
		

		
			an ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated into two homogeneous and antagonistic groups, “the pure people” versus “the corrupt elite”, and which argues that politics should be an expression of the volonté générale (general will) of the people. 
		

		
			Lacking the sophistication of other ideologies like socialism or liberalism, it is a thin-centered ideology and could be combined with other beliefs and ideas of politics. Therefore it could be associated with nativism and neoliberalism in Austria, Belgium, or the Netherlands, 
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				or with anti-neoliberal and anti-racist platforms in Greece with Syriza and Podemos in Spain. The role of the leader is not central to this approach, because as Hawkins argues in 
				Chapter 
				4 
				it focused on the ideologies of movements, parties, and even attitudes in a population. However, some ideational scholars like Hawkins differ from Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser and “see the presence of charismatic leadership as instrumental in ensuring the electoral success of populist forces”. 
			
		

		
			The ideational approach was used to distinguish between inclusionary and exclusionary forms of populism (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012). The former aimed to include the excluded materially, politically, and symbolically, while rightwing variants in Australia, Europe, and the U.S. aimed for the exclusion of Muslims, and nonwhite immigrants. The ideological approach was used to measure empirically populist discourse (Hawkins 2010). 
		

		
			Ideational definitions of populism used the term ideology as a catchall concept (Moffitt 2016a, 19). This is problematic because populists have not written down foundational texts, and it is difficult to conceptualize a distinct populist ideology (Moffitt 2016a, 20). By subsuming all cases where a “populist ideology” was used as cases of populism, “they participated in what Giovanni Sartori has termed conceptual stretching”, overextending coverage and losing the connotative precision of the concept (Jansen 2015, 165). George W. Bush, for example, scores a high populist grade in Hawkins’s (2010) measurements of populist discourse when he was clearly talking about an external enemy quite different from Chávez’s enemies. Ideational theories naively assume that populism is a “stable property of political actors, and that we can therefore classify some politicians and parties as populist and others as non-populist” (Bonikowski 2016, 13). Hence this theory cannot account for the dynamic nature of populism, and for the fact that actors use populist discourses selectively depending on the audience and context. 
		

		
			
				In their effort to not make normative assumptions about the relationship between populism and democracy, Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser relied on empiricist arguments that see populism as both a corrective and threat to democracy. As Kirk Hawkins explains in 
				Chapter 
				4, 
				“it could be a corrective, by bringing issues and voters into politics, but also a threat to liberal institutions if it won control of government”. However, it is a stretch of the imagination to see the likes of Wilders, LePen, or Trump as correctives to democracy. Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser’s lack of a normative theory of democracy does not allow them to analyze the internal logic of populism. The populist view of politics as struggles between antagonistic enemies, while effective in rupturing existing institutional arrangements, often leads to anti-pluralist practices and policies that under conditions of weak institutions and fragile civil societies could lead to the slow death of democracy and its replacement with authoritarianism. The root of populism, Nadia Urbinati argues in 
				Chapter 
				5, 
				is not associated with giving back power to the whole people or to Rousseau’s general will, but rather to one of its parts: the masses that are outside the establishment. As Arato and Cohen write in 
				Chapter 
				6, 
				populism entails a pars pro toto logic that constructs a part of the population as the authentic people that stands for the sovereign whole. 
			
		

		
			What is populism? 
		

		
			I understand populism as political discourses and strategies that aim to rupture institutional systems by polarizing society into two antagonistic camps. I differentiate social movements that use a populist rhetoric of the people against the establishment from populism. Without the presence of a leader, as Nadia Urbinati (2014, 129) wrote, “a popular movement that uses a populist rhetoric (i.e., polarization and anti-representative discourse) is not yet populism”. 
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			Populist leaders claim that they represent and even embody the interests, will, and aspirations of a homogeneous people. All of those who challenge their claim to be the incarnation of the people are branded as enemies of the people, the leader, and the nation. Populists do not face political adversaries; they confront enemies. As Perón put it, when political adversaries become “enemies of the nation”, they are no longer “gentlemen that one should fight fairly but snakes that one can kill in any way” (Finchelstein 2014a, 86). 
		

		
			Rightwing and leftwing variants of populism are not the same. As will be shown later, ethnic and religious constructs of the unitary people are a danger to democracy, and the project of the Enlightenment. Leftwing variants at least promise more and better democracies, and do not use racism and xenophobia to appeal to their constituencies. Populist parties seeking power need to be distinguished from populists in power (de la Torre 1992: 395–396). Whereas populists challenged the system or the establishment, promising to give power to the people, once in power they show their true anti-pluralist and antidemocratic colors. Once in office populists concentrate power in the hands of the executive, disregard the division of power and the rule of law, and attack dissident voices in the public sphere and civil society. When populists assumed power in conditions of crises of political representation and with weak democratic institutions, they displaced democracy toward authoritarianism. In more institutionalized political systems they disfigured democracy by reducing its complexity to a Manichaean struggle between the leader as the embodiment of the people, and its enemies (Urbinati 2014). 
		

		
			2. Challenging inequalities and politicizing differences 
		

		
			
				Kenneth M. Roberts writes in 
				Chapter 
				9 
				that populist movements and leaders “invariably claim to offer more authentic forms of political representation for previously excluded or neglected constituencies”, and that in doing so they disrupt conventional political alignments. In some regions of the world populism arose against neoliberal exclusions, while in others they politicized cultural anxieties against cosmopolitanism, multiculturalism, and migration. Populists challenge conventional right and left distinctions. The French National Front, while attacking multiculturalism, promised a stronger role of the state in the economy, and national sovereignty against globalization. Podemos and La France Insoumise, Damiani writes, refuse to be identified in the left–right distinction, arguing that they represent the interests of the people against “the caste”. When challenging the power of elites, most yet not all populists show their inclusionary face. Many politicize issues, like the political economy, that were previously considered to be a technical problem better left in the hands of experts. Most defy the appropriation of the will of the people by unresponsive elites, question the loss of national sovereignty to supranational institutions, and protest against increasing inequalities. 
			
		

		
			This section discusses how different understandings of the people lead to different forms of inclusion and exclusion. The people is a not a primary datum; it is a discursive construct, and a claim made in struggles between politicians, activists, and intellectuals. As will be shown, it could be constructed with religious or secular criteria, with ethnic or political notions, and as a plurality of actors or as the people-as-one. 
		

		
			Constructing the people: religious, ethnic, or political 
		

		
			
				Constructs of the people as a community of believers, even when these communities are imagined as egalitarian, inherently exclude nonbelievers. Vedi R. Hadiz in 
				Chapter 
				11 
				shows how the ummah of Islamic populism is made up of internally diverse social interests, 
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				homogenized as those pious members of the community who possess virtue through juxtaposition against immoral elites and their foreign non-Islamic allies. Dani Filc writes in 
				Chapter 
				25 
				that the three Israeli populist parties, the ultra-orthodox Mizrahi party “Shas”, Israel Our Home, and the Likud party, are inclusionary to the community of believers while excluding nonbelievers. Similarly Arato and Cohen in 
				Chapter 
				6 
				show how in Western Europe and the United States, Christianity, Judeo Christianity, or Christian-Secularism is politicized as an identity against Islam which is viewed as “an insidious other who is undermining the people’s homogeneity and corrupting their traditions with alien values, beliefs, and forms of life”. 
			
		

		
			Some populist movements in Europe and the U.S. use ethnicity to exclude minority populations. The people as constructed by Donald Trump, for example, faces ethnic and cultural enemies such as Muslims, Mexicans, or militant black activists. The image of the Mexican, as most Latinos in the U.S. are nowadays called, is built on long nationalist stereotypes that marked them as lazy, dangerous, and as the ultimate outsiders to the U.S. nation. Regardless of whether Mexicans and other Latino populations have lived for long periods in the U.S., they are regarded as recent and passing immigrants, and as freeloaders who drain taxpayers. The notion of the Muslim terrorist is not only a xenophobic reaction to 9/11. It is also built on the legacies of the image of the U.S. as a Christian nation. Differently from Latinos and Muslims who could be attacked with blatantly racist words, Trump like the Tea Party and other conservatives used code words of law and order to mark the unruly black militant as a criminal and as the opposite of the law-abiding and taxpaying citizen. 
		

		
			
				Rightwing populism in the U.S. politicized white fears and anxieties around the civil rights movement. Joseph Lowndes shows in 
				Chapter 
				12 
				how “populist discourse figured the enemies of the people as government officials above and people of color below”. The Tea Party and Trumpism, for example, contrasted a virtuous white, hardworking, taxpaying, and law-abiding middle class against black and other dependents of color below, and controlling elites above. Lowndes sustains that Obama represented both poles. In 
				Chapter 
				26 
				Ritchie Savage illustrates how the category of the enemy understood as the Mexican, Muslim, or the illegal “becomes an umbrella term that provides a kind of explanation on the level of the ‘imaginary’ for why society is not functioning properly”. 
			
		

		
			
				Similarly rightwing European populists defend the ordinary people against those below such as immigrants, refugees, and former colonial subjects, and the privileged New Class above. According to Alain de Benoist, the intellectual leader of the Nouvelle Droite, the contradiction is between the New Class made up of politicians, businessmen, and media representatives, and the people. De Benoist writes that populism reassembles “the people in all its forms, as demos (the political people), ethnos (the historical and cultural people) and as plebs, meanings the popular classes under domination ” (quoted by Pedro Zúquete in 
				Chapter 
				27). 
			
		

		
			
				Differently from the exclusionary and racist view of the people as white, Evo Morales and his political party the MAS, as Raúl L. Madrid shows in 
				Chapter 
				10, 
				successfully used inclusive ethnopopulist appeals. Given the fluidity of race and ethnic relations in Bolivia, they were able to create an inclusionary ethnic party grounded in indigenous social move-ments that appealed to different indigenous groups while also incorporating mestizo organiza-tions and candidates. Morales portrayed indigenous people as the essence of the nation. It was an inclusive category that signified a claim to postcolonial justice, and for a broader political project of nationalism, self-determination, and democratization (Canessa 2006). Nic Cheese-man in 
				Chapter 
				23 
				shows that a number of ethnopopulist parties in Africa seek to combine “the ethnic appeal of party leaders within their own communities, especially in rural areas, in 
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			addition to a broader populist message that is usually most effective in cosmopolitan urban constituencies”. 
		

		
			Distinct legacies of colonialism partially explain different uses of ethnicity to construct the people. “Colonialism established two differentiated worlds, the metropolitan polity for which ideas such as the sovereign people, democratic citizenship and rights were relevant” (Filc 2015, 269), and their external peripheries made up of savages, the natives, and the Orientals. Former colonial powers in Europe or imperialist nations with a white national identity like the U.S. use notions of white superiority to stigmatize nonwhite immigrants, many of them arriving from their former colonies as racially inferior, and as bearers of cultures that are antagonistic to Western culture. Exclusionary populists use nativism and xenophobia to appeal to a common past from which immigrants and nonwhites do not belong. In Ritchie Savage’s words, they construct a mythical founding moment of the past as a “moment of illusion of a once existing unified society that would otherwise be perfect if not for the disruption or disorder represented by the enemy”. 
		

		
			
				Raúl L. Madrid in 
				Chapter 
				10 
				argues that different levels of migration, and especially different views or race and ethnicity, explain why ethnopopulism is exclusionary in Europe and the U.S., and inclusionary in Latin America. He sustains that “high levels of mestizaje have blurred ethnic boundaries in Latin America and reduced ethnic polarization”. Inclusionary ethnic appeals work in postcolonial contexts where the natives or the indigenous that are also the poor are the victims of discrimination as well as of exclusion. In Bolivia and other postcolonial nations the excluded are the core of the people and the nation, while “the oligarchy, imperialism, and colonialism are the absolute Other” (Filc 2015, 271). Yet, as Marcus Mietzner shows in 
				Chapter 
				24, 
				exclusionary constructs of ethnicity are also used in India. Narendra Modi rose through the ranks of Hindu nationalist organizations with an anti-Muslim and antiestablishment agenda. He benefited from politicizing anti-Muslim feelings, and nationalist issues that aim to restore “India’s old grandeur”. The legacies of colonialism do not fully explain different ethnic constructions of the people in Europe. Syriza and Podemos, for instance, are consciously anti-racist and refused to use ethnic criteria to stigmatize immigrants and nonwhites. Yet not all left populists defend immigrant rights. Ángel Rivero writes in 
				Chapter 
				18, 
				“Jean-Luc Mélenchon, presidential candidate in the French elections of 2017 and leader of the left populist party-movement La France Insoumise, is a strong defender of restrictions on immigration and opposes the arrival of refugees in France”. 
			
		

		
			An alternative conceptualization of the people is primarily political and socioeconomic. Leftwing populists in Latin America and Southern Europe constructed the category of the people as the majorities of their nations that were excluded by neoliberal policies imposed by supranational organizations like the IMF or the Troika. Podemos, for example, used an antagonistic discourse that aimed to rupture Spain’s institutional system. They constructed an enemy, branded as “the caste”, that dominated political, economic, social, and cultural life since the pacted transition to democracy in the mid-1970s. “The caste” is in antagonistic relations with the people, understood as the disenfranchised victims of neoliberalism (Errejón and Mouffe 2015). Similarly, Alexis Tsipiras, the leader of Syriza, constructed the antagonism between the people and the neoliberal establishment in political and socioeconomic terms (Katsambekis 2016, 6). Mélenchon also refuses left and right distinctions, claiming that when he gets to power his party will not follow class-based politics, but politics for the people (El País, 11 November 2017, p. 4). 
		

		
			Hugo Chávez framed the political arena so that he did not face political rivals but instead an oligarchy that he defined as the political enemy of the people, “those self-serving elites who work against the homeland” (Zúquete 2008, 105). Chávez’s rhetoric politicized relations 
		

		
			Global populism 
		

		
			11 
		

	
		
			of inequality between different classes and ethnic groups. He reclaimed Venezuela’s indigen-ous and black heritages that were downplayed by the elites (Buxton 2009, 161). He tapped into the “deep reservoir of daily humiliation and anger felt by people of the lower classes” (Fernandes 2010, 85). 
		

		
			The plural people vs. the people-as-one 
		

		
			As Jürgen Habermas (1996, 469) pointed out, “‘the people’ does not comprise a subject with a will and consciousness. It only appears in the plural, and as a people, it is capable of neither decision nor action as a whole”. Following these constructs liberals and social democrats imagine the people as a plurality of actors with different views and proposals. By constructing the people as plural, liberal and social democrats faced democratic rivals that had legitimate institutional and normative spaces. 
		

		
			Differently from liberals and social democrats, some populists like Donald Trump or Hugo Chávez claim “that they and only they represent the true people” (Müller 2016, 40). Donald Trump, for example, had a unitary view of the people. In a rally in Florida he said, “The only important thing is the unification of the people – because the other people don’t mean anything” (Müller 2016, 22). 
		

		
			Chávez constructed the “people” as a sacred entity with a single consciousness and a will that could be embodied in his persona built as the redeemer of the people. Chávez boasted, “This is not about Hugo Chávez; this is about a ‘people.’ I represent, plainly, the voice and the heart of millions” (Zúquete 2008, 100). In another occasion Chávez commanded, “I demand absolute loyalty to me. I am not an individual, I am the people” (Gómez Calcaño and Arenas 2013, 20). 
		

		
			Even though Chávez’s populist political and socioeconomic construction of the people was inclusionary, his view of the people-as-one was anti-pluralist, and in the end antidemocratic because he attempted to become its only voice. Differently from autocratic constructs of the people as one, leftwing populist parties like Syriza, Podemos, and Morales’s MAS had plural views of the people. Syriza appealed to a “plural people (a ‘precarious people’ consisting of several different social groups) and expressed an effort to empower the marginalized and excluded” (Katsambekis 2016, 6). Podemos had a pluralistic, contingent, and non-essentialist view of the people constructed as the downtrodden, those at the bottom of society against the oligarchy (Errejón and Mouffe 2015, 109). Similarly, the MAS had a plural view of the people. Yet at times, Morales attempted to be the only voice of the people. When indigenous people from the lowlands challenged his policies of mineral extraction, they were dismissed as having been manipulated by foreign NGOs and not as authentically indigenous. Morales’ regime attempted to construct an indigenous identity centered around loyalty to his govern-ment, and which excluded and delegitimized all those who opposed him. But because of the power of social movements in whose name he argues he is ruling, Morales had not been allowed to impose his vision of the people-as-one. In contemporary Bolivia, according to anthropologist Nancy Postero (2016, 422), there is an “ongoing struggle to define who counts as el pueblo boliviano, and what that means for Bolivian democracy”. 
		

		
			Similar tensions between the populist leaders attempt to be the only voice of the people, and the resistance of their constituencies to become embodied in the voice of the leader occurs in Syriza and Podemos. Their constituencies have not succumbed to their leaders’ claim to be the only voice of the people. 
		

		
			When ethnic or religious views of the people are combined with constructs of the people as one, populism becomes exclusionary and antidemocratic. Under these conditions populism 
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			could be a threat to the basic values of modernity such as a plural, critical, and inclusive civil society. Political and socioeconomic constructions of the people could lead to inclusionary policies. Yet when the people is viewed as one, as Chávez did, his populism was inclusionary and antidemocratic because he assumed that the part of the people that he embodied was the only authentic people. Pluralist views of the socioeconomic and political people could be inclusionary and lead to more democracy. Yet as the cases of Morales and Tsipiras illustrate, these leaders tried to be the only voice of the people. 
		

		
			3. Populist links: charisma, organizations, and the mass media 
		

		
			Populist leaders and followers are linked and mobilized through charisma, populist organiza-tions, and the mass media. The study of each of these linkages allows seeing populism from different angles. Charisma focuses on the words and performances of leaders, and on how followers construct a leader into an extraordinary figure. Instead of analyzing the discourses and performances of leaders, when focusing on populist organizations the concrete mechan-isms that are used to mobilize followers need to be explained. Finally, scholars disagree on whether the media is the main mechanism used by populists to get to power and to govern, on the meanings of the mediatization of politics, and on whether television and Twitter led to the replacement of rational arguments with emotions. 
		

		
			Charisma 
		

		
			
				Paula Diehl writes in 
				Chapter 
				8 
				that to remain cohesive populist movements require a charismatic leader. In 
				Chapter 
				13 
				Carlo Ruzza sustains that rightwing populist parties in Europe relied on charisma. Danielle Resnick explains in 
				Chapter 
				17 
				that Michael Sata viewed himself as the people’s liberator, proclaiming: “Zambia needs a redeemer, Zambians wants Mosses to redeem them, and I am the redeemer of Zambia!” The concept of charisma, as Felipe Burbano de Lara elaborates in 
				Chapter 
				28, 
				has been used to analyze Latin American populism since Gino Germani wrote his seminal essays on Peronism in the 1950s. Populist leaders emerged in moments of distress that realigned socioeconomic and political relations. Followers transformed charismatic leaders into moral archetypes, exemplary figures that ought to be followed. Charismatic leaders were assimilated to religious and nationalist myths. 
			
		

		
			
				Not all charismatic leaders used populist strategies. José Figueres, who was president of Costa Rica on three occasions in 1948–1949, 1953–1958, and 1970–1974, Luis Roniger explains in 
				Chapter 
				29, 
				“had no wish to encourage a personalist, caudillo-like style of politics”. He created autonomous institutions to carry his program and respected autonomous institutions and electoral procedures. Differently from Figueres, the persona of Hugo Chávez integrated the myths of Simón Bolívar the liberator and of Jesus Christ the Messiah. He was erected into the carrier of Bolívar’s project of national and continental liberation. To celebrate the tenth anniversary of his presidency, Chávez visited the tomb of Bolívar and asserted: “Ten years ago, Bolívar – embodied in the will of the people – came back to life” (Lindholm and Zúquete 2010, 24). 
			
		

		
			His followers elevated Chávez into a saint-like figure with the power to heal. In 1999 an elderly woman grabbed him by the arm to beg him, “Chávez, help me, my son has paralysis”. A crying young man stopped him outside the door of Caracas Cathedral and told him: “Chávez, help me, I have two sons that are dying of hunger and I do not want to become a delinquent, save me from this inferno” (as quoted in Torres 2009, 229). Chávez compared his leadership with that of Jesus Christ. In 1999, he asserted: “true love for other human beings is 
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			measured by whether you can die for others; and here we are ready to die for others” (Torres 2009, 230). His prophetic words of following Jesus’ example of giving his life to liberate his people were dramatically manifested when Chávez compared his agony with cancer with the passion of Christ. During a religious service broadcasted by national television during Holy Week in 2012, he prayed out loud: 
		

		
			Give me life . . . Christ give me your crown of thorns. Give it to me that I bleed. Give me your cross . . . Give me life because I still need to do things for this people and motherland. Do not take me. Give me your cross, your thorns, your blood. I will carry them, but give me life. Christ my Lord. Amen. 
		

		
			
				(http://runrun.es/runrunes/40538/la-nueva-religiosidad-de-chavez-
			
		

		
			
				revela-la-gravedad-de-su-cancer.html) 
			
		

		
			
				Donald Trump triumphed in two mythical and almost religious arenas of American capitalism: the business world and mass entertainment. Since beginning his campaign Trump referred to his extraordinariness. “We need a truly great leader now. We need a leader that wrote ‘The Art of the Deal’ . . . We need somebody that can take the brand of the United States and make it great again”
				. 
				Billionaire Donald Trump flaunted his wealth; his name become a brand for skyscrapers, hotels, casinos, and other commodities; he owned the Miss Universe franchise; and with the TV show The Apprentice that he hosted for fourteen seasons he became a media celebrity. People in his rallies told ethnographer Arlie Hochschild (2016, 226) they were amazed to “be in the presence of such a man”. 
			
		

		
			To make America Great Again, he argued what is needed is a successful businessman and popular culture impresario who was not corrupted by the deals of politicians and lobbyists. He stirred emotions, and was able to construct politics as a wrestling match between good incarnated in his persona and the crooked establishment personified by Hillary Clinton. She was portrayed as the embodiment of all that is wrong with America, therefore, and without a proper trial Trump and his followers condemned her to prison, chanting in his rallies, “Lock her up!” Many proudly wore T-shirts or carried signs that read “Hillary for Prison”. 
		

		
			
				Similarly to the Latin American leftwing populists analyzed by Felipe Burbano in 
				Chap-
				ter 
				28 
				and Luis Roniger in 
				Chapter 
				29 
				that confronted traditional political parties and the oligarchy, Trump claimed that “the establishment, the media, the special interest, the lobbyists, the big donors, they are all against me” (Judis 2016, 72). His final campaign TV ads indicted the “failed and corrupt political establishment” for giving up America’s sover-eignty to global and greedy elites that brought “destruction to our factories”. With images of the predominantly white crowds that attended his rallies, he concluded, “The only thing that can stop this corrupt machine is you. I am doing this for the people and for the movement”
				. 
			
		

		
			Populist organizations 
		

		
			
				Populist followers are not irrational masses in a state of anomie as earlier theories of populism based on mass society theory assumed. Populist organizations could be grassroots as those created by the Tea Party, The Five Start Movement, and Podemos, or like Chávez’s Bolivarian groups could be formed from the top down. Populist associations are part of civil society. Yet as Andrew Arato and Jean Cohen write in 
				Chapter 
				6: 
				“populism is in but not of civil society”. It flourishes in civil society but its logic is “antithetical to the underlying principles of civil society and ultimately to democracy itself”. Populist organizations under-mine civil society’s open, plural, inclusive, liberal, and democracy-enhancing features. 
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			There is a diversity of populist organizations such as clientelist networks, organizations that deliver social services, and a dense web of associations. In Latin America populist parties used clientelist informal exchange that distribute resources, information, and jobs to the poor in exchange for political support. Studies on political clientelism in Latin America showed that the poor voted instrumentally and strategically for the candidate with the best capacity to deliver goods and services (Menéndez-Carrión 1986). The resilience of Peronism among poor Argentineans, for example, was partially explained by the informal networks of the Peronist Party that in addition to delivering material resources recreated political and cultural identities (Auyero 2001). 
		

		
			
				Islamic populism, Vedi R. Hadiz writes in 
				Chapter 
				11, 
				“stepped in the vacuum created by the demise of the Left in circumstances where the onslaught of neoliberalism has meant growing inequalities and precarity”. The Muslim Brotherhood of Egypt established dom-inance over civil society, establishing an extensive network of charities and health facilities geared to the poor and the impoverished middle classes. 
			
		

		
			
				Rightwing populist parties in Europe fostered a sense of community by creating what Carlo Ruzza in 
				Chapter 
				13 
				named “populist civil society associations”. These were formed in the name of “an undifferentiated, self-evident, and self-justified category of the people” that faced enemies defined in essentialist terms. Ruzza distinguishes between populist-xenophobic associations and nationalist territorial groups. The former define the people and its enemies with racial categories, the latter with culturally essentialist categories. Examples of xenophobic association are neo-Nazi groups and the associations of the French National Front. The Northern League constructed territorial-related populist associations such as language schools, hunters, drivers, hiker associations, and different Padonian groups for women, boy scouts, and welfare groups. 
			
		

		
			These populist associations are examples of bonding social capital. They create strong identities, a sense of community, and clear boundaries between them and us. Members of these associations and groups only relate to likeminded individuals, are exclusionary, and disdain pluralism. These organizations and associations, in sum, do not bridge social capital; instead they undermine it. 
		

		
			Tea Party organizations were made up of relatively well-educated, middle-aged, white Americans. Conservatives and libertarians coexisted in these organizations. Skocpol and Williamson (2012, 200) note a “sharp bifurcation between generous, tolerant interaction within the group, and an almost total lack of empathy or sympathy for fellow Americans beyond the group”. The organizations of the Tea Party were insular, and despised pluralism. They dismissed organized African American and Latino groups as threats to the nation, and Democratic Party and liberal organizations were portrayed as unpatriotic. Their insularity was magnified by their reliance on Fox News and its nightmarish representation of the U.S. as a nation where “illegal immigrants, criminals, and badly behaving people of color are over-running America” (Skocpol and Williamson 2012, 202). 
		

		
			Populist organizations of the Tea Party or the Northern League did not foster the politics of a plural and democratic civil society. Their insularity did not allow them to build links with other organizations, and their notion that they and only they constitute the true people led to the autocratic exclusions of those considered to be the ultimate Other. 
		

		
			Organizations created by Chávez’s government illustrate the tension between the autono-mous demands of followers that use the openings of populism to present their own demands, and their subordination to a charismatic leader. In June 2001 President Chávez encouraged the formation of Bolivarian Circles. These were “small groups of seven to fifteen people, they were intended to study the ideology of Bolivarianism, discuss local issues and defend the 
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			revolution” (Raby 2006, 188). Bolivarian Circles had approximately 2.2 million members and had an active role in the massive demonstrations rescuing President Chávez when he was temporarily removed from office in an April 2002 coup d’état. Bolivarian Circles did constitute forms of participation for poor people, yet they often worked as clientelar networks to transfer resources to neighborhoods where the president had supporters (Hawkins and Hansen 2006). 
		

		
			Communal Councils were conceived as institutions to promote popular power and were seen as the foundation for the future establishment of a socialist direct and pyramidal democracy. Critics and supporters of the Bolivarian Revolution agreed that communal councils faced the same problems as the Bolivarian Circles, namely the persistence of clientelism in the exchange of social services for political support, and a charismatic style of rule that neutralizes or prevents autonomous grassroots inputs (Wilpert 2007, 195–204). 
		

		
			Bolivarian Circles and Communal Councils may have experienced problems of autonomy because they were created from above to promote Chávez’s Bolivarian revolution. Other institutions such as the Urban Land Committees and Technical Water Roundtables, for example, accepted more autonomous grassroots inputs and were more pluralist. The govern-ment gave squatter settlements collective titles to land on which precarious self-built dwellings were situated. Through this process, “the community forms an urban land committee to administer its new collective property and to undertake and demand support for material improvement such as water, sewerage and electricity services or road paving” (Raby 2006, 188–189). Similarly, local water committees “arrange the distribution of water between neighboring communities which share the same water mains” (Raby 2006, 189). Never-theless, Urban Land and Water Committees lacked autonomy from the charismatic leader, as Chávez was the guiding force for these institutions (García Guadilla 2007). 
		

		
			Bolivarian organizations were based on low levels of institutionalization (Hawkins 2008). Chávez set their agendas and strategies, and it was difficult to build identities that differ from the image of the people as constructed by the leader. Populist Bolivarian organizations were based on insularity, as they did not promote solidarity with similar organizations in civil society. They did not value pluralism because they adopted the idea of the people as an undifferentiated and homogeneous whole. Hence the people could only be organized under loyal organizations to Chávez. Yet sometimes, common people used populist organizations, and the rhetorical claim that they are the true nation, to present their own demands. In contexts of profound political polarization like those living in Venezuela under Chávez, populist organizations fostered loyalties, and powerful political identities that partially explained the longevity of chavismo after Chávez’s death. 
		

		
			The mass media 
		

		
			Benjamin Moffitt (2016b, 70) argues that “media processes need to be put at the center of our thinking about contemporary populism”, and further maintains that populism is “the media-political form par excellence at this particular historical conjunction” (Moffitt 2016b, 77). Populism blurs the line between politics and entertainment. It also questions who has the power to deliver information and to control communication. 
		

		
			The media: populism and entertainment 
		

		
			Populists were media innovators that politicized emotions to convey their anti-elite messages. Eva Perón, for example, used the radio to communicate with her followers, transforming 
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			politics into a melodrama (de la Torre 2010, 18). The rise of television further contributed to blurring the lines between politics and entertainment. The media and populism needed each other. 
		

		
			The media must cover the sensational stories provided by contentious, often flamboyant (and in some cases “media darling”) figures while populist leaders must use the media to enhance the effectiveness of their messages and build the widest possible public support. 
		

		
			(Mazzoleni 2008, 62) 
		

		
			
				Populist performative style and the media’s logic are complementary. Populists’ appeal to the people versus the elite “plays into the media’s logic’s dramatization, polarization and prioritisation of conflicts”. The personalization of politics in a leader is “lined with the media’s logic of personalization, stereotypisation and emotionalisation; while its focus on crises plays into the media’s tendency of intensification and simplification” (Moffitt 2016b, 76–77). Olivier Jutel writes in 
				Chapter 
				16, 
				“Donald Trump’s celebrity status and reality TV rhetoric of ‘winning’ and ‘losing’ corresponds perfectly to these values”. Yet as Silvio Waisbord argues in 
				Chapter 
				14, 
				“We do not have sufficient evidence to suggest that mediatization offers conditions that favor populism more than other political styles. Contemporary politics as a whole, not just populism, is embedded in the dynamics of mediatization”. 
			
		

		
			Some scholars argued that television transformed politics based on reason into media-politics based on melodrama. Yoram Peri (2004, 113–114) argued that the logic of television contributed to the personalization of politics in Israel, and gave priority to emotions over rational arguments. “The central place once occupied by party platforms, values and ideolo-gies, and specially the candidate’s political plans, was replaced by the personal characteristics of the political actors”. 
		

		
			Even though television became one of the main venues used by populists to win elections, it was not the only reason behind their rise to power. Some populists like Alberto Fujimori in 1990 in Perú or Abdalá Bucaram in Ecuador in 1996 won despite the opposition of the media (de la Torre 2010: 127–138). In Italy media entrepreneur Silvio Berlusconi and comedian Beppe Grillo used television to communicate with their followers in the 1980s and 90s (Lanzone 2014, 63). In the following decades Grillo criticized television and used the web to communicate with his constituencies. Grillo’s success is explained by his creative use of new media like the web with traditional electoral techniques like mass meetings and personal contacts with citizens. Similarly Podemos used the web and alternative television shows distributed by YouTube, voted for party platforms online, used grassroots organizations like the Podemos circles, and staged mass demonstrations. 
		

		
			
				The new media was used to organize and mobilize followers. Benjamin Moffit in 
				Chapter 
				15 
				shows how Grillo launched a blog in 2005 to call his supporters “to organize offline local meetings through the 
				meetup.com 
				platform. These culminated in large events entitled ‘V-Day’ in 2007 and 2008, and the Five Stars Movement (M5S) was officially launched in 2009”. The M5S “political rhetoric has revolved heavily around messages of cyber-utopianism and the democratic promise of the web”. 
			
		

		
			Controlling the media 
		

		
			The elections of Silvio Berlusconi and Thaksin Shinawatra showed that ownership of the media could lead populists to power. The former made his fortune in cable television, and is the owner of three of the seven major television stations. The latter had a telecommunication 
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			empire that included cable television, satellites, television stations, and Thailand’s biggest mobile company (Moffitt 2016b, 82). Once in power Berlusconi interfered with the independence of the national broadcaster Rodiotelevisione Italiana (RAI), and Thaksin Shinawatra intruded on election coverage, instructing television stations to cut down negative news. “Thaksin pursued a number of defamation cases, and even opinion pollsters were harassed and intimidated” (Moffitt 2016b, 83). 
		

		
			
				Olivier Jutel shows in 
				Chapter 
				16 
				how Fox News dominated conservative politics and created a populist public. He argues that diminution of public political life in neoliberalism led to a combination of “individuation and volatility in the electorate that allows Trump to coalesce individual affective investment into a populist public around himself as an ego-ideal enjoyment”. 
			
		

		
			
				Populism has difficult relationships with liberal-progressive conceptions of democratic communication. Silvio Waisbord writes in 
				Chapter 
				14 
				that this model is grounded 
			
		

		
			in the existence of the public commons (that includes public, private and mixed, legacy and digital media), that facilitate and promote informed public dialogue characterized by civility, diversity, tolerance, reason, and facts. This model historically entailed the guarantee of constitutional rights and institutional settings to catalyze news and public debate. 
		

		
			Populists as diverse as Donald Trump, Viktor Orbán, Rafael Correa, and Michael Sata embarked on wars against the media. Latin American radical populists were convinced that the media had a great influence on the population’s ideology and collective consciousness (Waisbord 2013, 45). Control and regulation of the media by the state was at the center of the populist struggle for hegemony. Chávez and Correa enacted laws to regulate the content of what the media could publish; the state took away radio and television frequencies from critics. The state became the main communicator in these nations. Their governments used and abused mandatory broadcasts that all media venues were forced to air, and created their own TV shows, Aló Presidente and Enlaces Ciudadanos. Every Sunday Chávez addressed the nation for four to six hours, and Correa talked every Saturday for two to three hours over ten years. They set the informational agenda as they announced major policies in TV shows where they also sang popular tunes, talked about their personal life and dreams, and viciously attacked opponents and journalists. Chávez and Correa became ever-present figures in the daily life of Venezuelans and Ecuadoreans. They were always talking on the radio and on television, billboards with their images and propaganda of their governments adorned cities and highways, and citizens became polarized by deepening divisions between loyal followers and enemies. 
		

		
			Populists are media innovators and use old and new media to establish direct links with their followers, bypassing political parties. The logics of the media and populism are complementary and explain some of the shifts of politics into entertainment, the proliferation of populist media outlets, and the closure of spaces for pluralistic debates. 
		

		
			4. Populism as a regime 
		

		
			
				After reviewing in detail Narendra Modi’s national populism in India, Thaksin Shinawatra in Thailand, Joko Widowo in Indonesia, and Rodrigo Duterte in the Philippines, Marcus Mietzner writes in 
				Chapter 
				24, 
				“in Asia, there has been no case of a populist who improved the quality of democratic participation, civil liberties, and other indicators of democracy’s 
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				health”. Similarly Dani Filc shows in 
				Chapter 
				25 
				how in Israel and Turkey populism in semiliberal democracies and in societies characterized by ethno-conflicts led to further exclusions of ethnic and religious minorities. Burbano de Lara, Levitsky and Loxton, and Weyland show how and why radical populism in Latin America, despite its promises to enact more participatory models of democracy, ended in competitive authoritarian regimes. 
			
		

		
			
				African populists included the poor and simultaneously were against democratic institutions and pluralism. Danielle Resnick shows in 
				Chapter 
				17 
				how Michael Sata in Zambia used the judiciary for his personal political objectives, made use of defamation lawsuits against independent media outlets, controlled NGOs, and transformed government officials and the rank and file of his own party into sycophants who tried to show greater loyalty than their colleagues. Despite the fact that parliamentary systems offer more protections, Jacob Zuma targeted the independent media in South Africa. There was a “flagrant increase of corruption” under his government, and a process of democratic erosion. 
			
		

		
			
				Lech Kaczynsi in Poland and Viktor Orbán in Hungary, Ángel Rivero writes in 
				Chap-
				ter 
				18, 
				“are enforcing a so-called democratic project where the liberal checks and balances are weakened in favour of a strong government able to fully develop what they call national sovereignty”. Orbán followed the populist playbook by eroding democracy from within. 
			
		

		
			Post-communist Hungary was considered a success story of democratic consolidation. It featured a stable party system and strong governments; it was the leading country in the region in attracting foreign direct investments (FDI) and eventually became one of the front runners being considered for European Union (EU) membership 
		

		
			(Buzogány 2017, 1307) 
		

		
			Orbán’s party Fidesz won the 2010 election, and secured a two-thirds majority in congress. Orbán was elected after eight years of incompetent and corrupt Socialist rule. Once in office he set about a project to transform Hungary into 
		

		
			what he described in a 2014 in as speech as “an illiberal new state based on national foundations,” in which the government purposely marginalizes opposition forces by weakening existing state institutions (including the courts) and creating new, largely autonomous governing bodies and packing them with Fidesz loyalists. 
		

		
			(Mudde 2016) 
		

		
			His party transformed the civil service law “to enable the party to place loyalists in what should have been nonpartisan bureaucratic positions” (Müller 2016, 44–45). He weakened checks and balances on the executive power, and adopted a majoritarian electoral system by redesigning electoral rules to make it difficult for the fragmented opposition to mount an effective challenge (Batory 2015). His administration created a regulatory body to control the content of what the media could publish, and “Fidesz loyalists directly or indirectly acquired the ownership of important media outlets, and government appointees dominated the management of public service broadcasters, leaving little space for unbiased political discourse” (Batory 2015, 13). Orbán confronted and discredited NGOs, accusing them of being controlled by foreign powers and serving external interests (Müller 2016, 48). His administra-tion displaced democracy to “the grey zone between liberal democracy and fully blown authoritarianism” (Batory 2015, 18). 
		

		
			
				What makes populism in office and as a regime autocratic? Why, as Nadia Urbinati maintains in 
				Chapter 
				5, 
				despite its appeal to the people, is populism’s membership in the 
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				democratic family problematic? Why does populism flourish in civil society and simulta-neously, as Arato and Cohen argue in 
				Chapter 
				6, 
				attempts against its values? How does populism twist representation, and under what conditions does populist representation become, as Paula Diehl writes in 
				Chapter 
				8, 
				“a state of pure authorization without any accountability”? Why is the populist answer to the juridified and depoliticized understanding of constitutionalism, as Paul Blokker writes in 
				Chapter 
				7, 
				tendentially authoritarian and even despotic? Under what conditions does populism lead to the disfigurement of democracy (Urbinati 2014), or to its transformation into authoritarianism? 
			
		

		
			Fascism and populism 
		

		
			Europeans first analyzed the rebirth of populism in the 1980s and 90s as the reappearance of fascism. Yet this view was abandoned because the populist radical right is nominally demo-cratic: they use elections to get to power and based their legitimacy in the notion of the sovereignty of the people, whereas fascists opposed these fundamental principles (Mudde 2007, 31). Nonetheless, fascists and European rightwing populists shared views of the people as one. 
		

		
			Latin American scholars analyzed the similarities and differences between populism and fascism (Germani 1978; Laclau 1977; Finchelstein 2014a, 2017). The comparison between these authoritarian regimes made sense because Juan Perón, like other Latin American populists of the 1930 and 1940s such as José María Velasco Ibarra from Ecuador, Jorge Eliecer Gaitán of Colombia, and the Peruvian leader Victor Raúl Haya de la Torre, lived in Europe, visited fascist Italy and Nazi Germany, and were influenced by fascism. 
		

		
			
				Germani (1978, 229) argued that whereas the downwardly mobile middle classes supported fascism, the social bases of Peronism were the new working class made up of recent rural migrants. Unlike the Italian middle classes, which acted irrationally, attaining only “psycho-logical, ersatz satisfactions (prestige, respect, law and order)” (Germani 1978, 235), Peronism gave workers material and symbolic rewards. For Laclau (1977, 111), fascism was “one of the possible ways of articulating the popular democratic interpellations into political discourse”. Federico Finchelstein in 
				Chapter 
				20 
				writes that populism first emerged as a new and differentiated ism, after the defeat of fascism. “Modern populism arose from the defeat of fascism, as a novel post-fascist attempt to bring back the fascist experience to the democratic path, creating in turn an authoritarian form of democracy” (Finchelstein 2014b, 472). 
			
		

		
			Fascism and populism aimed to integrate and mobilize the masses, and shared an obsession for staging popular participation. Despite similarities, they di ff ered on how they mobilized and integrated the masses. Fascists abolished elections. Under fascism, as Carl Schmitt argued, 
		

		
			genuine democracy was based on identity between the governors and governed – a principle from which followed that the popular will could be concentrated in one individual, making a dictatorship like Mussolini’s a much more credible expression of democracy than liberal parliamentarism. 
		

		
			(Müller 2016, 116) 
		

		
			Populist leaders did not establish a one-party rule, preserving some limited spaces of pluralism and contestation. They did not fully colonize the public sphere and civil society. Their legitimacy was grounded in winning elections that in theory could be lost (Peruzzotti 2013). Populist leaders, as Federico Finchelstein (2017, 230) shows, had a dual source of 
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			legitimation: winning democratic elections, and “a firm belief in the leader as a transcendental charismatic figure whose legitimacy goes beyond electoral representation”. 
		

		
			Michael Mann (2004, 364) argued that, “the main attraction of fascism was the intensity of its message”. Fascists “claimed a higher moral purpose, transcendent of class conflict, capable of ‘resacralizing’ the nation . . . They identified a ‘civilizational crisis’ . . . They denounced their enemies in moralistic and highly emotional terms” (Mann 2004, 79). Even though populists also used a highly charged emotional language, and had the mission to liberate their nations, they were more eclectic and less ideologically dogmatic. Instead of appealing to transcendental notions like the nation, their goal of winning elections was more secular and pragmatic. 
		

		
			Like fascists, populists constructed political rivals as enemies, but differently from fascists did not actualize the physical elimination of the permanent enemy. Populists did not use mass terror and disappearances to create a homogenous and uncorrupted national community. Even though the enemies of the populist leaders were attacked, beaten, and exiled, populists did not create paramilitary organizations. Paramilitarism and violence, as Michael Mann and Federico Finchelstein argued, were fundamental elements of fascism. Differently from fascists that staged extraordinary politics by waging war against external and internal enemies, populists drama-tized their extraordinariness by embarking on elections. These were not ordinary competitions between leaders and platforms. Elections were constructed as gargantuan battles between populist redemption, and the past of oppression. 
		

		
			Populism: between elections and the semi-embodiment of 
		

		
			power in a leader 
		

		
			To make sense of the importance of elections as the foundational moment of the representative populist contract, and to understand the di ff erence between how populists fi lled the open space of democracy and how fascists obliterated it, I build on Claude Lefort’ s political-symbolic theory of democracy. In The King ’s Two Bodies Kantorowicz argued that the king ’ s body was mortal and time bound, as well as immortal and eternal. The revolutions of the eighteenth century decapitated the immortal body of the king. The space occupied by the religious-political body of the king was opened and “ power appears as an empty place and those who exercise it as merely mortals who occupy it only temporarily or who could install themselves in it only by force or cunning ” (Lefort 1986, 303). 
		

		
			The revolutions of the eighteenth century also generated “from the outset the principle that would threaten the emptiness of that space: popular sovereignty in the sense of a subject incarnated in a group, however extensive, a stratum however poor, and an institution or a person, however popular” (Arato 2012, 23). Totalitarianism, thus, was 
		

		
			an attempt to reincarnate society in the figure of a leader or a party which would annul the social division and would realize the fantasy of people-as-one, in which there is no legitimate opposition, where all factual opposition is conceived of as coming from the outside, the enemy. 
		

		
			(Flyn 2013, 31) 
		

		
			Symbolically, this is done by abandoning the democratic imagination of the people as “heterogeneous, multiple, and in conflict” and living in a society where power does not belong to any individual (Lefort 1986, 297). Under totalitarianism, the divide is between the 
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			people – imagined as having one identity and one will – and its external enemies, which need to be eliminated in order to maintain the healthy body of the people. 
		

		
			Lefort conceived of democracy and totalitarianism as opposites. He did not analyze the gradations between the extremes of total emptiness and embodiment (Laclau 2005b, 166), nor did he differentiate between totalitarian projects and regimes (Arato 2012, 28). The populist imaginary lies between democracy and totalitarianism. Unlike totalitarianism, power under populism was not embodied permanently in the proletariat, the nation, the party, or the Egocrat. Power in populism is semi-embodied because populists claim legitimacy through winning elections that they could conceivably lose and thus be bound by electoral results (Cheresky 2015). Populism thus differed from fascism because in populism the open space of democracy was filled but was not entirely obliterated (Arato 2015, 37–38). 
		

		
			How do populists erode and disfigure democracy? 
		

		
			When populists got to power their anti-pluralist views of the people, and their construction of politics as antagonistic confrontations between the people and the power block, had negative consequences for democracy. Once in office they controlled all the institutions of the state, seized and regulated the media, repressed independent organizations of civil society, and created loyal social movements from the top down. In poorly institutionalized presidentialist systems populists displaced democracy toward competitive authoritarianism (Levitsky and Loxton 2013; Weyland 2013). Even though in more institutionalized systems democracy did not die slowly, populists often damaged and disfigured its institutions and the inclusive and tolerant public sphere. In their effort to stop populist parties, mainstream European parties often adopt some of their xenophobic and nationalist rhetoric and proposals. 
		

		
			
				Populists, as Weyland argues in 
				Chapter 
				21, 
				undermine democracy in two ways. The first is that their closure of all democratic spaces to the opposition leads the more radical and undemocratic opponent to plot military coups. The first wave of populism in Latin America was characterized by the cycle populist government-coup d’état. Similarly Thaksin Shinawatra was toppled by a military coup in 2006, and his sister Yingluck was toppled with another coup in 2014. Yet military interventions are costly and risky because the international community accepts only elections as the legitimate means of regime change. Nowadays and with few exceptions populism does not end with a coup; rather, Weyland argues, populists undermine democracy from within. 
			
		

		
			
				Steven Levitsky and James Loxton show in 
				Chapter 
				22 
				how populists pushed weak presidentialist democracies in Latin America into competitive authoritarianism for three reasons: (1) Populists were outsiders with no experience in the give and take of parliamentary politics; (2) they were elected with the mandate to refound existing political institutions, meaning the institutional framework of liberal democracy; and (3) they confronted congress, the judiciary, and other institutions controlled by parties. In order to win elections populists skewed the electoral playing field. As incumbents, they had extraordinary advantages such as using the state media, selectively silencing the privately owned media, harassing the opposi-tion, controlling electoral tribunal boards and all instances of appeal, and using public funds to influence the election. When these presidents won elections, the voting moments were clean, but the electoral processes blatantly favored incumbents. 
			
		

		
			Once in power presidents Chávez, Morales, and Correa turned to discriminatory legalism, understood as the use of formal legal authority in discretionary ways (Weyland 2013, 23). In order to use laws discretionarily, populist presidents packed the courts and institutions of accountability with loyal followers. These presidents followed the same script: control and 
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			regulation of the media, creating state-led media emporiums in nations without a tradition of a public media, and in the hands of governments that did not differentiate their interests from those of the state, put these outlets to the service of populist administrations. Control and regulation of NGOs meant creating parallel social movements from the top or favoring loyal movements. Laws were used discretionally to arrest and harass leading figures of the opposi-tion in the Bolivarian nations. 
		

		
			Parliamentary systems and stronger domestic and supranational institutions constrain what populists can do in power. Siryza won the 2015 election with thirty-four percent of the vote by “staging a sharp antagonism between the vast majority of the people and a privileged minority that was profiting from the crisis” (Katsambekis 2016, 9). Greece has a parliamentary system and Siryza entered into a coalition with a small rightwing populist and nationalist party, Independence Greek ANEL. Syriza promised a break from the policies of austerity and confronted foreign creditors. Differently from the South American cases discussed in this chapter, traditional parties did not collapse, nor did the institutions of democracy, and Syriza did not aim to overhaul democratic institutions via constitutional change. “Pressure from outside, especially from the Troika, stifled the eagerness for radical economic policy, held also in check by the public sentiment in favor of the euro” (Aslanidis and Rovira Kalwatzer 2016, 12). At the end Syriza capitulated to the Troika in July 2015, even after winning a referendum against austerity policies. Its radical populist promises evaporated and the party became less democratic and more vertical and leader-centric (Katsambekis 2016, 10). Syriza no longer “fights the establishment, but has in effect become the center-left component of it, as PASOK was” (Judis 2016, 118). 
		

		
			
				In the U.S. political parties were considered out of touch with the electorate, yet Donald Trump chose to use the Republican Party instead of running as an independent candidate. Differently from the Bolivarian nations that experienced profound crises of political represen-tation, the U.S. has strong democratic institutions, and its constitutional frame constrains and fragments political expression (Lowndes 2016, 97). Under these institutional constraints it is difficult to find majoritarian control of government as in Latin America, and until Trump’s election populism was confined to the margins of the political system. Under this reading the institutional framework of U.S. democracy and civil society would be strong enough to process Trump’s populist challenges without major destabilizing consequences. It might be that as Ángel Rivero concludes in 
				Chapter 
				18, 
				“democracy is still the major bulwark against populism in Europe” and the U.S. 
			
		

		
			An alternative and plausible scenario is that the Trump who comes to the presidency when the executive has more power over the legislative, with the Senate and Congress in the hands of Republicans, with the power to name ultra-conservatives to the Supreme Court and lower courts, would follow the populist playbook of controlling all the institutions of the state. He despised career functionaries, has threatened Republicans who do not support him whole-heartedly, and is transforming the Republican Party – a party to which he does not have any long-lasting loyalty – into his personalist venue. 
		

		
			Like other populists, Trump does not like the media, and after assuming power Trump embarked on a war against the media. He used hoarse language against civil rights groups like Black Lives Matter. His policies of massive deportation, stop and frisk in poor and predomi-nantly Black and Latino neighborhoods, surveillance of American Muslims, and rolling back gender and LGBTQ rights would lead to confrontations with civil and human rights organizations. 
		

		
			Even if the institutional framework of democracy does not collapse under Trump, he has already damaged the democratic public sphere. Hate speech and the denigration of minorities 
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			are replacing the politics of cultural recognition and tolerance built by the struggles of feminists and anti-racist social movements since the 1960s. 
		

		
			5. Conclusions 
		

		
			
				Populism is not democracy’s pathology (Arditi 2007). Populists politicize exclusions, point to the malfunctions of democracies, and demand better forms of democratic representation and participation. Populists, as Luis Roniger argues in 
				Chapter 
				29, 
				could symbolically empower popular sectors, and reinforce democracy. Many contributors to this volume show that the populist critique to existing democracies cannot be ignored or dismissed. It is pointless to defend existing democracies without taking into consideration the populist critique. Paul Blokker concludes in 
				Chapter 
				7 
				that the populist diagnosis “claims to pursue emancipation from the heteronomy that results from juridified and depoliticized understandings of consti-tutionalism . . . and from too strong an emphasis on legal order, abstract (external) rules and norms”. He argues that the “answer provided by populist constitutionalism is, however, a tendentially authoritarian and even despotic one, which ultimately risks undermining a radical-democratic innovation of constitutionalism that prioritizes constitutional engagement and authorship of the people qua democratic citizens”. 
			
		

		
			
				Populism would be more inclusionary if it emerges with the first processes of inclusion of previously disfranchised or excluded voters. After most citizens were at least formally included in the political system, populists revolted against political elites. Traditional parties were portrayed as “a closed, self-interested, and self-reproducing governing caste insulated from popular needs and concerns” (Roberts 2015, 149). Populist ruptures, Peruzzotti sustains in 
				Chapter 
				2, 
				often took place in presidentialist systems in crises. Parliamentary systems, and stronger democratic institutions and civil societies, are shields to populist ruptures. Nestor and Cristina Kichner, Berlusconi, and Tsipras were unable to rupture stronger democracies. 
			
		

		
			
				Accepting some of the populist critique to neoliberal depoliticized democracies does not mean agreeing with their solutions. Populism is not the only way to construct the political, and is certainly not the only venue for radical democracy. Di ff erent from populist ruptures imagined as the overhaul of all institutions made in the name of a mythical people, Andreas Kalyvas (2008, 229) suggested, we should shift “ to a plurality of social movements, and voluntary political associations as the inescapable ground upon which popular sover-eignty is reconstructed” . Arato and Cohen propose in 
				Chapter 
				6 
				that “counter publics, movements, and associations, in civil society committed to plurality and self-limitation, democracy, openness and inclusion, can provide energy and hope to reinvigorate respon-sible and progressive politics ” . And as Nadia Urbinati writes in 
				Chapter 
				5, 
				the answer to the antiestablishment populist strategy of splitting the citizenry into two structurally prede fi ned entities that substitute a part for the whole and that aims to abolish political divisions is to keep the political space open to the circulation of leadership, and fragment-ing and di ff using power. 
			
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				Marco Damiani in Chapter 19 gives a more favorable interpretation of the democratic credentials of Laclau’s theory of populism. He argues that Laclau abandoned Schmitt’s notion of the enemy, accepting the friend–enemy polarity in terms of legitimate differences. 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				http://time.com/3923128/donald-trump-announcement-speech. 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				www.youtube.com/watch?v=shqblcQW2RI. 
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			Contemporary theories of populism 
		

		
			The chapters in this section analyze the three most influential contemporary theories of populism focusing on their conceptual, methodological, and normative claims. Enrique Peruzzotti reads Ernesto Laclau’s work closely and critically. Laclau is perhaps the most prominent and influential theorist of populism, and his theory has inspired scholars, activists, and politicians. Therefore it is not a surprise that most of the contributors to this handbook critically engage with his theory. Peruzzotti explains in detail the novelty of Laclau’s defense of populism understood as the political and democracy tout court. He argues that Laclau’s notion of populist rupture would work better in presidentialist than in parliamentary systems, and in democracies undergoing crisis of representation. He shows the perils of authoritarian-ism of Laclau’s normative defense of populism. 
		

		
			Robert R. Barr discusses political/strategic approaches to populism. This theory defines it as a political strategy to get to power and to govern, based on anti-establishment appeals, and top-down mobilization. Instead of broadening the concept as ideational theories do, political theories focus on clearly defined characteristics that result in a balanced number of cases. Barr discusses debates within political approaches such as the role of organizations, discourse, and mobilization strategies. He also argues for the superiority of political theories over alternative discursive or ideological approaches. 
		

		
			
				In 
				Chapter 
				4 
				Kirk A. Hawkins analyzes the origins, the main theoretical premises, and the research agendas of scholars working with ideational approaches. He argues for the superiority of ideational over alternative theories. He sustains that like Laclau’s school, the political strategic approach, “overlooks smaller, institutionalized forms of populism, especially niche parties of the radical right”. He shows how scholars have identified and quantified populist ideas including attitudes and discourses. Hawkins argues that this approach, because it uses a minimum definition that could travel, is the most useful for global studies of populism. 
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				review 
			
		

		
			Enrique Peruzzotti 
		

		
			On Populist Reason represents Laclau’s most ambition attempt at delineating a general and abstract theory of populism. He hopes to move beyond the theoretical impasse on the subject that frequently led to a blind alley of conceptual ambiguity and political elusiveness regarding the political and conceptual status of the term populism and give the concept the central place it deserves within political theory. The latter involves a normative defense of populist reason as the paradigmatic expression of the grammar of politics. Laclau not only wishes to rescue the concept of populism from its marginal theoretical condition, he also aspires to placing the term at the center-stage of contemporary political theory. 
		

		
			The chapter divides into three sections. The first focuses on the novelties that Laclau’s approach introduces in wider debates over the ambiguous relationship of populism with democracy. The second analyzes the democratic claims of Laclau’s theory of populism. The third outlines the logic of operation of populist processes of identification. The last section critically reviews the main tenets of Laclau’s conceptual model. 
		

		
			The novelty of Laclau’s approach to populism 
		

		
			Laclau seeks to place populism as a key category of contemporary political and democratic theory. This is the main aim of his book On Populist Reason: to move the concept from the margins to the center of contemporary theoretical debates, arguing that populism, far from being a pathological phenomenon that affects the workings of liberal democracies, is an indispensable concept to understand the very grammar of politics. In making this argument, Laclau challenges most approaches to populism for they always consider the latter as either an open authoritarian threat to liberal democracy (Urbinati 2014) or at best, as an ambiguous phenomenon that simultaneously produces democratic and authoritarian effects (Arditi 2005; Canovan 1981; De la Torre 2000; Mudde and Kaltwasser 2012; Panizza 2005; Schmitter 2006). 
		

		
			In Laclau’s rendering, populism is openly dissociated from its pathological status as an authoritarian menace that threatens the foundations of liberal democratic regimes. Further-more, the concept also loses its ambiguous democratic status to become the very embodiment of democratic politics. In this way, Laclau turns the debate on populism upside down, whereas 
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			populism appears as a normatively desirable outcome in politics while representative democ-racy is portrayed as a depoliticizing institutional machinery that neutralizes the creative power of the political. 
		

		
			What were the main tenets of the literature on populism? For the most, analyses on populism tend to fall into two categories: (a) those who indisputably considered it as a variant of authoritarian politics; and (b) those who stress the democratic ambiguous status of the term. The latter group is perhaps the most numerous and also the most relevant one to address in this discussion. If one takes the production on populism in Latin America, the region, that has given birth to the modern expressions of the term, most of it aligns with the “ambiguity thesis”, which is predicated on the normative desirability of representative democracy over any other type of regime. When addressing the legacy of classical populist regimes – such as those of Juan Domingo Perón in Argentina, Velasco Ibarra in Ecuador, or Getulio Vargas in Brazil – they are willing to recognize their contribution to the agenda of democratization by promoting processes of political and social inclusion of the popular sector. Such recognition, however, frequently is followed by the acknowledgment that such regimes usually ignored or suppressed constitutive elements of liberal democracy such as the principle of division of powers, the system of governmental checks and balances, judicial autonomy or press freedom, (Collier and Collier 2002; De la Torre 2000; Ianni 1975). Populism is consequently evaluated ambiguously in relation to its democratizing potential. 
		

		
			A classic example in this regard is the work of Gino Germani on the experience of classical Peronismo in Argentina (1945–1955). The Peronist regime, Germani argues, contributed to the full social and political incorporation of the popular sector, placing Argentina at the vanguard of political modernization in the region. However, the outcome of such a process was not the fi nal consolidation of representative democracy but the establishment of a national-popular regime that exhibited many authoritarian features (Germani 1979). Similar arguments are being made to refer to the democratizing record of contemporary populist regimes, such as those of Rafael Correa in Ecuador or of Hugo Chavez in Venezuela (De la Torre 2000). 
		

		
			In Laclau’s approach, instead, liberal representative democracy no longer provides a yard-stick to critically evaluate the performance of populism in government. On the contrary, he reverses previous arguments: in his view the trouble lies in representative democratic regimes, not populism. On the contrary, populism provides the new normative yardstick to evaluate politics. It represents the phenomenon that best expresses the fundamental logic of the political. 
		

		
			Laclau consequently criticizes any approach that seeks to understand populism “in terms of abnormality, deviance or manipulation” as misleading (Laclau 2007: 13). Populism, he argues, is not a deviant or irrational political phenomenon but is the expression of a specific political rationale. He seeks to rescue the concept from the marginal position it has traditionally enjoyed within social and political theory so it can be “dignified with the status of a full rationality” (Laclau 2007: 19). Furthermore, he equates populism with the logic of politics tout court: 
		

		
			Populism is the royal road to understanding something about the ontological constitution of the political as such. 
		

		
			(Laclau 2007: 67) 
		

		
			His argument establishes the following equivalency: 
		

		
			“The political” = populism 
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			The pejorative adjectives that usually were attributed to populism (its logic of simpli fi ca-tion, its ideological incoherence, the vagueness of its discourse) are to be understood as key features of its political rationale. They are the ingredients that ensure the success of a populist formula. 
		

		
			Populism as democracy and the neutralizing role of indirect 
		

		
			democracy 
		

		
			Having established the intimate links that exist between populism and “the political”, Laclau takes a further step by associating the former with (to borrow his previous expression) democracy tout court. Populism expresses the democratic act per excellence: the constitution of the people. His argument against representative democracy and in support of populism is a contemporary rendition of Carl Schmitt’s contraposition between the logic of representation and that of identification as opposing ways of reaching political unity (Schmitt 2008). In Laclau’s terminology the previous contraposition is now translated as one between an institutional and a populist logic. The target of his critique, as it was the case in Schmitt, is the notion of indirect politics. The field of mediated politics that representative democracy establishes for processing and articulating demands is dismissed by Laclau as neutralizing device to render “the political” impotent. In this way, he brushes off the mediation of parties, the public sphere, and of parliament as depoliticizing tools. The process of political mediation that characterizes representative dynamics has no autonomous political function but rather responds to individualized demands. The logic of institutionalism seeks to preserve the logic of atomization: demands are not processed and transformed by the existing structures of political mediation but merely transmitted to the proper state agencies for them to address them individually. The logic of institutionalization, Laclau argues, is one of “difference”; that is, it is a dynamic that keeps social demands isolated from one another. 
		

		
			The more social demands tend to be differentially absorbed within a successful institu-tional system, the weaker the equivalential links will be and the more unlikely the constitution of a popular subjectivity; conversely, a situation in which a plurality of unsatisfied demands and an increasing inability of the institutional system to absorb them differentially co-exist, creates the conditions leading to a populist logic. 
		

		
			(Laclau 2005: 37) 
		

		
			The logic of populism is that of identi fi cation. For Laclau, the paradigmatic act of democracy – the construction of the people – takes outside any institutional mediation: 
		

		
			Democracy is grounded only on the existence of a democratic subject, whose emergence depends on the horizontal articulation between equivalential demands. An ensemble of equivalential demands articulated by an empty signifier is what constitutes a people. 
		

		
			(Laclau 2007: 171) 
		

		
			Furthermore, such process of identification can only come to life when the regulative power of institutions is lost (and so is the depoliticizing role they play). 
		

		
			For Laclau, the mediating structures and procedures of representative democratic regimes play a neutralizing role by dissolving any notion of the people into a myriad of individual demands. Requests are both formulated and addressed individually; that is, in isolation from one another (Laclau 2007: 127). Whenever the institutional system of representative 
		

		
			Laclau’s theory of populism 
		

		
			35 
		

	
		
			government is successful in absorbing demands in an individualized manner, “the ‘people’ as a historical actor disintegrates” (Laclau 2005: 89). Representative democracy is an institutional device that reproduces the atomizing logic of individualism that characterizes his under-standing of the “social”. Its role is to preserve a social situation characterized by the general-ized isolation of individuals and the consequent fragmentation of their claims: 
		

		
			We will call a demand which, satisfied or not, remains isolated a democratic demand. 
		

		
			(Laclau 2007: 74) 
		

		
			Paradoxically, Laclau depicts institutional responsiveness as a threat to democracy since it seeks either to isolate demands from one another or simply to make them disappear by addressing them and thus preventing the possibility of them being horizontally articulated (Laclau 2007: 93, 154). 
		

		
			Given his description of representative democracy, it is not surprising that Laclau considers that its crisis represents a prerequisite for setting the process of populist identification into motion. The existence of a crisis of representation deep enough to interrupt the normal flow of representative politics means that populism becomes politically viable, for the neutralizing process of vertical institutional absorption of socio-political demands no longer operates, resulting in the horizontal proliferation of unmet demands. It is only then that the political operation par excellence – the construction of a “people” – becomes a possibility. The political logic of institution of the social comes to center-stage only when the institutional order loses its regulative capacity (Laclau 2007: 117). 
		

		
			In Laclau’s, rendering, populism is neither a mirror (Panizza 2005) nor an internal periphery of democratic politics (Arditi 2005) but the expression of democracy itself. For what is democracy but the process of constituting the people? And what better way to constitute the latter than via an effective process of identification? To the previous formula, Laclau adds a third equivalency: 
		

		
			“The political” = populism = democracy, an equivalency that endows populism with a normative status: populism is presented as a democratic theory (on this point see also Hawkins in this volume). 
		

		
			The rationale of populism 
		

		
			How is “ the people ” constructed? Laclau enumerates certain prerequisites for such an operation to take place. The fi rst one has already been discussed: the proliferation of social demands that cannot be properly addressed by the existing democratic institutional order. Populism has as its condition of existence the generalization in society of the perception that an insurmountable gap has opened between institutional performance and the requests of speci fi c social groups: 
		

		
			Without this initial breakdown of something in the social order . . . there is no possibility of antagonism, frontier, or, ultimately, people. 
		

		
			(Laclau 2007: 85) 
		

		
			Populism is a politics that comes to life under extraordinary situations. 
		

		
			A second condition is the political articulation of unfulfilled social demands into what Laclau refers to as an “equivalential chain”. For the process of populist identification to be 
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			effective, he argues, those isolated demands that had been left unmet by the political system because existing institutional arrangements proved incapable to address them. The prolifera-tion of unmet requests creates the opportunity for the linking of them; that is precisely the specificity that lies behind populist process of identification: it consists on a discursive operation to establish an equivalential relationship among them: 
		

		
			A plurality of demands which, through their equivalential articulation, constitute a broader social subjectivity we will call popular demands. 
		

		
			(Laclau 2007: 74) 
		

		
			Without these equivalencies there cannot be populism. Creating a chain of equivalencies entails the drawing of an internal frontier between people and power. What previously were a heterogeneous group of isolated demands is now articulated as a unified claim made by a homogeneous group, the people. The people, Laclau argues, are a part of the community, which views itself as the only legitimate totality (Laclau 2007: 81): in such a situation, one particular demand or set of demands “stand in” for the social whole (Bickerton and Accetti 2015: 8). This is a key aspect of populist identity, one that undermines the symmetry established by democratic institutions in relation to the treatment of its citizens. The principle of political equality that the citizenship principle establishes treats all differences as equally valid. Such equality is broken under populism, which replaces the democratic principle of symmetry with an asymmetric identity of exclusion: if the people represent the whole, there is no space for those who are defined as being outside such category. We are faced with a monistic construction of the people as an organic whole, rather than as a pluralistic and institutionally mediated construction. Far from considering such a scenario problematic, Laclau sees the establishment of a central asymmetry in society as the coming to life “of that exhilarating game that we call politics” (Laclau 2005: 49). 
		

		
			The construction of a situation of political asymmetry demands a double operation: on the one hand, the creation of the people; on the other, and the creation of their enemies: 
		

		
			There is no populism without the discursive construction of an enemy. 
		

		
			(Laclau 2005: 39) 
		

		
			Defining the enemy’s identity is as important as defining the people for this identity is relationally constructed. As Bickerton and Accetti rightly argue when referring to the Laclaunian process of populist identification, 
		

		
			The collective identity of the “people” is created by establishing a series of equivalential links between individual social demands. By implication, what binds them together is ultimately only their common opposition to what he calls an antagonistic pole . . . In the absence of such antagonistic pole, the populist conception of the people would immedi-ately dissolve into its constituent parts. 
		

		
			(Bickerton and Accetti 2015: 8) 
		

		
			Thus the construction of the enemy is as important as the construction of the people. Both processes are intimately related each one representing the other side of the populist coin. Constructing an enemy also requires the establishing of a chain of equivalencies to give signification to the whole antagonistic camp (“the regime”, “the oligarchy”, “imperialism”, etc.). Both signifiers, “the people” and its enemies, are to be vaguely constructed, as they are 
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			the frontiers that divide them. Vagueness and ambiguity are key conditions for the symbolic efficacy of populist identification to work (Laclau 2005: 40). They are the key element of this form of symbolic construction. 
		

		
			The drawing of an antagonistic frontier supposes a formidable act of political simplification whereas that all conflicts are reduced to a single one: the people versus its enemies (Laclau 2007: 18). Empty signifiers, given their vagueness, are the most effective way to draw an antagonist frontier to structure the political field. The process of identification consists of an ensemble of fragmented and dislocated demands that are lump together into a vague notion of the people. 
		

		
			The speci fi cs of such process, the symbols that are mobilized to create an equivalential chain, are context-dependent. Populism, Laclau argues, is an abstract political logic that can assume manifold con fi gurations. Thus one can fi nd State, Jacobin, or Ethnic forms of populism (Laclau 2007: 191). In each of them, the enemy is constructed following di ff erent criteria (class, race, religion, etc.). 
		

		
			The principle of leadership plays a crucial articulating role, to the extent that the polarizing of society frequently revolves around the figure of the populist leader (Laclau 2005: 40). Given the assumptions on which the social is predicated, whereas society is presented as a disorderly assemble of individuals, order can only be established politically from above (Arato 2015: 46). Collective consciousness must be incarnated in the person of the leader, whose name becomes the ultimate signi fi er. Laclau ’ s conception is predicated on a notion of identi fi cation as embodiment that brings back the theological conception of a physical incarnation (Arato 2015; Bickerton and Accetti 2015: 10; De la Torre 2015; Laclau 2007: 170). As Arato argues, 
		

		
			Laclau’s assumes Kantorowicz’s Christological metaphor, that which is absent must be made present by incarnation The success of the whole operation of identification relies on a leader’s capacity to embody the unity of the people. 
		

		
			(Arato 2015: 49) 
		

		
			Laclau polemically rejects Claude Lefort’s understanding of modern democracy as an empty place of power that is hostile against any attempt to fill out such space via embodiment (Lefort 1988): 
		

		
			The logic of the King’s two bodies has not disappeared in democratic society: it is simply not true that pure emptiness has replaced the immortal body of the King. This immortal body is revived by the hegemonic force. 
		

		
			(Laclau 2007: 170) 
		

		
			If a leader succeeds in promoting a populist process of identification, her persona becoming the empty signifier of a community, she can legitimately claim to occupy that space (Laclau 2007: 170). 
		

		
			Lastly, the success of any populist mobilization is the crystallization of empty signifiers into a permanent system of identifications that will structure the field of politics into a new hegemony. The specifics that such process of routinization might adopt are of no interest to Laclau’s theory. First, because his conception focuses on extraordinary, not ordinary politics; consequently, any questions regarding the nature of the constitutional designs that regulate the normal flow of politics become irrelevant for they merely express superficial variations of the one-dimensional logic of institutionalism. Second, and related to the first point, institutions are mere expressions of power relations, making superfluous any reference to the validity 
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			claims that are mobilized to legitimize them. The fact is that populism adopts many different (and frequently contrasting) institutional and ideological configurations. 
		

		
			Critical reflections on the Laclaunian conception of populism 
		

		
			Laclau’s theory of populism describes the specifics of an unmediated process of political identification. Departing from Schmitt’s notion of democracy as identity, his theory seeks to determine both the logic and necessary steps that need to be present for successful processes of populist identification to take place. He consequently translates Schmitt’s notion of identifica-tion into a formal model that disentangles the different elements that are present in the process. The theory focuses on the discursive and dramaturgical resources that are mobilized, indifferent to the political orientation that leaders imprint on them. 
		

		
			Given that populism simply refers to a formal logic of identity building, the concept 
		

		
			[h]as no referential unity because it is ascribed not to a delimitable phenomenon but to a social logic whose effects cut across many phenomena. Populism is, quite simply, a way of constructing the political. 
		

		
			(Laclau 2007: xi) 
		

		
			Such logic of identification can be consequently put to very different uses. It is impossible to pigeonhole the Laclaunian concept of populism with a particular ideology, as it is fruitless to search for ideological coherence into a process of identity construction where vagueness and ambiguity are key dimensions. Laclau recognizes the intrinsic ideological fluidity of a concept that is built up with vague and frequently contradictory contents: 
		

		
			Between left wing and right wing populism there is a nebulous no-man’s land that can be crossed – and has been crossed – in many directions. 
		

		
			(Laclau 2007: 87) 
		

		
			The exclusive criterion when evaluating the dynamics and outcome of a populist interven-tion is its polarizing potential; that is, whether the mobilized empty signifi ers have the capacity to e ff ectively draw an antagonistic frontier into society: what matters in Laclau ’ s model is not content but the antagonistic traction of empty signifi ers. As Andrew Arato argues in his insightful critique of Laclau: 
		

		
			The vagueness of the ideology is compensated for by the intensity of antagonism. The absence of real identity is made up for by affective, libidinal ties, love for the leader, and love for all those whom the leader really loves. 
		

		
			(Arato 2015: 160) 
		

		
			If populism is ambiguous in relation to its ideology, the same can be said regarding its institutional configuration. From the examples that Laclau mentions in the book, it is clear that populism does not inevitably bring democracy or democratization and that consequently betting on a populist strategy to overcome a crisis of representation can be a risky choice. Populism too often institutes hybrid plebiscitarian regimes where key features of liberal democracy are either weakened or simply overruled as exemplified by the classical Latin American experiences of Varguismo, Peronismo, or the Bolivian MNR or of contemporary Venezuela and Hungary. 
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			Laclau’s pretention to develop his model of populism into a democratic theory is conse-quently surprising. After identifying populism with the political tout court, and in contradictory fashion, he proceeds to also identify populism with one of the specific forms of the political: democracy. His model establishes three equivalencies: 
		

		
			“The political” = populism = democracy 
		

		
			Each term appears as different ways of referring to the same phenomenon: the unregulated and creative force in politics. Laclau’s appreciation for populism as the expression of the political is fundamentally grounded on the de-structuring role against the forces of constituted power than on its instituting role. The creative force of populism is linked to its desire to transcend the status quo, indistinctively of the order that might result from such intervention. 
		

		
			To what extent can a democratic theory be built around such presuppositions? How can a theory of democracy that has nothing to say about its specific ideological or institutional configurations? Populism, the term that serves as the cornerstone of Laclau’s model, is equated with “the political”; a category that seems to transcend specific institutional orders and, even more, any form of institutionalization. The end result is a theory predicated on a transcen-dental politics that nevertheless is devoid of a clear normative horizon. The theory describes the rationale of a particular strategy at political change but has nothing to say about the type of change that a populist intervention might bring about. It is an odd position for a theory that presumes to be a democratic theory. 
		

		
			Moreover, Laclau’ s model of politics is predicated on a realistic understanding of institutions that is ultimately hostile to any form of institutionalization: all institutional orders are reduced to power relations devoid of any normative content. Institutions re fl ect particular equilibrium of power relations, which crystallized into a hegemonic order. Under such premises, any question regarding the quality and potentials of speci fi c institutional arrange-ment becomes irrelevant. 
		

		
			If Laclau’s premises were to be taken seriously, they would inevitably lead to a celebration of institutional precariousness and personalismo: to preserve the vibrant force of the political would require keeping the charismatic bond around which populist identities are constructed continuously alive to avoid its becoming “routinized” into a new hegemonic order. However, as Weber long ago highlighted, charismatic power cannot be kept continuously alive if not for the simple reason that leaders are mortal (Hugo Chavez) and charisma is non-transferable (Maduro). Thus the inevitable destiny of all charismatic interventions is to become routinized into a new constituted order. 
		

		
			Laclau’s theory and contemporary political expressions of populism 
		

		
			What are the linkages between the described theory and contemporary political expressions of populism? There are two ways to address the issue. The first one is by analyzing Laclau’s political endorsement of specific political experiences, such as Venezuelan Chavismo or Argentinian kirchnerismo; second, by analyzing those political movements partially inspired by Laclau’s theory such as Syriza in Greece and Spanish Podemos. 
		

		
			Regarding the latter, there has been much talk about the intellectual influence that Laclau exerted on political leaders such as Yanis Varoufakis, the former finance minister of the Greek party Syriza, or Iñigo Errejón of Podemos. Both leaders have claimed to be directly inspired by Laclau’s conception of populism (actually, many of those movements’ leaders are intellec-tuals themselves who have studied at Essex with Laclau or were indirectly influenced by his 
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			work like the political scientists that contributed to the formation of Podemos). In fact, there has been much talk about the Latin-Americanization of Southern European politics thanks to a process of cross-pollination inspired by the rise of contemporary forms of Latin American populism as well as the intellectual reformulation of the concept made by Laclau. Podemos and Syriza see themselves as expressions of a left-wing populism that openly challenges the EU elites and its recipes of fiscal austerity and that simultaneously breaks with the euro-centric understanding of populism as a right-wing exclusionary political phenomenon (Stavrakakis and Katsambekis 2014: 136). 
		

		
			However, neither Syriza nor Podemos fit the Laclaunian model of populist politics as the plebiscitarian Latin American experiences do: while the European counterparts might draw some inspiration from the conceptual model of Laclau, such as a Manichean discourse that opposes the people against the technocratic establishment of the EU or the domestic “political caste”, once in government they remain tied both to an organizational party structure and a parliamentary system. 
		

		
			In this respect, it is the new brand of Latin American populist governments that helps us understand the dynamics and limitations of Laclau’s model of populism. Laclau was a fervent supporter of many of those administrations for they expressed a form of leftist populism more alike to his personal political preferences. Unlike the European experiences, it would be difficult to argue that presidential leaders such as Hugo Chavez, Rafael Correa, or Néstor Kirchner were intellectually inspired by Laclau’s theory. Rather, it was the other way around: Laclau saw in those leaders the epitome of his populist ideal. In this sense, it is interesting to analyze the positions and arguments that Laclau adopted in relation to the experiences of Latin American populism since they serve to highlight some of the contradictions built in his theory of populism. 
		

		
			Laclau considered that the Caracazo in Venezuela and the 2001 crisis in Argentina 
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			represented paradigmatic moments of crisis of an ossi fi ed representative order that estab-lished ideal conditions for a populist intervention. Yet, while Chavismo provided the textbook example of the latter, Laclau considered that Argentina under kirchnerismo never developed into a full-blown case of populism. It is interesting to analyze Laclau ’ s positions on kirchnerismo, for they serve to highlight some contradictions within his theoretical model. 
		

		
			Laclau was an enthusiastic endorser of both Néstor and Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner although he acknowledged that both had failed in developing kirchnerismo into a full-blown populism (Peruzzotti 2017). The latter, nevertheless, did not prevent him from evaluating their presidencies as one of the most progressive ones, if not the most progressive, of contemporary Argentine history. Kirchnerismo, he stated, represents the most democratic moment of Argentine history and has notoriously expanded the democratic horizon of the country’s politics (Bossoer 2013). 
		

		
			Laclau’s enthusiastic support for kirchnerismo – despite the latter’s inability to become a full-blown expression of populist politics, as it was the case with Chavismo or previously with classical Peronism – raises some questions about the status of his general theory of populism. Specifically, it challenges important assumptions about the privileged status he grants populism as a democratizing strategy while simultaneously weakening his critical arguments regarding the neutralizing role of representative institutions. If the Kirchners were able to advance a very progressive political agenda without fundamentally challenging the institutional framework of representative democracy, then he is acknowledging that representative arrangements can have a transformative potential that his theory as developed in On Populist Reason seems to ignore (Peruzzotti 2017). 
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			It remains unclear if the previous statements entail a conscious revision by Laclau of his conceptual standpoint, resulting in a welcomed recognition of the potentials of liberal institutions, or if he just considers such an outcome a second-best alternative; one he is willing to concede given the factual limitations that a populist strategy encounters in political systems, like the Argentinian one. For Laclau argues that in the Argentine context a full-blown populist projects encounters formidable obstacles that come from the existence of a highly developed civil society with important veto power as well as from the existence of a relatively well-performing system of governmental checks and balances. Despite the 2001 crisis of representation, Argentine democracy is endowed with an active and complex field of mediated politics that combines formal and informal checks on power. This feature is viewed by Laclau as a formidable obstacle to the full unfolding of a process of populist identification. 
		

		
			Whatever option we choose, it undermines key conceptual assumptions of On Populist Reason . First, if populist loses e ff ectiveness in societies whose political system has reached a certain threshold of development, then the explanatory power of Laclau ’ s theory of populism is greatly reduced. Far from being the royal road to understanding the political, populism becomes a strategy that can only be applied in a limited number of cases and that will be rather ine ff ective in culturally plural and institutional dense societies. Or, at least, it would demand a terminal crisis of the representative order such as the one that took place in Venezuela and opened the way for the process of regime change that Chavez promoted with the establishment of a Bolivarian Republic. If, on the contrary, Laclau is willing to acknowledge that processes of democratic deepening can take place within a representative polyarchy, then it is legitimate to raise questions regarding the costs and benefi ts of populist strategies as compared with alternative ones. If there are viable competing alternatives to populism to advance a highly progressive agenda, why then take the risk that the latter always entails in terms of possible authoritarian outcomes? The risk of political authoritarianism might be a price to pay if there is no feasible alternative (given the negative neutralizing role that according to Laclau representative democracy exerts on “ the political ”). But if one is willing to concede an autonomy and transformative potential to liberal democratic regimes, then the option for the riskier strategy of populism loses attractiveness. 
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				The term Caracazo refers to a weeklong wave of violent protests and riots that took place in the city of Caracas and adjacent suburbs in February 1989 as a reaction to the policies implemented by the Carlos Andres Perez administration. The contentious actions lasted for several days and resulted in numerous deaths and the government’s suspending of constitutional freedoms and declaring a state of emergency. The events are usually considered the beginning of the end of the democratic experience inaugurated by the so-called Punto Fijo accords. See Lopez Maya (2003). 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				The December 2001 crisis in Argentina refers to the initiation of a wave of citizens’ protests that shook the country and that resulted in the resignation of President Fernando de la Rua. The combination of a deep economic crisis and widespread descredit of government translated into a widespread sentiment of rage against the political class, which the slogan “throw everyone out” which was chanted by the protesters clearly illustrates. The wave of protests were sparked by a nationally televised presidential address on December 19, in which then President De la Rua announced that he had decreed the imposition of a state of siege, with the consequent restriction of constitutional guarantees as a response to a series of food riots that had taken place in the Metropolitan area of the city of Buenos Aires. The December events opened up a period of political instability that was eventually closed with the Congressional appointment of Eduardo Duhalde as interim president to complete De la Rua’s term. Duhalde called for elections in 2003. Although Néstor Kirchner was elected second to Carlos Menem, when the latter refused to go for a required run-off, Kirchner assumed the presidency on May 25, 2003. For a further description of the 2001 events, see Peruzzotti (2005). 
			
		

		
			Enrique Peruzzotti 
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			Introduction 
		

		
			As is obvious to most observers of populism, the robust debate about its conceptualization continues unabated. That deeply held views backed by thorough research lead to divergent positions is no surprise. What is surprising, or perhaps ironic, though, is the frequency with which scholars agree on actual instances of populism. Few would exclude from an analysis of populism the likes of, say, Hugo Chávez, with his in flammatory rhetoric, impressive mass mobilization, concentration of personal power, and impact on Venezuela ’ s politics and political institutions. A number of cases (though not all) fi nd ready agreement in the literature on their classi fi cation, but not on the reasons for it. Just what makes Chávez a populist? Is it the means by which he gained so much power and, as a result, was able to have such an impact on the country? Is it a function of his worldview or ideology? Is Chávez but a messenger where populism is the message? 
		

		
			For many students of populism, the point of reference or the source of scholarly interest is the power and potential of mass mobilization. The movements – often led by colorful or dynamic personalities and backed by large followings – that challenge the status quo and take control of governments are inherently consequential and important. But just how does this happen? How did Juan Perón or Recep Tayyip Erdoğan gain enough power to transform their countries? And how can we not only understand what these mechanisms are but also in a way that allows for direct empirical study? 
		

		
			One approach to populism attempts to answer these questions by locating the concept in the domain of politics: the search for and use of power. More specifically, it considers populism in strategic terms, as a means of building and/or maintaining political power based on the mass mobilization of supporters. Leaders use this power to gain and retain control of the state. Among scholars using this approach to populism, there are obviously differences of opinion, including divergent views of the key or defining attributes of the populist strategy. But a shared focus on the means and ends of building power based on mobilization – and thus on agency and political action – brings them together. This view of populism in behavioral terms distinguishes the political approach from those that instead are based on ideas or discursive relations. 
		

		
			This chapter makes the case that the political approach to populism has empirical and analytical advantages. As others have argued, this de fi nition eff ectively captures the distinctive nature of the 
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			phenomenon that so many fi nd interesting, if not perplexing. The de fi nition results in part from an inductive process, building from the observation of cases, but also from the concept ’ s evolution over time. It can thus identify what the real-world examples are, and do so in a way that facilitates study. The compelling empirical and analytical bene fi ts owe to the clear theoretical relationship between its de fi ning characteristics and the indicators thereof. Put di ff erently, the means of identifying populism ’ s real-world empirical referents are included at the conceptual level. As such, researchers can look for examples of the thing itself – not some derivative or subtype. For similar reasons, the political conceptualization aids in the study of populism ’ s causes and consequences. The attributes of this de fi nition allow for hypothesis development and explanation again without the need for conceptual crutches. In essence, by grounding this understanding in terms of agency and action, we can make sense of, for example, its consequences on democratic institutions, political incorporation, and so on. An ideology, however, cannot by itself account for such results. The sections that follow expand upon these points. 
		

		
			Evolution of the approach 
		

		
			Until relatively recently, much of populism’ s conceptual development came from the scholarship of Latin America. Granted, the use of the word as a political label began in the United States as a descriptor of the People ’ s Party. Early studies used the term, often pejoratively, as a capitalized noun with reference to that one movement of the late 1800s. In the 1950s, propelled in part by McCarthyism, the term ’ s reach expanded. Richard Hofstadter (1955) saw a link connecting the People ’ s Party and the Progressive Movement with the New Deal, a vision or impulse driving periods of reform. Shils (1956, p. 104) argued populism “acclaims the demagogue who, breaking through the formalistic barriers erected by lawyers, pedants, and bureaucrats, renews the righteousness of government and society. ” Still, much of the term’s conceptual development took place within the Latin American literature, as observers attempted to account for the region ’ s particular mode of political incorporation. 
		

		
			For some time, structural approaches based in modernization or dependency theories dominated this scholarship. These tended to be multi-domain understandings in that defining attributes came from various spheres – economic, political, social, etc. (Weyland, 2001). Most, though, located populism in specific stages of development. Modernization definitions, for instance, considered populism to be an outgrowth of processes of industrialization, urbaniza-tion, and education that expanded mass participation. For the dependency-based approaches, crises of peripheral countries’ development strategies uprooted popular classes, making mass constituencies available for mobilization. In either case, these works considered populism to be historically rooted, tied to specific stages of economic and social development. At such junctures, personalistic leaders promised material benefits to forge new multi-class alliances, and with them challenged the established political order. Thus conceived, populism was understood in social, material, as well as political terms. 
		

		
			Despite the use of multiple domains, many definitions from this period referred to populism’s political aspects. Germani (1978), for instance, described populism as a multi-class movement organized by a charismatic leader. According to Jaguaribe, 
		

		
			What is typical of populism is therefore the direct nature of the relationship between the masses and the leader, the lack of mediation by some intermediate echelons and the fact that it is based on the hope of quick achievement of objectives. 
		

		
			(1967, p. 168) 
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			Others included anti-status quo appeals in relation to the mobilization (di Tella, 1965). Though at times implied, a common characteristic among these definitions was the means and ends of building political power. 
		

		
			These historicist views, though, faced challenges by new understandings of populism and by new empirical circumstances. By the 1980s or so, the multi-domain structural definitions had company. Some began to understand populism in terms of discourse (e.g., Laclau, 1977) and others limited it to redistributive and undisciplined economic policies (e.g., Dornbusch and Edwards, 1991). Also, in Latin America a few leaders like Alberto Fujimori or Carlos Menem struck many observers as quite similar to their forerunners of the Lázaro Cárdenas generation, even though the former worked under the fiscal constraints of neoliberal economic policies. Meanwhile in Europe, right-wing politicians increasingly gained traction. Despite the changing circumstances and conceptual advances, however, the original perspec-tives provide a touchstone for subsequent understandings of this phenomenon. 
		

		
			Some resisted the idea of using the label populism to describe the new personalistic leaders, or even called for abandoning the concept altogether. Nevertheless, others concluded that the concept had continued relevance and analytical utility, but only with some modi fi cations. There are reasonable concerns for uprooting a concept from its original usage, in particular the possibility of resultant conceptual stretching and homonymy (Schamis, 2013). Nevertheless, a compelling argument emerged for separating populism from any speci fi c historic juncture (e.g., Dix, 1985) or sets of redistributive policies (e.g., Roberts, 1995). Weyland (1996) reached similar conclusions but restricted populism to a single, political domain. He de fi ned it as a political strategy with three components: a personal leader appeals to a heterogenous mass of followers, the leader does so in a direct manner, and political organizing takes the form of personal vehicles with low levels of institutionalization. An advantage of restricting it to the political domain, he added, is that characteristics like economic policies or social constituencies are not determined by de fi nitional fi at, thus allowing the concept to appropriately capture varying empirical realities. 
		

		
			This perspective has grown in prominence, perhaps particularly among students of Latin America, while the ideational approach may have more adherents among those studying European populism. Still, the divides are hardly absolute. Scholars apply the political strategy de fi nition to leaders and movements in many national and regional contexts, such as Africa (e.g., Resnick, 2015), Italy (e.g., Fella and Ruzza, 2013), Indonesia (e.g., Aspinall, 2014), Thailand (e.g., Phongpaichit and Baker, 2008), Turkey (e.g., Aytaç and Öni ş , 2014), western Europe (e.g., Pappas, 2012), and so on. Many of these, meanwhile, are explicitly comparative and multi-regional in scope. Within Latin America, this approach has helped make sense not only of the more conservative populists who embraced neoliberal economies in the 1990s, but also the more recent variant of the left (e.g., Mayorga, 2006). Examples include Bolivia ’ s Evo Morales (e.g., Anria, 2013), Ecuador ’ s Rafael Correa (e.g., Montúfar, 2013), and Venezuela ’ s Hugo Chávez (e.g., Roberts, 2003). 
		

		
			The political approach can cut through contrasting national circumstances, varying economic positions and policies, and di ff erences among social constituencies, and still permit e ff ective comparative analysis. It does so by conceiving of populism as a strategy for mobilizing support. For instance, Resnick considers populism “ an electoral strategy aimed at mobilizing voters to support a particular party, ” and one that “ relies on a charismatic leader who fosters unmediated linkages with a mass of unorganized, marginalized constituents ” (2015, p. 317). Mayorga calls it a pattern of politics in which a “ charismatic leader exploits an ideological discourse of defending the poor and excluded, through which he garners electoral support and democratically legitimizes the quest for and exercise of power ” (2006, p. 135). And Roberts de fi nes it as the “ political mobilization of mass constituencies by personalistic leaders who challenge established elites ” (2006, p. 127). Or, as Pappas concisely puts it, populism is a “ strategic power game ” (2012, p. 2). 
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			This conceptualization captures political behavior. Using the word behavior, incidentally, does not imply the use of rational choice assumptions or behavioralism’s methods. It is merely to distinguish this focus on what actors do from those of other approaches. Ideational approaches, for instance, define populism in terms of ideologies or worldviews (e.g., Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2012). Those perspectives focus on the content, not its form or its use. The discursive approach, though overlapping with the others in some ways, starts from a normative and anti-positivist position (e.g., Laclau, 2005a). It considers populism a logic of structuring social relations. This chapter returns to these views below, but a key point here is that the political approach stands apart not only because of the content of the definition – i.e., the strategic element – but also its underlying concern for agency and behavior. 
		

		
			Divisions and debates 
		

		
			The political approach, naturally, is not without fissures. To an extent, these lines of division are reflected in the various labels used to capture this approach: political strategy, political-institutional, political-organizational, or even political style. Still, these views share the idea that populism is a mechanism of mobilizing support. This is not to claim, however, that there are no substantive debates. Indeed there are disputes regarding the list of populism’s defining traits. Characteristics that some view as key or essential, others see as incidental. The various positions affect, of course, the concept’s extension (how vast or narrow) and the classification of specific empirical cases. 
		

		
			One such debate deals with the role of rhetoric or appeals, and specifically their relation-ship with efforts at mobilization. Is populism based on a certain kind of appeals, a certain kind of relationship between leader and followers, or both? The appeals in question are usually characterized as “us versus them,” anti-establishment, or Manichaean. Weyland, though, excludes appeals from his definition of populism. He defines it as a “political strategy through which a personalistic leader seeks or exercises government power based on direct, unme-diated, uninstitutionalized support from large numbers of mostly unorganized followers” (2001, p. 14). De la Torre, by contrast, considers populism “political mobilization based on strong rhetorical appeals to the people and crowd action on behalf of a leader” (de la Torre, 2010, p. 4). Rhetoric here is considered in strategic terms, thus implying intentionality. In the former view, what the populist leader conveys to his audience is not essential to the strategy; in the latter, it is. The implication is that, for Weyland, the rhetoric and other appeals are of secondary importance, and so a greater variety of personalistic leaders – regardless of their message – might fit this definition. However, a strong case can be made for including appeals as one of the defining characteristics. Populists may or may not be sincere in their desire to “make the oligarchs squeal,” as Hugo Chávez colorfully put it, but citizens might find those views attractive. Offering different appeals might have different results, and the reasons for those results might vary as well. The point, then, is that the particular appeals not only matter but also help distinguish populism from other mass mobilizational phenomena, such as fascism. Therefore, incorporating appeals in the definition helps restrain what otherwise might be an overly broad extension. 
		

		
			Some scholars go beyond appeals and emphasize the broader stylistic aspects of the strategy. According to Knight’s “politico-stylistic” definition, for instance, populism implies a close bond between leader and followers, invokes the people against some other, and is linked to the mobilization of followers. Similarly, Leaman (2004, p. 324) suggests the word populism applies when there is a “verticalist and personalist leadership style and rhetoric” along with a multi-class following. But what is the point of this style? When framed this way, it is a 
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			method of engaging with and mobilizing supporters – a means toward an end. Consider Hellström’s (2013, p. 9) explanation (italics this author’s own): 
		

		
			Populism as style refers to a certain way of doing politics . . . The populist style typically relies on the charismatic leadership to partly bypass established ways of doing politics via e.g. party politics. Populist politics encourages direct channels for popular participation. The charismatic leader embodies the popular will in his or her persona. In this regard, the populist politician mobilizes voters along feelings of resentment, aiming to represent the common sense of the ordinary people vis-à-vis the political institutions and the estab-lished (indirect) ways of doing politics. 
		

		
			The basis of these perspectives, then, is the notion that political actors use certain means to mobilize popular support. The term style, however, is applied in various ways, and not all would agree that it always belongs in the political approach (see Moffitt and Tormey, 2014). Nevertheless, as long as style is understood in strategic (as opposed to, say, discursive) terms, this distinction is a matter of semantics and emphasis. 
		

		
			Another debate in the literature centers on populism’s organizational features. Many analysts emphasize populism’s general lack of institutionalization (Weyland, 2001, p. 14) and/or the absence of organizational intermediaries (Mouzelis, 1985). Roberts, by contrast, suggests that “any number of organizational outcomes is likely to emerge” from a populist movement (2003, p. 2). Examples range from Alberto Fujimori’s highly ephemeral electoral coalitions to the thoroughly organized Justicialista Party of Juan Perón, with Preston Manning’s Reform Party perhaps somewhere in between. Similarly, to what extent are these organizations, whether well institutionalized or not, constructed in a top-down, plebiscitarian fashion? A small number within the political approach do not restrict populism to one type or the other. While Jansen (2015), for instance, centers populism around the notion of popular mobilization, it could be of the bottom-up or top-down varieties. And so Rafael Correa’s “citizens’ revolution” could be studied together with the 19th-century US agrarian move-ment. However, the majority, including the scholars of earlier generations, has highlighted the top-down and personalistic nature of populist mobilization. This point suggests that bottom-up strategies of mobilization would be considered something other than populism. 
		

		
			The di ff erences between the types of mobilization are not incidental; they have substantial implications for the political dynamics involved (Roberts, 2015, p. 146). Where mobilization and organization emerge from civil society and/or prioritize horizontal involvement and collective participation, a leader ’ s autonomy may be relatively circumscribed. On the other hand, mobiliza-tion and organization of a top-down and plebiscitarian nature points to the leader ’ s role as a (seemingly) direct and authentic representative of the people. In the latter cases, any resultant partisan institutions are structured to empower the one individual. As such, the two variants have distinct internal political dynamics and, logically, divergent implications for the character of governance. To follow through with the grassroots nature of the former, political reforms would need to enhance the role and in fluence of citizens ’ groups. The other would prioritize the power of the movement ’ s leader, which may help explain the often authoritarian governance styles of populist leaders. To include the two types of movements together would mean ignoring these distinctions, and necessarily would raise questions about their comparability. 
		

		
			Restricting populism to top-down efforts at mass mobilization obviously reduces the empirical reach of the concept. Examples such as the grassroots movement that propelled Bolivia’s Evo Morales to national prominence would be excluded. However, it is important to note that strategies of mobilization are neither necessarily static nor singular; politicians 
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			often alter them or use multiple strategies simultaneously. For instance, just because Hugo Chávez’s system included some mechanisms of horizontal participation does not negate the fact that his principal strategy had a highly top-down character. Returning to Morales, his unsuccessful run for office in 2002 indeed depended on a relationship with his mostly rural supporters that was inconsistent with the highly personalistic and plebiscitarian nature typically associated with populism. In 2005, however, he added a top-down mobilization strategy to reach urban voters, the success of which led to his election as president (Anria, 2013). His populist strategy was essential but not exclusive. Populism can be understood as one tool among many; a reliance on it does not exclude the use of others. 
		

		
			Discussions of types of mobilization and the organizational characteristics that may accompany them lead some to conclude that the political approach is really about institutions. As such, they label the approach “political-institutional” or “political-organizational.” In reducing the definition of populism to such attributes, however, they conflate the concept’s definitional core with secondary traits. Within the political approach, the central aspect of populism concerns political actors with goal-oriented behavior. Populism, first, is a means toward an end; second, these means may have rhetorical, organizational, and/or other features. One might understand them as tactics associated with the broader strategy, specific mechanisms that facilitate the mobilization of popular support, for instance. I, for one, consider the defining traits to be the use of anti-establishment, pro-people appeals and plebiscitarian linkages. Whatever the specific attributes, the political approach understands populism in terms of power. 
		

		
			Advantages of the political approach 
		

		
			Defining populism as a political strategy has a number of advantages, as I have argued elsewhere (Barr, 2017). It has, first, a line of historical continuity with earlier, foundational understandings of the phenomenon. Additionally, when coupled with a small number of defining attributes, it results in a reasonable number of cases to investigate. This may be in keeping with the not rare but still atypical examples of populism: they are not so few that one can only study isolated instances, but at the same time the universe of cases is not overflowing. Finally, operationalization and hypothesizing are supported in a straightforward manner by a political understanding of the concept, which aids empirical observation and explanation. 
		

		
			One advantage of the political approach is its connection with earlier understandings of populism. Schamis (2013, pp. 146–147) highlights the perils of disconnecting concepts from their original usage and advocates anchoring them in their historical meanings. He has a point: to the extent that concepts can be redefined at will, they lose all utility. Yet there must be some level of flexibility to allow for advances in knowledge and theoretical development. Rather than treat them as fixed and permanent, one might aim for a recognizable line of continuity, a traceable heritage. To be sure, many of the contemporary political definitions of populism are structured differently than the classical definitions, which used multi-domain concepts of a variety of types. That said, the more recent variants retain essential components of the earlier ones while stripping them of non-essential, temporally specific aspects (Roberts, 1995; Weyland, 1996). Hence, while not the same as the definitions originally used, there remains a clear lineage. 
		

		
			The commonality centers on mass mobilization by personalistic leaders. By highlighting agency and action, the early scholars incorporated political behavior into their understanding of populism. Whether or not they also included anti-status quo appeals or ideologies, this implicit concern for behavior stands in contrast to the contemporary ideational school. 
		

		
			Populism as a political strategy 
		

		
			49 
		

	
		
			Malloy, for instance, notes the role of “populist rhetoric” but he considered populism a kind of movement that emerged in response to crises of delayed dependent development: “it became the guise within which change-oriented segments of the middle class sought to construct multi-class coalitions powerful enough to gain control of the state and underwrite programs of structural transformation” (1977, p. 9). Though emphasizing the context in which it emerges, he conceives of populism in terms of agency and goal-oriented action. 
		

		
			Other approaches, however, consider a focus on political behavior to be misplaced. Works concerned primarily with the content of ideas necessarily de-emphasize agency and political action, and/or suggest that the latter result from and are thus dependent on the former. Hawkins, for instance, argues “behavioral attributes are products of the underlying set of ideas. A populist worldview is the motivating force that lies at the heart of every populist movement” (2010, p. 39; italics original). Belief, then, drives the actions of politicians; and, at least at the conceptual level, agency has no role. The investigation of populism that follows relies on the language articulated by individuals, which requires the assumption that language reflects beliefs. By this view, populist politicians necessarily would be authentic representatives of these ideas and thus could not be manipulators of public opinion. In other words, this view conflates sincerity with performances of sincerity, leaving no room for the politician who holds one set of beliefs but articulates another simply to produce some desired effect. A long-held view, however, suggests an opportunistic leader is at the heart of populism, not a worldview. The ideational perspective breaks with that tradition. 
		

		
			More important than historic continuities, however, is analytical utility. A concept is good only to the extent that it can help us make sense of the world. Comparative analysis depends on appropriate classification, and thus on effectively defined concepts that permit definitive inclusion and exclusion of empirical cases. Having clearly defined characteristics that result in a balanced extension is therefore crucial. If the extension is too great, virtually any case might fit the classification and so the grounds for comparison would erode; if too limited, the concept could apply to few or no empirical instances and there would be little to study. To facilitate empirical analysis, then, the universe of populist cases should include more than only the elusive ideal types and yet far fewer than the everyday examples of democratic politics. 
		

		
			Most political definitions of populism use a classical concept structure, as opposed to radial or family resemblance. With this structure, the identified attributes of a concept are all necessary and collectively sufficient to classify a given case. A concept with but one such attribute would have a wide extension; adding others narrows it. Naturally, if too many attributes are included, then the extension may become too narrow and few cases would fit the classification. Still, this general structure may be helpful in getting a handle on the slippery notion of populism. Most political definitions use few defining traits and yet are not considered “minimal” definitions. As such, they may help produce a modest and balanced empirical extension. For instance, if the strategy has the characteristics of plebiscitarian linkages and anti-establishment appeals, instances of populism would need to exhibit not just one or the other trait, but both. While the universe of cases hardly would be empty, there would be far fewer than if the definition only included one of those traits. 
		

		
			Some observers may argue, however, that the political definition with this sort of concept structure may be too limited. That is, it may exclude too many cases and thus be unable to account for the broad diversity of populist experiences. For example, would the definition above apply to the 19th-century movements in the United States or even to some right-wing political parties of contemporary Europe? Because of this concern, a number of scholars encourage the use of a minimal definition, in part to bring well-needed consensus to the discipline (e.g., Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2012). Though a unifying definition is 
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			certainly desirable, minimal is not always optimal because it can result in an expansive extension. And, the broader the extension is, the greater the likelihood of capturing dissimilar empirical cases. For instance, if one identifies cases of populism by, say, its Manichaean discourse (e.g., Hawkins, 2010), a number of diverse cases are likely to be included. Using this approach, all examples of generally divisive language might be taken to be populist, regardless of the speakers’ character, their goals, and so forth. As such, George W. Bush might be considered a populist alongside José María Velasco Ibarra, the leaderless Occupy Movement, and even the Islamic State. Though one could draw from any number of cases in Europe, Latin America and beyond, meaningful comparison would be in doubt. 
		

		
			Those perspectives following Ernesto Laclau face similar difficulties. Laclau does not offer a definition of populism per se, at least not in a reductionist sense of the word. Rather, for Laclau populism is about the logic of constructing social identities. While the consideration of identities and identity formation is both interesting and important, this specific configuration can present certain empirical challenges, in part because it has an unbounded extension. Because his concept deals with the creation of political divisions, it becomes indistinct from virtually any other kind of political discourse. Indeed, Laclau explicitly makes this point. He writes, for instance, that populism is not “some kind of marginal political phenomenon, but . . . the very essence of the political” (2005a, p. 222). Even more definitively, he asks whether populism could be synonymous with politics and responds unambiguously: “The answer can only be affirmative” (2005b, p. 47). Similarly, Panizza notes “almost every political speech appeals to the people or claims to speak for the people, which could make it impossible to distinguish populist from non-populist political entities” (2005, p. 5). Efforts at mobilizing support for interstate wars or guerrilla insurgencies, for returning political power to the people or taking it away from them, and for mundane policy issues or revolutionary programs might all fit the category of populism by this notion. As a result, this definition of populism provides little guidance in empirical classification or analysis (see Moffitt and Tormey, 2014, p. 385). 
		

		
			Definitions that allow for vast empirical extension, in short, leave the analyst with little capacity to differentiate cases that belong in the category of populism from those that do not. And if the political definition fails to accommodate other kinds of phenomena that may not be comparable, that should not be seen as a strike against it. If one seeks a concept that facilitates analysis of similar – appropriately comparable – phenomena, the political approach, particu-larly using a modest number of defining characteristics, might fit the bill. 
		

		
			Another benefit of defining populism as a political strategy concerns its operationalization. That is, there is a clear theoretical relationship between its defining characteristics and the indicators with which observers can assess empirical reality. Other approaches do not have this advantage. Goertz’s (2006) view of concepts helps make this point. He considers concepts at three distinct levels: the basic, secondary and indicator levels. The first is the essential aspect of the object. Populism is a strategy, for instance. The second level includes the defining attributes: the necessary characteristics to define the object. The strategy of populism may have the traits of top-down mobilization and anti-establishment appeals. The third level guides the operationalization of the concept. As Goertz explains, “it is where the concept gets specific enough to guide the acquisition of empirical data” (2006, p. 62). One might operationalize top-down mobilization by identifying, for instance, the origins of the efforts or the organizational structure of the party. The three levels of the concept have a hierarchical but logical relationship, flowing from the essential aspect of the object down to the means by which one can observe it. Because the indicators stem from the secondary characteristics, the classification of populist examples need not rely on other concepts or subtypes to connect to the empirical world. Effective operationalization frequently presents challenges, but to the 
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			extent that guidance is found in the concept itself – and not a derivative thereof – these can be overcome. When one can assess the means and mechanisms that politicians use and thus both classify appropriate cases as populist (or not), the empirical advantage is obvious: we can observe the thing itself. 
		

		
			Not all understandings of populism, however, have such clear connections between their conceptualizations and the empirical referents. This issue stems from a tension found in some schools whose definitions exclude agency and whose investigations nevertheless embrace agency. Panizza, of the discourse school, explains while it “is mostly the relation between the leader and his/her followers that gives populist politics its distinct mode of identification,” populism “does not necessarily depend on the existence of a leader” (Panizza, 2005, p. 18). Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser (2012), of the ideational school, define populism as a thin-centered ideology that considers society to be divided into antagonistic camps. They also note, however, that populist “leaders are indeed very relevant. They not only try to mobilize the electorate but are also one of the main protagonists in the process of defining the morphology of the populist ideology.” Populism, additionally, “depends on skillful political entrepreneurs and social groups” (2012, p. 10). Despite these claims, no actors or behaviors are part of their definition. 
		

		
			At the same time, actors and behaviors constitute the focus of empirical investigation, perhaps because ideas can be difficult to examine directly. Stanley (2008, p. 108) explains that studying populism as a thin ideology depends on identifying “those individual or collective political actors” and the “full ideologies with which populists associate themselves.” As such, actors like Europe’s right-wing parties or radical leaders in Latin America stand as the targets of empirical investigation. Also using an ideological definition, Rooduijn, de Lange, and van der Brug (2014) study the parties that use the message, but not the message itself. Hawkins (2010), who considers populism to be a worldview, takes a similar approach by reviewing politicians’ speeches. According to these views, then, populism belongs to one realm (ideas) and yet its examples belong to another (behavior). Put another way, an empirical investigation of populism as a set of ideas is stymied without turning to actors for help. A gap exists between the concept’s second and third levels – i.e., the indicators do not follow from the defining attributes – making for an uneasy relationship between these definitions of populism and their operationalization. 
		

		
			An implication of these alternative approaches to populism, more specifically, is that one must use conceptual subtypes in order to study the phenomenon. Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser explicitly highlight this point: “in the real world there are few, if any, pure forms of populism (in isolation) but, rather, subtypes of it, which show a specific articulation of certain ideological features” (2011, p. 5). The ideational approach uses classical concept structures, which means when cases exhibit all of the necessary and sufficient conditions plus additional ones, they may be grouped in subtypes (but not diminished subtypes). Requiring additional characteristics for the purpose of empirical investigation, however, may have consequences. According to this concept structure, each subtype must be a full member in the category of populism and, by extension, be comparable in empirical terms. Thus the study of populism as a set of ideas would examine competing subtypes, such as “populist presidents” alongside “populist parties,” “populist regimes,” “populist movements,” and so on – yet no instances of just populism. This list of empirical examples then might include individuals, organizations, examples of collective action, etc., despite their fundamental differences. Obvious empirical difficulties stem from the investigation of dissimilar experiences. A political definition, on the other hand, does not require any such bridge to connect the concept’s defining characteristics to its empirical functions. As a result, those instances identified as populist in fact can be examples of populism, and not derivatives thereof. 
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			A similar issue emerges with respect to the investigation of populism’s causes and effects. A concept should facilitate, not hinder, theorizing and investigation. As Goertz explains: “A good concept draws distinctions that are important in the behavior of the object. The central attributes that a definition refers to are those that prove relevant for hypothesis, explanations, and causal mechanisms” (Goertz, 2006, p. 4). Efforts to theorize and explain a given phenomenon need a concept that supports them. For instance, to understand the conse-quences of populist mobilization, the identified causal mechanisms must be consistent with the conceptualization of populism. Defining this phenomenon as a political strategy with specific attributes is helpful in this sense. A strategy characterized by, say, top-down and personalistic mobilization could be connected to an outcome of weakening representative institutions. One might hypothesize that the leader of such a movement could wield its power to overwhelm those defending the institutions, or to convene constituent assemblies that transfer power from the legislature to the executive. The strategy, in other words, is about power; and one can hypothesize about the implications of using that power. Or, in explaining the origins of populism, one could ask about the conditions that make the use of certain political styles or appeals advantageous. When the citizens have grown tired of corrupt and harmful political practices, for instance, an opportunistic politician might see advantages of a strategy that uses anti-establishment appeals. 
		

		
			As mentioned, the impactful and at times transformative (for better or for worse) nature of populist mobilization is one reason for its scholarly attention. Powerful actors and their behavior account for results along these lines; they simply do not happen in the absence of agency. Ideas or political logics, on their own, cannot explain the concentration of political power, the erosion of democratic institutions, etc. Nor can they help us understand the sources or the decisions to employ a populist strategy. As Jansen writes (2015, p. 171), “a set of ideas can float about in the ether of political discourse without ever being instantiated in an actual mobilization project.” In other words, the ideational conceptualization does not provide the tools required for explanation. For instance, to hypothesize a connection between the belief in a Manichaean worldview and the weakening of representative institutions, one needs help drawn from outside the boundaries of the concept. Perhaps an ambitious politician might use the language associated with that worldview to build support and then use that support to rewrite the constitution. Evident here is the disconnect between concept and explanation, because the former is ideational and the latter depends on behavior. Research along these lines, then, can result in explanations of actors’ and their actions, as opposed to ideas by themselves. 
		

		
			Many in the political approach recognize the salience of ideas, yet only as expressed in politicians’ appeals, as part of a strategy. It is their strategic use, in other words, and not the ideas themselves. Roberts, in a nod to the importance of rhetorical appeals, writes: 
		

		
			Populism’s political power, along with its disruptive potential, is ultimately rooted in its ability to wed antielite and antiestablishment discursive appeals to the political mobiliza-tion of the excluded and the alienated – that is, to inspire popular subjects to rally, to protest, to strike, to blockade, to organize, and/or to vote. 
		

		
			(Roberts, 2015, p. 142) 
		

		
			The inclusion of political intentionality, or goal-oriented political leadership, helps avoid the pitfalls of an exclusive focus on the ideational. As important as ideas are, conceptualizing populism in strictly ideational terms is to hinder the full accounting for outcomes that are dependent in part on agency and action. The political approach, however, deals with the use 
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			of various means to build support and it does so at the conceptual level. As such, it facilitates direct empirical analysis. 
		

		
			None of this should be taken as an indictment of studying ideas and discourse. It should go without saying that the content of ideologies, the nature of social identities, and the like are important topics. The point, instead, is narrower, and concerns the gap between how populism is defined and what is studied. To define it in ideational terms means that studying leaders or movements is to study something other than populism. Given the content of much of the research, it seems as though many scholars are ultimately interested in political agency and action. This is certainly the case for those who define it as a political strategy. From this perspective, the political approach helps illuminate and discriminate among empirical cases, and facilitates the direct examination of its causes and consequences. 
		

		
			Conclusion 
		

		
			Scholars unavoidably make choices about the concepts they use, and these have certain costs and benefits. Among those studying populism, it is possible that the focus of interest is not at all the same from one group to another. If this is the case, definitional debates may not only be necessary, but irresolvable. Nevertheless, for those interested in the atypical phenomena in which mass mobilizations challenge established politics and elevate leaders to incredible heights of power, the political approach has its advantages. Smith, writing in 1969 (p. 30), argued that the “persistent bewilderment” about Peronismo had to do with the “remarkable relationship” between the leader and the masses. Many observers of contemporary populism might make a similar point. A political definition of populism helps makes sense of this uncommon and impactful phenomenon. Understanding populism this way – as a means of building and/or maintaining political power based on the mass mobilization of supporters – captures what it is and does so in a way that directly benefits research. This is particularly true when using a classical concept structure with modest extension. 
		

		
			From this vantage point, it is easy to see that populism would be useful in certain circumstances, less so in others. Not everyone knows how to use each and every tool, and at times they are misapplied. But, when circumstances warrant, skillful use of the right instru-ment can be effective in producing the desired result. With this in mind, the literature would benefit from additional comparative analyses, particularly across regions and historic periods. The strong suit of the populist literature has been its rich, detailed studies of single cases. More recently, and perhaps especially in the ideational school, there have been comparative and cross-regional studies. Still, much can be gained by doing the same with political definitions of populism, and by using a variety of research methodologies. 
		

		
			This perspective, additionally, should turn our attention to the factors that affect strategic choices. Under what conditions is a populist strategy likely to appear more attractive to political candidates and more appealing to the people? Many note the role of troubled party systems in making populism more likely, but there are any number of additional governing and civil institutions that could be influential. For instance, what are the implications of various media environments: does the existence of Twitter make populism a more attractive strategy? Do presidential and parliamentary systems have an impact on populism, on the specific tactics associated with the strategy, the use of it alongside other simultaneous efforts at building support, or the nature of organizing that support? 
		

		
			At a more fundamental level, the role of agency should receive greater attention, and particularly its relationship with the relative success of the strategy. Many say there is an art to politics, and it is not a stretch to assume it takes a relatively rare skill to cultivate a mass base of 
		

		
			Robert R. Barr 
		

		
			54 
		

	
		
			supporters – hence the frequently cited notion of charisma. Consider that populism emerges in times of crisis, and has been thought to be the result of specific circumstances, but it also appears in non-crisis situations. Can sufficiently skilled politicians effectively use a populist strategy in normal times, or when the party system is well institutionalized and strong, or when citizens have favorable opinions of establishment politics? Does the successful execution of a populist strategy depend on personality or political skill? Not every politician, addition-ally, realizes the benefits of using populism in even relatively welcoming circumstances: why not? Charisma and other personality traits, though, remain difficult to define and assess. In specifying the distinctive attributes of individual populists, moreover, one runs the risk of making each and every case unique, again undermining comparative analysis. Such difficulties, nevertheless, are no excuse to ignore these factors. In fact, unless we want to interpret theories in deterministic terms, the role of agency must be considered in depth. This issue is hardly a matter of mere academic debate. As seems obvious from current headlines and from the many studies of populism, the phenomenon has real-world and present-day consequences. For these reasons, further research into this fascinating and confounding subject is certainly in order. 
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			Over the past two decades, the ideational approach has emerged as one of the most popular cross-regional approaches to the study of populism. As its name suggests, the ideational approach explains the causes and consequences of populism in terms of populist ideas – the belief that the political world reflects a Manichean struggle between the good will of the common people and an evil, conspiring elite. These ideas are familiar to anyone following populist political campaigns and movements around the world. For example, in the Netherlands, PVV’s Geert Wilders opposes the Dutch political system, saying that a ruling parliamentarian elite disregards the will of the people, while often invoking the fictitious Henk and Ingrid, a “typical” Dutch couple that are the “heart” of Dutch society. In Bolivia, long-term president Evo Morales rails against national and international forces. In a 2005 speech typical of his style, he declared, “I believe only in the power of the people” and “We must serve the social and popular movements rather than the transnational corporations” (Morales 2005). These ideas explain populism’s most pernicious and beneficial outcomes, and they are one of the main reasons why citizens and activists mobilize in support of populist politicians, parties and movements. Populist ideas are not the only ones that matter in politics; they compete with other discourses and must combine with more traditional political ideologies to generate their appeal. They must also interact with material factors – populist ideas are carried by real people who are constrained by the hard facts of institutions and resources. But most of the features we associate with populism can be linked back to these ideas, and they provide the key to explaining populism’s persistent appeal (Hawkins and Rovira Kaltwasser 2017). 
		

		
			Like the Essex school, the ideational approach gives center stage to the role of ideas in defining and explaining populism; indeed, it is strongly inspired by the work of Laclau. But in contrast to the Essex school, and like the strategic approach, it takes a positivist approach to explaining populism’s causes and consequences, trying to understand these objectively by using an array of tools from mainstream political science. Indeed, the ideational approach borrows heavily from traditional behavioralist strains of social science research, which envision causality in mechanical terms of variables and causal processes, and which seek to aggregate polity-level theories from individual-level decisions (Dahl 1961). This does not mean that ideationally oriented scholars ignore normative theorizing – some of the foundational work here is normatively theoretical – but empirical research is an emphasis of the approach. 
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			Because the approach is fairly new, some of its key features have not yet been outlined. The very term “ideational” is a recent invention, designed to smooth over differences among competing scholars (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2017). Ideational scholars have only just begun to create distinct causal arguments – what I refer to here as an ideational theory, without the “normative” qualifier – and to outline the methodological implications of a positivist focus on ideas. Furthermore, they have not always been conscious of the contribu-tions made by other approaches. 
		

		
			However, a surprising amount of progress has been made in bringing these loose strands together into a coherent argument. In this chapter, I argue that the ideational approach is becoming an approach in the broadest sense of the word, that of a scientific research program combining concepts, theories and method. Furthermore, it is a productive program that studies populism at multiple levels of analysis. After providing a brief history of its origins, I summarize its basic definition; sketch the ideational theory that synthesizes current arguments into a larger causal framework; outline some of the methodological features of this program; and describe some of the current areas of research. I then compare the ideational approach to the other two discussed in this volume, the Essex school and the strategic approach. I conclude with a discussion of the approach’s strengths and weaknesses, giving particular attention to the lessons it must still learn from other approaches. 
		

		
			Origins 
		

		
			The ideational approach represents the coincidence of multiple strands of research with independent origins. The principal strand comes from scholars studying the rise of radical right parties in Western Europe and was strongly influenced by mainstream political theory, especially the work of Margaret Canovan. Canovan and other normative theorists (Canovan 1981, 1999; Urbinati 1998) viewed populism as a set of ideas rooted in democratic culture, especially the belief in popular sovereignty. They defined populism as a belief that politics should be seen in redemptive terms – as the struggle between the people and the elite – rather than in pragmatic terms as the adjudication of multiple, valid interests through liberal institutions. Importantly, for Canovan and other theorists this set of ideas was rooted in the belief in popular sovereignty and tightly linked to the inception of mass democracy – it was, in other words, inherent to democracy. But these ideas were in tension with liberal democracy’s emphasis on protecting minority rights and preventing tyranny, and the results for liberal democracy could be devastating (Abts and Rummens 2007; Arditi 2004). 
		

		
			Empiricists studying radical right parties in Europe picked up on these arguments, not just because they came from familiar normative theorists, but because they captured a prominent feature of radical right parties: their populist ideas, embodied in polarizing, incendiary language. The populist label connected these parties with what had previously been seen as a largely left-wing phenomenon of populism in the developing world (Mudde 2007; van Kessel 2015), and it helped explain these parties’ appeal among voters. Empiricists had struggled to understand how European voters could come to support parties connected to a tainted and vilified fascist past. To be clear, most of these newer parties were not violent and did not openly question electoral democracy, as did extremist-nationalist or neo-Nazi parties. But they clearly challenged traditional parties and liberal institutions, and they drew from a vaguely nationalist notion of a lost heartland that needed defending or reclaiming, as expressed in anti-immigrant and anti-EU positions. The concept of populism offered a solution to this puzzle, suggesting that many of these parties should be seen not only as a new, radical right distinct from extremist and traditional conservative parties, but as a populist radical right because of 
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			how these parties framed their positions: as a struggle of the people against a conspiring liberal elite. The distinction provided causal insight by suggesting that there was a “moral” dimension to the radical right’s appeal that went beyond economic voting or social dislocation. The party’s success could only be understood with reference to their populist ideas. 
		

		
			A second, smaller strand of research came from Latin Americanists and was a positivist response to the Essex school. Scholars in this group were trying to understand the wave of radical left populism that started in the late 1990s with the election of Hugo Chávez in Venezuela, and accelerated in the 2000s with the emergence of Evo Morales, Rafael Correa and others. While journalists initially lumped these leaders together with other leftists under the label “pink tide” (Rohter 2005), it became apparent that these radical leftists were different (Castañeda 2006). A cottage industry emerged around the attempt to identify the nature of this radicalism. Most efforts hewed to familiar materialist approaches (either rational-choice or Marxist) that emphasized economic grievances without much attention to the rhetoric of these leaders (Levitsky and Roberts 2011; Weyland, Madrid and Hunter 2010). However, several country specialists were struck by these leaders’ fiery, outlandish style and found Laclau’s notion of populism to do a better job of capturing what made these leaders distinct (de la Torre 2000; Hawkins 2003; Panizza 2005). While most of these specialists stayed firmly in the camp of the Essex school, a few went on to measure these ideas and see if it was possible to integrate their data into mainstream techniques of statistical modeling (Hawkins 2010). 
		

		
			Smaller strands appeared as well, such as the work of historian Michael Kazin in the US (1998), which built on the much earlier work of Richard Hofstadter (1965) that saw populism in terms of mental or rhetorical frameworks. But in the late 2000s, all of these strands began coming together as scholars from these different regions, especially the empiricists, began collaborating and citing each other’s work. Important breakthroughs came with the studies of Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, which combined case studies from Europe and the Americas to study the types and consequences of populism for liberal democracy (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012, 2013). Their work was useful in its own right, suggesting that populism had powerful, if mixed effects on liberal democracy in whatever country it came to power – it could be a corrective, by bringing issues and voters into politics, but also a threat to liberal institutions if it won control of government. But their work and that of other comparative social scientists (see for example the 2016 special issue in Democratization) began highlighting the differences and similarities among populist forces across regions. These were differences not only in terms of issue stances (radical right versus radical left), but organization (parties versus movements) and levels of electoral success (minoritarian versus majoritarian). And there were similarities, including their impact on democratic institutions and the international and domestic factors that mitigated that impact. Above all, these studies reaffirmed the initial insight of ideational scholars by showing that populist ideas characterized parties and movements across all of these different regions, providing a common thread binding them together. 
		

		
			Content of the approach 
		

		
			Because of this growing collaboration among ideationally oriented scholars, it now seems possible to talk about an emerging ideational research program. The ideational program is fairly united in its definition of populism, and somewhat less so in its causal arguments. Although the program incorporates normative insights about the nature and consequences of populism, it distinguishes itself with its positivist, empirical bent, one that embraces a wide variety of methods and gives special emphasis to causal theory and testing at the individual level. 
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			Concept 
		

		
			In terms of conceptualization, where agreement is clearest, scholars using the ideational approach define populism as a thin-centered ideology or a discursive frame in which individuals see politics as the struggle between a reified will of the common people and an evil, conspiring elite (Aslanidis 2016; Mudde 2004; Hawkins 2009). Borrowing from the framework of discourse suggested by Dryzek and Berejikian (1993), we can say that populism has a cosmology that is Manichaean rather than pluralist, seeing politics in dualistic and teleological terms as a cosmic struggle between a knowing good and a knowing evil. And in terms of its ontology, populism’s principal actors are defined in democratic terms, as the mass of ordinary citizens and the ruling elite. Populism sees this virtuous people as having been subjected to the will of the elite, but believes that a climax has been reached in their struggle, one that will restore the people as the rightful sovereign. 
		

		
			Although ideationally oriented scholars all see populism as a set of ideas, they generally agree that populism represents a qualitatively di ff erent type or dimension of ideas from classical ideologies such as conservatism, liberalism, or socialism. Unlike a traditional ideology, populism is not consciously articulated and lacks programmatic scope; it must be fi lled with other ideas to speak to real political issues. Hence, populism combines with traditional ideologies to produce subtypes, such as left/ inclusionary and right/exclusionary (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2013). Making this distinction between populist ideas and traditional ideologies helps clarify much of the confusion over why populist look or act di ff erently – for example, how we can say that both Chávez and Donald Trump were populist. For ideationally oriented scholars, the task is to identify ways in which their common populist ideas enhance their electoral appeal and reshape political institutions, while also explaining the circumstances that give rise to their di ff erent ideological fl avors and how populism radicalizes what might otherwise be traditional ideological perspectives. 
		

		
			Because scholars using the ideational approach think of populism inhabiting a di ff erent conceptual space, they have made modest e ff orts to suggest a typology of discourses. The most commonly mentioned are pluralism (which believes in popular sovereignty but frames problems in impersonal terms that value di ff erences of opinion) and elitism (which can be Manichaean but reverses the moral positions of the people and the elite) (Hawkins 2009; Mudde 2004; Ochoa Espejo 2011; Plattner 2010). Other possibilities include patriotism, which portrays the state or the polity as the key political actor; and nationalism, which celebrates an identity-based community based more on shared language, religion, or ethnicity (O ’ Donnell 1979). Furthermore, Canovan ’ s original work points to other, pragmatic discourses that avoid redemptive claims, such as technocratic speech. 
		

		
			One lingering question among ideational scholars is what exactly to call the genus that populism belongs to. Scholars using the ideational approach employ a variety of terms, including discourse, thin-centered ideology and mentality. The debate over these terms can be contentious, and there are strong arguments in favor of each. For example, ideational scholars initially gravitated toward calling populism a “ thin-centered ideology, ” a term borrowed from the work of Michael Freeden on nascent ideologies such as feminism, greenism and nationalism. They argued that the term captured populism ’ s limited programmatic scope while focusing scholarly attention on its consistent ideational elements (Stanley 2008). But subsequent scholars (including Freeden himself) argued that populist ideas are qualitatively di ff erent from ideologies, because they do not re fl ect a process of conscious articulation and are not geared toward producing intellectually coherent approaches to politics. Hence, terms such as “ discourse ” or “ discursive frame ” might be more appropriate (Aslanidis 2016; Freeden 2017). 
		

		
			This debate over labels has implications for causal theorizing and measurement. For example, if populist ideas are not consciously articulated or adopted, the process of how they 
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			are learned (i.e., political socialization) is likely to be subtle, and the ideas may not be active in the minds of most citizens and politicians. Likewise, researchers will probably not be able to gauge voters’ populist attitudes by asking “on a scale of 1–5, how populist are you?”, nor will they be able to measure populism through automated textual analyses that look for references to overt issues or topics (Aslanidis 2016; Hawkins 2009). I draw out some of these implica-tions in subsequent sections. However, most ideational scholars use these labels somewhat interchangeably, and in deference to them I do so in this chapter as well. 
		

		
			Another lingering question among ideationally oriented scholars is how to bring in the performative elements of populist discourse, which some scholars refer to as style. In theory, a focus on performance is compatible with the ideational definition, which does not stipulate the medium through which ideas are communicated; populists presumably use every means at their disposal to spread their message. However, some scholars who focus on style limit the content of populist performance to its pro-people aspects, omitting any mention of an anti-establishment message. Ideationally oriented scholars see this as “thin populism” or demoticism, and are reluctant to include it in the same category as populism (March forthcoming; Salaj and Grbesa forthcoming). Likewise, some scholars referring to fuller notions of populist style combine this with organizational elements such as personalistic leadership; these straddle the boundary between ideational and strategic approaches (Moffitt and Tormey 2013; Ostiguy 2009). 
		

		
			Theory 
		

		
			The claim that populism is a different type of ideas, one that is less consciously articulated or programmatically comprehensive than a traditional ideology, provides important insights into how voters come to support populist parties and movements (what I will hereafter refer to as populist forces). Scholars using the ideational approach tend to see populism as something rooted in the minds of individuals (both politicians and voters) in interaction with their environments. Specifically, the emergence of successful populist forces is thought of as being driven by a combination of context, framing and organization. These terms will be familiar to scholars of social movements (Tarrow 1994), of which populist forces are often an example. 
		

		
			To begin with, the ideational approach treats populism as a set of ideas that exists in the mind of voters and politicians – a set of populist attitudes. Because populism derives from a belief in popular sovereignty, populist attitudes are thought to be widespread in any democracy, especially countries that have experienced a process of mass incorporation. In fact, studies using public opinion surveys show high levels of these attitudes across different countries in different regions (Akkerman, Mudde and Zaslove 2014; Hawkins, Rovira Kaltwasser and Andreadis 2016; Hawkins, Riding and Mudde 2012; Spruyt, Keppens and Van Droogenbroek 2016), although they vary within any population in terms of demo-graphics such as age and education. Importantly, in all countries we find populist attitudes among citizens situated on both the left and right of the ideological spectrum. 
		

		
			What explains the success of populist forces is not the creation of these attitudes, but their activation. Populism requires the right context to make it sensible. Here, it helps to bring in some terminology from framing theory in psychology, which sees discursive frames (such as populism) requiring a context that can make the ideas applicable (Chong and Druckman 2007; Nelson, Oxley and Clawson 1997). Taking the substance of populism at face value, we can argue that populist attitudes become applicable when there is an environment of severe policy failure that can be blamed on elite misconduct. Of course, a number of theories on the emergence of radical right parties focus on factors such as economic and cultural globalization (Betz 1994; Kitschelt 1994; Kriesi et al. 2012; Inglehart and Norris 2016), and popular 
		

		
			The ideational approach 
		

		
			61 
		

	
		
			understandings of populism often blame economic downturns. But the ideational approach points us toward the normative implications of these problems, arguing that policy failures have the most punch when they can be seen as the result of intentional elite decisions. When elites willfully ignore the wishes of their citizens, policy failures become violations of democratic norms of citizenship and equality before the law (O’Donnell 2001). 
		

		
			However, activating populist attitudes among citizens requires more than just the right material context; it also requires rhetoric that connects the context to the populist argument. There must be an interpretive move (in social movement theory, a frame of action) to convince voters that their circumstances are the result of elite conspiracies constituting a larger struggle. This interpretive move is something that citizens may eventually do on their own – populist grassroots movements are common – but politicians play an important role in catalyzing this process. Understanding these mechanisms of populist rhetoric, and especially the cognitive process by which individual citizens respond to this rhetoric, is one of the chief concerns of communications scholars (Aalberg et al. 2016). 
		

		
			Third and finally, getting voters to support populist forces requires an organizational vehicle, including leadership, that enables activated citizens to combine their efforts and mobilize for action. Although the ideational approach studies the roots of populist attitudes and voters’ cognitive processes, it sees voters and politicians as rational in a thin sense, calculating their chances of success and carefully deploying scarce resources. Successfully mobilizing these politicians and voters requires a collective effort that confronts potential collective action problems. On the one hand, populist attitudes provide a powerful motivation for action that overcomes the individual tendencies toward free riding; but on the other hand, would-be participants in populist parties and movements may be unwilling to join these efforts unless they think they stand a chance of success, especially if they believe that powerful elite forces are arrayed against them. This problem of coordination is aggravated by the populist belief that each citizen should be directly engaged in politics without the interference of professional inter-mediaries. The lack of hierarchy or full-time personnel makes collective action challenging. 
		

		
			One way that populist forces overcome these challenges is through charismatic leadership. Charisma here means more than a telegenic leader, but someone whom followers see as the bearer of quasi-divine attributes (Weber 1946, 295). Ideationally oriented scholars generally do not see charismatic leadership as definitional (Hawkins 2010; Mudde 2004). There are many examples of populist social movements that emerge from the grassroots without adopting a charismatic leader as their standard-bearer; prominent recent examples in the United States are the Tea Party and Occupy Wall Street (Calhoun 2013; Formisano 2012). However, ideational scholars see the presence of charismatic leadership as instrumental in ensuring the electoral success of populist forces. As followers of the Essex school argue (and here we clearly agree), charismatic leaders stand as “empty signifiers,” or objects into which populist followers can read their individual wills (Laclau 2005). Such a leader is able to overcome the problems of populist coordination. Citizens can still feel fulfilled – by maintaining their direct connection to the leader – but are organized into an effective electoral force. In contrast, the fate of most populist movements that lack this kind of leadership is to fizzle and fade without winning control of government. 
		

		
			Method 
		

		
			Ideationally oriented scholars focus a great deal of energy on identifying and quantifying populist ideas. Much of this work is based on textual analysis, which is probably the most direct and accurate approach for getting at the discourse of party leaders and chief executives. 
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			A wide variety of techniques have been employed to study various genres of text. For example, a recent study by Rooduijn and Akkerman (2017) uses human coders to analyze party manifestos in five European countries across roughly two decades; a computer-auto-mated study uses a dictionary of keywords to track populism in 50 years of US presidential campaign speeches (Bonikowski and Gidron 2016); and a study by a group at the University of Zurich has used human coders to analyze several decades of reporting on populist parties in Western Europe (Manucci and Weber 2018). The results are illuminating, allowing us not only to identify with some precision how populist certain politicians and parties are, but whether there are populists on the ideological left and right (there are), whether populists tend to be outsider candidates (they do), and whether the media play a role in fostering a populist Zeitgeist (less than we think). Perhaps most importantly, these studies find that politicians and other public figures across widely different regions and historical periods employ similar populist discursive frames, and that most of the leaders and parties we think of as populist in fact utilize this rhetoric (Hawkins 2009). 
		

		
			While textual analysis remains the predominant technique for analyzing elite populist discourse, ideational scholars have begun to branch out and apply other techniques routinely used to identify more traditional ideological positions. One of these is expert surveys, which systematically poll the scholarly community to see how they rank parties and leaders along a range of dimensions, such as how much these politicians demonize their opponents or use an informal style. Studies in Latin America finds that these measures correlate predictably with parties’ leftist economic positions and anti-Americanism (Wiesehomeier forthcoming). Like-wise, scholars have begun using surveys of politicians to measure their populist attitudes directly. These find that members of parties we think of as populist in fact agree with core populist ideas such as the virtues of the people and the Manichaean nature of politics, although perhaps not surprisingly these surveys also find that populist politicians in office tend to have more positive views of political elites like themselves (Andreadis and Ruth forthcoming). 
		

		
			Ideationally oriented scholars are also interested in measuring the populist attitudes of citizens, especially through survey research. Although there is still debate about which item inventories work best across countries and regions (Van Hauwaert, Schimpf and Azevedo forthcoming), scholars have been effective at showing the existence of populist attitudes and their impact on voting for populist parties. As already mentioned, they find that most citizens in most democracies, even across widely different regions and levels of economic develop-ment, have fairly high levels of populist attitudes (Akkerman, Mudde and Zaslove 2014; Hawkins, Riding and Mudde 2012; Spruyt, Keppens and Van Droogenbroek 2016). Further-more, populist attitudes turn out to be good predictors of voting for populist parties (van Hauwaert and van Kessel 2018). 
		

		
			Ideationally oriented scholars not only measure populist ideas, but use these datasets to test their causal arguments. These scholars here have been willing to employ a surprisingly wide array of methodological approaches. These include quantitative methods, such as regression analyses of country-level data or survey data (Hawkins 2010); but also qualitative methods, in the form of case studies using historical process tracing and elite interviews (Art 2011); and experimental techniques in surveys, the lab and the field (Bos, Van Der Brug and De Vreese 2013). Such methodological breadth reflects the willingness of ideationally oriented scholars to draw from the earlier work of normative theorists, many of whom did not have a strong stake in any empirical method and were often hostile to econometrics. But it also stems from the ideational approach’s emphasis on causal mechanisms and individual-level theorizing, with its ties to political psychology and political communication. A number of ideationally oriented 
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			scholars come from subfields that are keen on measuring individual attitudes in action. Their theories suggest causal mechanisms – such as emotional reasoning, blame attribution or framing – that can be identified more readily through surveys and experiments. Thus, the variety of methodological approaches among ideationally oriented scholars reflects an equally rich variety of ideational hypotheses. 
		

		
			Current research 
		

		
			Although ideationally oriented scholars are still laboring to build cross-national datasets and test basic arguments, current research is advancing on several fronts. Many of these are at the level of individual behavior using models of political psychology. 
		

		
			One of these research fronts is the identi fi cation of populism’ s rhetorical mechanisms. Although experimental research demonstrates that populist rhetoric has a signi ficant eff ect on behavior and other attitudes (Bos, Van Der Brug and De Vreese 2013; Rooduijn, van der Brug and de Lange 2016), scholars are only just beginning to identify the components of that rhetoric and how they work: what makes rhetoric sound populist, why those components are appealing, and what e ff ect they have on the minds of listeners, including their emotions, political identities and attitudes toward opponents. For example, one experi-ment my co-authors and I conducted fi nds that discussing social problems in impersonal terms – a hallmark of pluralist discourse – facilitates deliberation without arousing populist attitudes, while discussing those same problems in terms of culpable agents activates those attitudes (Busby et al. forthcoming). Understanding these rhetorical devices could provide guidelines for both proponents and opponents of populist forces. It is especially important to study not only populist rhetoric, but how alternatives such as pluralism and pragmatism operate, if we hope to come up with responses to populist forces. 
		

		
			A second front involves explaining the origins of populist attitudes and how they are connected to other bundles of attitudes and personality traits. If populism exists as a set of attitudes in the minds of citizens and politicians, it may be influenced by other traits or attitudes such as dogmatism, authoritarianism, social dominance orientation, conspiratorial thinking or agreeableness (Bakker, Rooduijn and Schumacher 2016). Identifying connections between populism and these commonly studied traits and attitudes would help us determine if populism is really a distinct set of ideas with its own origin. If populist attitudes do in fact exist independently, then scholars can begin to determine where and how they are acquired: through one’s parents and other family members in childhood, for example, through peers in adolescence, or through later experiences in adulthood. Identifying these mechanisms of socialization will probably require longitudinal study – a major effort that has not yet been attempted. But it would help us determine whether populist ideas are in fact innate to a belief in democracy that is acquired at a young age, or, as the Essex school suggests, if they are strongly shaped through ongoing political conversations. 
		

		
			A third front is to identify the aspects of political context, especially policy failures, that matter most for the activation of populist attitudes. Political psychologists often use the concept of threat – the perception that something in our environment is not only going wrong, but could harm us – as a way to categorize the concerns that motivate risky political behavior (Enos 2015; Feldman and Stenner 1997; Jost et al. 2007). But what types of threat correspond to failures of democratic representation – and indeed if there is anything objective at all about these threats – is only just being studied. Some research suggests that populism embodies a particular kind of normative threat, or a threat to our deepest values rather than just our physical existence (Busby et al. forthcoming). If true, this serves as a reminder that 
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			democratic citizens have concerns that go well beyond the ability of the state to provide for material needs. Identifying these types of threats would not only help us forestall the sorts of crises that give rise to radical populist forces, but would also allow us to reflect on the nature and quality of our democracies. 
		

		
			The ideational approach vs. the others 
		

		
			The ideational approach significantly overlaps both the Essex school and the strategic approach; in fact, the three approaches discussed in this volume are probably more similar to each other than they are to other traditional approaches to populism studies, such as the economic or structuralist ones. But while the ideational approach agrees with many aspects of the Essex school and the strategic approach, it differs in some key assumptions and causal arguments. 
		

		
			The Essex school 
		

		
			The ideational approach overlaps with the Essex school in its conceptualization of populism and its understanding of some of its key causes. Both approaches situate populism almost entirely in the realm of ideas and use similar terms to identify its content (with, for example, some ideational scholars going so far as to refer to populism as a discourse or discursive frame). Both of them identify charismatic leadership as important for successful populist mobilization. And both of them see populist ideas playing a similar causal role, acting as a force that reshapes political identities and fosters polarization and conflict. For both of these approaches, populist ideas have an independent causal effect on individual behavior and democratic institutions, and hence should be taken seriously. 
		

		
			That said, there are roughly three differences between the two. To begin with, the Essex school is more normative than the ideational approach and more often regards populism as beneficial for democracy. Scholars in the Essex school see populism as the most practical means of achieving the subjective transformation of workers into a unified social class, arguing that it reflects a healthier, “agonistic” form of democratic politics that facilitates the institu-tional transformation demanded by the radical project (Mouffe 1999; Laclau and Mouffe 2004). Furthermore, as is true with many other radical scholars of the left (and right), followers of the Essex school are often critical of social science as an objective enterprise, and are more likely to embrace an activist model of scholarship. Their stances contrast with the ideational approach, which not only takes a clinical approach to the study of populism, but is more inclined to see populism as an antagonistic force leading just as often to the violation of liberal democratic principles. 
		

		
			Second, there is a subtle difference between the two approaches in their actual object of study and how they think it operates. While both the ideational approach and the Essex school see populism as a type of ideas that is different from an ideology, in that it is not consciously elaborated, the ideational approach borrows from a traditional, positivist view treating ideas as something exogenous or given; the process of their creation or reproduction is not seen as especially mysterious or problematic. In contrast, the Essex school borrows from an Althusserian approach that sees these ideas as part of a larger matrix of culture that shapes our social roles and evolves in contact with other ideas and our material environment. Hence, the Essex school focuses less on the content of populist ideas and more on how they play out (“discourse” in the sense of an unfolding conversation, not merely the content of a speech). In this perspective, populist ideas do not exist fully-fledged in the minds of citizens and activists, 
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			but are created by political leaders and the conversation they foster. To the degree that scholars in the Essex school do empirical research there is a strong focus on qualitative data showing the creation and interplay of populist frames in mass and elite language. An example of this perspective in action is the effort by the founders of the Podemos party in Spain. Inspired by their study of Laclau, this group of Marxist intellectuals consciously created and adopted a set of populist terms (“la gente,” “la casta”) that they felt could unite a broad array of citizens around their leftist project by redrawing their political identities (Llamazares and Gómez-Reino forthcoming). Their effort highlights not only the normative, activist focus of many scholars in the Essex school, but their view that the most important function of populist rhetoric is facilitate collective action by reshaping the mentalities of citizens. 
		

		
			Finally, because of these previous differences, scholars in the Essex school tend to be more restrictive in what historical movements or parties they label as populist. Where ideationally oriented scholars are equally willing to apply the term to forces of the left and right, including niche parties and failed movements, scholars in the Essex school often restrict the label to forces that embody the radical leftist program and are actually successful at reorienting mass identities and gaining political control. Hence, the Essex school is loath to label radical right parties as true populists, seeing them not only as minoritarian forces, but as deceptive and undemocratic (Stavrakakis and Katsambekis 2014; but for a critique of left-populists in Latin America, see Stavrakakis et al. 2016). In this sense, the Essex school echoes older critiques by Latin American scholars of the left, who saw populist movements from the mid-twentieth century as distractions from the real revolutionary experience that Latin American moderniza-tion required (Ianni 1975; Weffort 1978). 
		

		
			The strategic approach 
		

		
			The ideational approach shares the strategic approach’s positivist outlook, one that pursues social science through objective, data-driven analyses focused on generalizable explanations. Furthermore, both approaches see populism as more of a threat to liberal democracy (although the ideational approach treats it also as a potential corrective). And to the degree that the strategic approach acknowledges a role for ideas, there is a fair amount of overlap in their conceptualization, with both approaches conceiving of populist ideas as an anti-establishment, pro-people rhetoric. 
		

		
			However, the most important difference between these approaches is still their definitions. Because the strategic approach questions the impact of ideas, it is less willing to consider populist ideas in isolation from actual, mobilized people. The result is a definition with higher intension (more conditions, including charismatic, outsider leadership and the presence of large numbers of followers in a movement organization) and lower extension (it counts fewer instances of populism). Hence, much like the Essex school, the strategic approach overlooks smaller, institutionalized forms of populism, especially niche parties of the radical right. These kinds of parties only count as highly populist if they shed their bureaucratic layers and submit themselves to personalistic, outsider leadership. 
		

		
			Because the strategic approach questions the impact of populist ideas, it also explains populism’s consequences and causes very differently from the ideational approach. The strategic approach draws from a rationalist perspective that privileges the impact of interests and institutions. This rationalist logic is clearest in the case of populism’s negative con-sequences for democracy. The strategic approach sees populist ideas as cheap talk, at least at the level of elites (Levitsky and Loxton 2013). The masses of citizens may want to believe they are the embodiment of democratic virtue and that their problems are caused by a conspiring 
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			elite, but populist politicians, like any others, are driven by the need to maximize votes and offi ce. Hence, what matters more for the playing out of populism is the fact that these politicians are charismatic outsiders at the head of large movements of followers. Supporters of populists are willing to delegate tremendous power to their leaders and seek a direct connection to the leader without intermediaries (hence, a plebiscitarian feel to the movement; see Barr ’ s chapter in this volume). This undermines the strength of liberal democratic institutions such as the separation of powers, even as it serves the aims of the populist leader. Furthermore, because many populists are political outsiders, they face higher costs in trying to connect with traditional politicians, media actors and other elites, and they have a stronger incentive to circumvent or even eliminate those institutions. 
		

		
			In contrast, the ideational approach sees populism’s negative (and positive) consequences flowing fairly directly from populist ideas (Abts and Rummens 2007; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012; Muller 2016). These include the belief in a uniquely knowable popular will, the demonization of opponents, and its teleological, conspiratorial worldview. Because popu-lists value elections for their expressive function and believe their opponents are both power-ful and willing to use any means at their disposal, they are less concerned about ensuring democratic contestation or preserving minority rights, and they are more willing to concen-trate government power in the hands of the executive branch. 
		

		
			Because of differing assumptions about the causal impact of ideas, the strategic approach also gives less attention to voter decision-making at the individual level. While ideationally oriented scholars are practically obsessed with the psychological and especially communicative mechanisms of the populist appeal, most scholars using the strategic approach do little explicit theorizing about voter preferences or rationality. Their model of decision-making at the grassroots level is fairly uncomplicated, one in which crisis creates a preference for radical change and strong leadership; there is little talk about collective action problems, biases, or bounded rationality. The one exception is the work of Weyland, who has suggested that the rise of populists and other radicals can be explained through prospect theory, an application of Kahneman and Tversky’s findings on framing effects (Weyland 1998; Tversky and Kahneman 1981). This does not mean that the strategic approach is opposed to working out these mechanisms, only that the ideational approach is ahead of this game. 
		

		
			Conclusion: critical reflections and future work 
		

		
			Especially for empirically oriented scholars, the ideational approach has great strengths. It offers a bold, minimal definition, argues that this definition can be connected to a compre-hensive theory that works across countries and time, and tests this theory on multiple levels of analysis. It blends many of the Essex school’s ideas with a positivist approach, and tries to offer causal mechanisms that can compete with those of the strategic approach. The result is a research program offering multiple opportunities for causal theorizing and empirical work at all levels of analysis. 
		

		
			For all its strengths, however, the ideational approach has a tendency to overlook or discard the insights of alternative approaches, including traditional ones such as the economic or structuralist approaches. Perhaps because ideational scholars are anxious to prove the unique impact of populist ideas, they see less need for analyzing the work of scholars using older approaches, especially those from Latin America where the traditional approaches were developed. This is an unfortunate oversight. Whatever we think about alternative approaches, each has been designed to explain recurring features of populist movements, such as regional patterns of populist organization or the tendency of populist discourse to polarize politics. By 
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			ignoring these empirical patterns, ideational scholars leave gaps in the explanatory power of their theory. 
		

		
			One of these gaps is highlighted by the traditional economic approach. Scholars from all three of the current approaches (Essex school, strategic and ideational) tend to discard the economic approach because of its claim that populism is limited to a certain set of short-sighted macroeconomic policies. According to critics, the connection between economic policy and populism is moderated by other aspects of the socioeconomic environment, such as the amount of poverty or the number of citizens being excluded from the formal economy; economic policy should not be part of the definition. But the economic approach points us to another aspect of populism that ideational scholars, as well as those of the Essex school and strategic approach, should be studying more closely. This is the argument that populist citizens and politicians are behaving irrationally. By calling economic populism “an approach to economic policy” (Dornbusch and Edwards 1991), economists are suggesting that there is more than just a nasty collective action problem misaligning private with public interests, but a consistent misunderstanding of how politics and the economy work. Citizens under the throes of populism are not grasping or responding to the full costs and benefits of their decisions. 
		

		
			Scholars using the ideational approach have not fully understood the implications of this economic argument. Many of them study the individual-level cognitive processes underlying populist mobilization, but they do so without making any broader claims about rationality. If the economists are right, then whole swaths of citizens may be violating core assumptions of liberal democratic theory, which stipulates that citizens are capable of accurately processing information (Dahl 1991). Ideational scholars should set their sights higher than identifying cognitive oddities and try to determine when and if citizens motivated by populist ideas really violate these assumptions of rationality. Making this determination probably requires a more sustained conversation between empiricists and normative theorists. 
		

		
			Another neglected area is how populist forces organize to win office. Here the ideational approach can learn from the strategic approach, which makes organizational features a de fi ni-tional attribute. To be fair, the strategic approach takes a narrow view of what attributes count as populist, but it is true that there are regional patterns in terms of how populist forces organize. While charismatic movements are common in Southern Europe and Latin America – and tend to be more electorally successful – smaller institutionalized parties seem to be the norm in Western Europe. The causes of these patterns are still unclear. They may re fl ect prevailing modes of representation (programmatic versus clientelistic; see Houle and Kenny (2016)), the type of executive institution, or electoral rules (Carter 2005). There really is not very much theoretical work, let alone any kind of empirical analysis of these di ff erent organizational modes. Explaining these patterns could possibly reconcile the ideational and strategic approaches. 
		

		
			Finally, an important area of study that the ideational approach has left largely untouched is how populist ideas are communicated. This refers to more than just a single transmission of an idea (such as one fi nds in recent framing experiments) or media e ff ects (a popular topic among many populism scholars), but a larger, longer process of conversation that unfolds across a community through multiple iterations. This, of course, is the domain of the Essex school, with its idea of populist discourse in action is di ffi cult to capture with current empirical techniques. In fact, political psychologists who study framing are aware that framing models must become more complicated in order to mirror reality, where competing messages are received and then transmitted to others (Klar 2013), but this insight has yet to be explored by ideational theories of populism. Understanding this dynamic is essential for explaining how societies become polarized, and it may help us understand how already divided societies become reconciled. 
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			Populism and political and social theory 
		

		
			Populism, as Nadia Urbinati writes, compels us to reflect critically upon interpretations of key concepts of political and social theory. This Part analyzes how populism distorts fundamental notions of political and social theory: democracy, civil society, constitutionalism, and repre-sentation. Populism is located in democracy, thrives in civil society, uses constitutionalism as a tool for change, and promises better and more genuine forms of representation. Yet, at the same time, it challenges and twists these fundamental notions of political and social theory. 
		

		
			
				In 
				Chapter 
				5 
				Nadia Urbinati discusses two dominant approaches to populism that she describes as the ideational thin theory, and Laclau’s thick theory. She forcefully and convin-cingly argues for a new phenomenological approach based on populism’s antiestablishment as a key to understand the transmutation of the whole into a part: the masses that are outside of the establishment are declared entitled to rule against the establishment in the name of the population as a whole. Populism, she argues, attempts against democracy’s diarchy. Democ-racy is “both an institutional order and the way citizens act politically or participate in the public life of their country”. Populism breaks politics into two polarized groups of enemies, sees authority as a possession of the group allegedly excluded from the establishment, and is the beginning of factional politics. 
			
		

		
			
				Andrew Arato and Jean Cohen argue in 
				Chapter 
				6 
				that even though populism fl ourishes in civil society, the logic of populism and politicized religion is antithetical to the underlying principles of civil society, and ultimately to democracy itself. They explain the normative framework of the relationship between civil society and democracy. They show how the logic of populism in power attempts against the fundamental principles of civil society and democracy. Populists in power targeted the separation of powers, independent courts, and the rights of opponents and minorities. They also show how populists use religion as a strategy of mobilization in Western Europe and the U.S. to manufacture Muslims as “an insidious other ” . They conclude by pointing out how civil society is the privileged site of resistance to populism. 
			
		

		
			Paul Blokker theorizes populist constitutionalism. He argues that it has four dimensions. (1) An appeal to the popular will and a claim to represent and give voice to the mythical people. (2) It is based on a majoritarian approach that defends and expands the interest of the imagined majority. (3) It is based on legal resentment and is skeptic of the potential of existing legal instruments and institutions considered to be institutions of the status quo. (4) It uses 
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			instrumentalist approaches to constitution-making and constitutional revision. He concludes by pointing to the dangers of populist constitutionalism to democracy. 
		

		
			Paula Diehl argues that populism has an ambivalent relationship to democracy. Even though it promises to correct democracy, it bears risks like the populist relationship between leader and the people, and the ways leaders deal with the tensions between verticality and horizontality in populist representation. The populist identification of the leader as an idealized object for followers eclipses the tension between horizontality “being of the people” and verticality “leading the people”. It could reduce spaces for critique, justification, and accountability. Populist representation, she argues, could become a state of pure author-ization without accountability. 
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			1. The part and the whole 
		

		
			The Oxford English Dictionary has two entries for populism, one for the noun and one for the adjective. As a noun, populism means “ A political approach that strives to appeal to ordinary people who feel that their concerns are disregarded by established elite groups ” ; it is “a type of politics that claims to represent the opinions and wishes of ordinary people. ” As an adjective, it entails “ Relating to or characteristic of a political approach that strives to appeal to ordinary people who feel that their concerns are disregarded by established elite groups. ” Common to the noun and the adjective are the two actors of populism: ordinary people whose concerns are disregarded by established elite groups . People alone do not make populism, which is a polemical category derived from an antagonistic interpretation of the people. The insight coming from the OED is that the established elites are the basic externality against which populism ’ s people conceives itself. What makes populism is thus the following dynamic: some people (ordinary) claiming against some other people (established elite). The “ claiming” is the action linking the two poles – a link by contrast, contraposition and even exclusion. While the populist interpretation of the people is interested in stressing the inclusion of the “ordinary ” people, we cannot fail to notice that the populist process of inclusion is possible because it occurs through a parallel process of exclusion. The fi nal stage of the OED ’ s analysis of the populist phenomenon pertains to the di ff erence between the noun and the adjective: the former stresses the condition of the ordinary people who feel their concerns are disregarded – what they feel is the basic information or the fact that makes for populism; and the latter stresses the movement that the fact of that feeling initiates as the motivation of the making of a claim of power in favor of a part of the people. Whatever our interpretation of populism, we cannot fail to recognize that the following goal returns in all populist movements: getting rid of “ the establishment ” or what lies in between “ us ” (the people outside) and the state organization (the insiders as apparatus of decision-makers either elected or appointed). Certainly, it appears in the propaganda of the quasi-centrist Five Star Movement (M5S) as well as in that of the more aggressively conservative “ Make America Great Again ” (MEGA). 
		

		
			In Siamo in Guerra (“We are at war”), Roberto Casaleggio and Beppe Grillo, the founders of the M5S, claim there is a war going on between the “old world” and the “new world.” 
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			The old world stands for party democracy and political representation, the new one for free citizens connected horizontally through the Net, without intermediary organizations. “ The Net does not want middlemen,” and political parties and traditional media are doomed to disappear. Established parties and accredited media are depicted as obstructions to democracy that citizens can get rid of thanks to the Net. What makes M5S’ s claim so radical is not so much the reasonable desire of making the Net a means for deepening participation, but the argument of antiestablishment and the quest to remove partisan competition and political deliberation among parties. This is the argument that makes the M5S a “ non-party party ” (as its Charter claims), in agreement with populism’ s dualism between “ folk democracy ” and “established democracy, ” and in view of overcoming that distinction and reunifying the “ inside” and the “ outside ” of the state (Casaleggio and Grillo 2011). Getting rid of “ the establishment ” or what lies in between “us ” and the decision-makers was also the core theme of Donald Trump’ s inaugural address, when he claimed: 
		

		
			For too long, a small group in our nation’s Capital has reaped the rewards of government while the people have borne the cost. Washington flourished – but the people did not share in its wealth. Politicians prospered – but the jobs left, and the factories closed. The establishment protected itself, but not the citizens of our country. Their victories have not been your victories; their triumphs have not been your triumphs; and while they celebrated in our nation’s capital, there was little to celebrate for struggling families all across our land. 
		

		
			How should we normatively evaluate this antiestablishment claim? And moreover, why, despite its appeal to the people, is populism’s membership in the democratic family proble-matic? Like established parties, populist “movements” compete for seats in Parliaments or Congress and seek majority; yet they are viewed as established parties neither by their critics nor by their supporters. What makes them different, given that in running for government they risk becoming establishment in their turn? These are the questions guiding my analysis of populism as a project by which means a part (of the people) tries to control the ruling power of the state against another part – antiestablishment is, I argue, the category that populism employs to justify this factional design. 
		

		
			The classification of populist parties is often made according to the traditional divide of right-wing and left-wing that we adopt for established parties. This approach is deceptive, because it conceals what makes populist parties distinctive and different from all other parties, namely that they rely upon a conception of antiestablishment that breeds hostility not simply to the existing parties but more radically to partisan divisions and the party form of political representation. 
		

		
			The notion that “the people” are one; that divisions among them are not genuine conflicts of interests but are merely self-serving factions; and that the people will be best looked after by a single unpolitical leadership that will put their interest first – these ideas are antipolitical, but they are nevertheless essential elements in a political strategy that has often been used to gain power. 
		

		
			(Canovan 1981, 265) 
		

		
			In this quote by Margaret Canovan, we have the main ingredients of the conundrum of populism as a party that does not want merely to advocate some interests and claims but wants 
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			moreover to mobilize social energies, unify a large number of citizens against (a minority of) others and achieve finally the majority and rule. 
		

		
			This conundrum may be rendered as follows: although a populist leader behaves like the leader of any other party, populism is hardly reducible to a party and in fact it resists being classified according to traditional partisanship lines precisely because it wants to promote one part only. Its trajectory speaks for this ambiguity: populism arises as oppositional and intense partisanship when it rallies against established parties and governments, but its inner ambition is toward incorporating the largest number and becoming the only-party-of-the-people, thus sweeping away the plethora of partisan affiliations. Peter Mair captured the meaning and implications of populism’s antiestablishment in contemporary democracies when he associated them with the post-party democracy trend, in relation to which he suggested we consider populism as “a means of linking an increasingly undifferentiated and depoliticized electorate with a largely neutral and non-partisan system of governance . . . populist democracy primarily tends towards partyless democracy” (Mair 2002, 84 and 89). Antiestablishment discloses a project that is radical – constructing a citizenry that is “undifferentiated,” “depoliticized” and “neutral” – and fits a public sphere of opinion that looks like an audience rather than an active citizenry siding with or against political visions and programs. 
		

		
			The crucial fact is that, in audience democracy, the channels of public communication . . . are for the most part politically neutral, that is, non-partisan . . . It would appear, then, that today the perception of public issues and subjects (as distinct, to repeat, from judgements made about them) is more homogeneous and less dependent on partisan preferences than was the case under party democracy. 
		

		
			(Manin 1997, 228–229) 
		

		
			Qualifying the populist project as “partyless democracy” is inspiring but imprecise. The explanation of the reason of that imprecision shall be the main contribution of this chapter to the analysis of populism. How are we to make sense of this project given that populism uses, even if instrumentally, the means of the party in its struggle against established parties, and moreover that it does not think of its party as identical to the whole people? This question suggests that populism’s oblique relation to constitutional democracy rests on the relationship between the parts and the whole, which the antiestablishment paradigm reveals. 
		

		
			Some decades ago, Raymond Polin and Norberto Bobbio introduced the term merecracy – the kratos of méros, or the “power of the part” – in order to explain (Bobbio) and criticize (Polin) the structural condition of representative democracy as party democracy (Polin 1977, 229–255; Bobbio 1987, 123). The myth of an organic unity of popular sovereignty not to be fragmented by parties lies at the core of the populist attack against established parties and of its project to construct a different kind of party. Populism represents a redirection of the notion of the people; it is a phenomenology of substitution of the whole with one of its parts, yet not a claim of universality. The success of its plan would entail replacing the people’s procedural meaning and thus the principled generality of the law (erga omnes) with a socially substantive one that is the expression of a part only (ad personam). In this process of solidification (ethnicization) of the juridico-political populus we can detect populism’s attempt to achieve an identification of “the people” with the part (méros) that a leader and her followers proclaim to incarnate. Within this plan, democracy comes to be identified with radical majoritarianism, or the kratos (the ruling power) of a specific majority that purports itself to be, and rules as, a “holistic party” – it rules as if it were the only good majority (or part) that elections reveal, and as if the opposition does not belong to the same “good” people. 
		

		
			The substitution of the whole 
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			The examination of the conundrum of “the parts” and “the whole” that populism epitomizes will lead me to argue in what follows that populism epitomizes not so much the claim of “a part” representing “the whole” ( pars pro toto) which is the synecdoche epitomizing political representation in general but, much more radically, the claim of embodying one part only, in fact the “authentic ” or “ good” part, which by this very reason is legitimate to rule for its own good, against the other or excluded one ( pars pro toto ). The key to this understanding is the category of antiestablishment , which is like the engine of the populist ideology. The chapter is thus organized as follows: fi rst I clarify the “ spirit ” (in Montesquieu’ s sense) of populism as party-cracy ; I then analyze critically the two main interpretations of populism (the “ thin ” ideology of morality, and what I call the “thick ” discursive construction of the collective subject); subsequently, I explore the antiestablishment as a democratic condition and show how the populist interpretation transforms it and makes it the foundation of party-cracy. 
		

		
			2. Pars pro parte, or back to factions 
		

		
			A reasonable question to be asked is whether populism’s phobia is against political parties themselves, or against certain parts. The suggestion I would like to convey in this chapter is that the opposite of politics of and by parties is not the reinstatement of the undivided whole (of the people) but the celebration of one of its parts instead. The idea that populism sponsors is that politics occurs in a political-historical context that is made of two groups fighting for their supremacy against each other, in fact for the seizing of the sovereign power of the state by one of them against the other. Hence, if successful, populism would entail going from “party politics” to “faction politics,” not merely from “party democracy” to “partyless democracy.” Populism in power is primed to entail the rehabilitation of factional politics, which is historically the denial of party politics (and constitutional democracy) whose 
		

		
			legitimacy was achieved by proving not to be identifiable with factional politics. 
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			The populist reading of the people is itself the shadow of a part and not truly general and inclusive as it claims to be. Populism ascribes a factional nature to the existing parties, accusing them of putting the will of the people in the service of partial interests; yet it fully embraces the logic of “the part” when it pre-defines the antagonizing groups according to the position they occupy in relation to the state – the people “outside” (“pure”) and the few “inside” (“impure”) – a division which is more at home within a republican architecture of the polity than an isonomic one. As Andreas Schedler writes (1996, 293): populists “draw up a triangular symbolic space around three actors and their relationships: the people, the political class and themselves”; the first represents “the innocent victim,” the second “the malicious rogue” and the third “the redeeming hero.” This representation of the two parts composing the society occurs within an ex ante dualistic vision of the polity, in which there is no room for the fiction of the people as a whole upon which constitutional democracies are based. In claiming the hegemonic priority of the political over politics, populism proclaims the end of the juridical fiction of the people as the generality (the rules of the game) that holds for each and all as the not-available frame within which the political actors compete. 
		

		
			The paradox of the populist phobia of parties is that it leads toward a project of substitution of the sovereign (the whole) with one of its parts, the most numerous perhaps or the less directly involved in power, yet a part in all respects. Party-phobia trans fi gures thus into party-latria , the rejection of the parties in the worshipping of one part – this seems to be the phenomenology of populism from movement of opposition (one party antagonizing against other parties as in electoral democracies) to within-state or ruling power (one party unraveling the kratos of the 
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			winning part). This movement does not merely consist in giving a part legitimacy by claiming it is the whole – it is not merely pars pro toto logic; it is instead pars pro parte . 
		

		
			Populists do not only include, but exclude; and they exclude fi rst of all what they de fi ne ex ante as the establishment. Their part – the non-establishment part – declares to be entitled to rule against the other part; it seeks neither universal consent nor total inclusion. The whole people is thus not at the root of populism – and in this sense to associate it with Rousseau ’ s general will is really incorrect (Mudde 2004, 543) – but rather the masses that are outside the establishment. This dualistic scheme is the frame of mind that populism adopts in creating a party and competing for power. In this sense I say that populism replaces erga omnes with ad personam legality – it replaces the principle and the practice of the generality of the law with the entrenched power of some, no matter whether they are the most numerous part. In what follows, I would like to show how the category of the antiestablishment is the key to this transmutation of the whole into a part, which is the starting point of the transmutation of all the categories composing democracy, from the people and the majority to the party, representation and elections. 
		

		
			In order to dissect the ambiguities connected to the dialectics between the part/parts and the whole/the people, I will argue that the populist’ s crowded constellations of antis (anti-elitism, anti-party, anti-partisanship, anti-intellectualism) are rooted in antiestablishment , the paradigm that better manifests populist politics ’ dualistic scheme. This analysis will allow me to present populism as a political theology that metamorphoses the constitutionalized power of representa-tive democracy into a new order which is truly party-cratic or the power of one part. The goal of this chapter on populism ’ s antiestablishment would be that of preparing the terrain for a broader study of populism ’ s phenomenology of the substitution of the whole with one of its parts. 
		

		
			Thus, although critical of party democracy, populists create parties; and although critical of representative democracy, populists do not want direct democracy but activate a new kind of representation, which I have proposed denoting as direct representation (Urbinati 2013, 2015). Populists use elections as a celebration of their people through the victory of its champion and use the support of the audience (which it orchestrates carefully and endlessly) to purify elections of their quantitative and formalistic character. In this sense, populism’s ambition to construct new forms of popular sovereignty that enhance democratic inclusiveness occurs at the expense of democracy as an open game of contestation of and competition for power, the two qualities of constitutional democracies that populism wants to amend. Certainly, these tradeoffs “are not inevitable” (Roberts 2012, 153); but their possibility is contained in the populist project I have just sketched. 
		

		
			3. At the root of the moral ideology of populism 
		

		
			The perspective of the analysis I pursue profits from, and at the very same time completes and amends, two important lines of interpretation that define contemporary scholarship on populism in social and political sciences, and can be rendered as “thin” and “thick” conceptions, respectively. The “thin” conception sees populism as an ideology of morality; it is made of a Manichean worldview dividing the social space into two opposing camps: the moral “people” and the corrupt establishment. 
		

		
			This means that populism is in essence a form of moral politics, as the distinction between “the elite” and “the people” is first and foremost moral (i.e. pure vs. corrupt), not situational (e.g. position of power), socio-cultural (e.g. ethnicity, religion), or socio-economic (e.g. class). 
		

		
			(Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012, 8–9) 
		

		
			The substitution of the whole 
		

		
			81 
		

	
		
			According to Cas Mudde (2004, 543), the early proponent of this “‘thin-centered’ ideology,” “the dualism between ‘the pure people’ versus ‘the corrupt elite’ deems populism politics an expression of the volonté générale (general will) of the people.” Other interpreters note in addition that its “thin-centered” nature gives populism ideological elasticity and Protean potentials (Heinisch 2003; Ochoa 2017). Capable of straddling the left–right ideolo-gical divide, populist parties are thus defined by their insistence on a moral estimation of politics and vary widely, from the protectionist policies of Fidesz in Hungary to the neo-liberal populism of Fujimori’s Peru to the nationalization policies of Hugo Chávez. 
		

		
			Two critical observations can be made that anticipate what I am going to say below: first, given that direct democracy is not among populism’s goals, the dualism between the people and the elite does not consistently meet the request of instituting the general will with no mediation between the inside and the outside of the state (even if this is the populists’ claim); and second, focusing on this “thin” ideology obscures other components of populism that are instead crucial. Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser do not, for instance, think that populist parties necessarily require charismatic leadership: “an elective affinity between populism and strong leader seems to exist. However, the former can exist without the latter” (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012, 382). The distinction I propose between populism as a movement of protest (which can be horizontal and headless) and populism as a ruling power (which cannot exist without a leader) proves that Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser’s position holds in the relation to the former, not the latter. Populism as thin-centered ideology does not explain what makes populism a ruling power and its transformation of democratic institutions. The thin-centered moral orientation is surely an important gain, as it provides a minimal criterion to order the empirical analysis of various populist experiences; however, it seems to be too broad and unpolitical to capture the form of representation that qualifies populism and its relation to democracy. 
		

		
			We have thus to take the ideological “thin” argument down to its political roots, which are only apparently “moral.” “Anti-party-ism and anti-elitism,” Mudde and Karlwasser write, “are derivative of populism’s three value-concepts: the people, the people’s purity, and its sovereign will” (Ibid.). One could ask: what are, for populism, the obstacles to the actualiza-tion of these three value-concepts? The immediate answer seems to be the following: the most serious obstacle is party democracy; the reason is that, when and if it deals with “parts” and divided interests, politics fragments the popular will and makes it necessary to resort to compromise in order to construct the unitary will of decision; this would fatally open the door to “impurity” and elites’ manipulation, bargaining and pluralism. This obstacle seems to suggest quite clearly that populism’s first cry is not so much against elites in general, but against the political elite. Thus morality per se is not the issue; the issue is a kind of morality (or immorality) that is associated with the exercise (or the non-exercise) of political power. This is also demonstrated by the fact that populist leaders need not be themselves populares to claim their purity; yet they must come from outside the established political elite, because this makes their claim of ordinariness believable. Billionaires are a role model in modern society, and moreover their power does not translate into imposing their will and interests on all through the coercive system of the state. Thus millionaires like Silvio Berlusconi, Ross Perot, and Donald Trump fi t populist anti-elite moral argument and rhetoric; they “ can be considered more authentic representatives of the people than leaders with a more common socio-economic status ” (Mudde 2017, 28). Populism ’ s antiestablishment does not refer to socio-economic elites and is neither class-based nor money-based. In conclusion, the dualism between “ pure ” people and “ inauthentic ” few is radical because the few are not deemed to be part of the people as they rule. This makes the people a part, an entity with a social and 
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			substantive meaning that is inclusive only of the ordinary, not all the people, and certainly not the political establishment. Clearly, only one is “ the part ” – the ruling few – that is expunged from the ordinary and authentic many, which is a de facto part that is, in the populist mind, the negation of the other part. The practical function of this kind of opposition and radical dualism is that of justifying calls for forcing out of power the existing political class, a task that populists attain through a representative process that relies upon a strong leader, who is as “pure ” of political power as “ his ” people. The dualism between “ impure ” establishment and “pure ” people is only apparently moral – in fact, it takes us straight to anti-partisanship as the anti-political idea that power corrupts (those who hold it). In Paul Taggart’ s words, “ populism has its roots in a primal anti-political reaction of the ruled against the rulers, ” with the implied assumption that ruling corrupts (2002, 74). 
		

		
			4. At the roots of the discursive strategy 
		

		
			The other interpretation of populism – which I call “thick” – stresses instead the role of discourse in the construction of the people. This interpretation is inspired by the work of Ernesto Laclau, a cornerstone in the political theory of populism, as it posits the creative power of the binary ideology of the many versus the few. In Carlos de la Torre’s words, populism is “a rhetoric that constructs politics as the moral and ethical struggle between el pueblo and the oligarchy” (de la Torre 2000). Whereas the “thin” approach moralizes the ideological structure of populism, this one politicizes it all the way down, so much so that at the end it conflates politics and democracy as such with populism. All politics is populist politics. 
		

		
			The “populist reason” consists in a radical claim for renewal of partisan politics. It reacts against and wants to overturn the trend in liberal democratic societies of downplaying political antagonism in order, discourse populism claims, to establish a sort of pactum ad excludendum among all the leading classes and keep “underdogs” of all sorts (the radically excluded, from the socially poor and destitute to the political radicals) out of political competition. Populism, as this argument goes, is the movement that can give voice and power to the many that are left out; it is a project of political awakening of the commoners against the politics of apathy induced by the establishment occupying the political space. The goal is here clearly that of substituting the elites in power with another leading force, and doing so in a quick and destructive way. Populism is given the determinant force that belongs originally to democracy itself as a politics of emancipation against entrenched elites that dress in liberal and constitu-tional clothes in order to perpetuate their exclusionary politics (Panizza 2005). Whereas the “thin” ideological conception categorizes parties with a simple binary logic – populist or not – this discursive approach allows for a more nuanced scale. Political parties (both leftist and conservative) can have populist tendencies, or be intensely populist, depending on a certain discursive logic to appeal to their base and a certain leader capable of unifying many claims and embodying them. 
		

		
			This “thick” reading seems to disprove my argument. Indeed, how are we to make sense of anti-partisanship (as anti-party-ism) given the strong antagonistic impetus of the discursive conception of populism? Yet the argument of antiestablishment I adopt is primed to show that the driving logic of populism’s antagonism against the ruling elite is sustained by the construction of a holistic people that can hardly preserve antagonism (although it might profit from antagonism while in the opposition) and thus will certainly be in the interest of the disempowered, and not simply a new elite ruling with an undivided consent. Laclau’s theoretical efforts to marry populism with an idea of the people as made of the excluded part 
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			in the demos (in the tradition of Jacques Rancière) is commendable and sincerely interested in reversing the transformation of representative government into an elected oligarchy. The question is that, in the political struggle that should bring about a populist transformation of democratic societies, the identity of “the populist ‘us’ remains conveniently vague,” because populism’s goal is to be as inclusive as possible in order to win a large majority and silence existing partisan divisions and established parties. 
		

		
			The implication of the strategic vagueness of Laclau ’ s discursive populism is fatally open to holism; or, to put it better, it is not su ffi ciently immune to reductionism to be able to halt the holistic logic contained in its project of constructing a hegemonic people in order to overcome conflicting groups and established elites (Arditi 2007, 65). Populist politics off ers no guarantee that the incorporation of the largest people will translate into a deepening of political autonomy and will not generate instead a more centralized power, potentially authoritarian and intolerant of institutional checks and dissenting opinions. The sources of this structural vagueness (and strategic ambiguity) are easily detectable in the antiestablishment that populism unfurls. 
		

		
			5. The insufferable few 
		

		
			What makes the political elite so special and unbearable is the inescapable nature of its power. Corporate rule does not have the same fatal power as state rule – despotic as it might be ( “a forgotten topic in democratic theory, ” Ferrara and Landemore 2016, 53). Corporate domina-tion is not all-inclusive but circumscribed to those who work for or operate in a corporate fi rm. While we can escape a corporate C.E.O. ’ s will or a super-wealthy individual ’ s domineering behavior, we cannot escape the state ’ s offi cers, whether elected or appointed. State power does not leave us any choice but to obey, as it impinges on all the subjects that live under its territorial jurisdiction. The democratic principle of universal (each and all) inclusion is intended so as to confer legitimacy on the state principle that all must be equally subjected to the law. Yet the tension between the democratic sovereign and the organization of the state – “ the citizen” and “the subject, ” to paraphrase Rousseau ’ s classical distinction – is never resolved, although regulated by and monitored through a constitution, periodic renewals of political personnel, and an open and pluralistic public sphere of opinion that inspects and criticizes. Institutional and procedural strategies are meant to impede the consolidation of the power of “ the few ” and to keep the tension between the rulers and their fellow citizens alive and robust. These several checks do not, however, change the nature of state power, nor are they completely intended for that aim (constitutional democracy presumes that confl ict is the permanent condition of political liberty and participation, not an accident). 
		

		
			In addition, the exercise of power has been and is traditionally associated with pleasure, and a long and honorable crowd of critical theorists have depicted political elites as holding power with no other purpose than exercising it, for the pleasure of ruling. From Plato to Foucault, philosophers and social theorists have associated the idea of “ controlling ” and “ manipulating ” bodies and behavior – in whatever position of the chain of command an o ffi cer is positioned – with erotic pleasure that feeds itself with the experience of provoking and witnessing the distress caused by ruling in the subjected persons (Lukes 2005). The reputational factor and esprit de corps add to the self-perception of might in the political elite, whether elected or appointed. Even in governments based on the consent of the included, in which “ the corporate will proper to the government should be very subordinate, ” the relationship between citizens and their magistrates is stained with an unavoidable perception of arbitrariness because state “ agents ” develop unfailingly a sense of privilege as being “ badly confused with the sovereign ” of which they are instead “ simply minister[s] ” (Rousseau 1987, bk. 3, chap. 1). Finally, established politicians (even when voted on in free elections) earn their living 
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			by extracting resources from taxes without producing anything that can be truly accountable and materially quanti fi able, an ambiguity that always leaves the represented with a suspect of arbitrariness. In their critique against party-cracy ( partitocrazia in Italian and partidocracia in Spanish), populists of all wings stress the condition of privilege that a minority enjoys over and by pillaging the vast majority of the population. The accusation of representative democracy and the entire institutional and judiciary system of being a government by “ powerful majorities ” fi nds here its most radical source (Conaghan 2005, 30). 
		

		
			Particularly in times of economic and social duress, this anti-elite argument can blur traditional distinctions between left-wing and right-wing and easily unify laborists and neo-liberals under the capacious umbrella of populism. Productive Americans in the late nine-teenth century and Reagan-inspired libertarians in the late twentieth century both legitimized anti-tax politics and rebellion against those who did not belong to the people and yet lived off of the people’s sweat and tears, “forces comprising most elected officials, public employers,” and their allies (Kazin 1995, 263). The early public blow of the Lega Nord against the Italian establishment in the 1980s materialized in a very popular (and populist) campaign for “tax disobedience” as a justified reaction against the caste in power (Tarchi 2002). The Mexican presidential campaign of Andrés Manuel López Obrador (or AMLO) in 2006 had its central theme in the opposition between corrupt state elites and the victimized and honest people: 
		

		
			What we have to therefore do is unite the people, this is the struggle of the whole people of Mexico to defend its interests, against a band that has perpetuated itself in power and has carried our country to ruin. 
		

		
			(Bruhn 2012, 92) 
		

		
			Power within political institutions (from local up to national) is the target of populism because it is the domain in which elites are experienced as inescapable and unwarranted; “ordinary citizens” have no choice but abiding (although contesting). 
		

		
			Two additional conditions add to the revulsion against the establishment. On the one hand, elites in power are susceptible to a mental disposition which is shared by the co-opted members of the higher strata of society and makes all of them appear as characterized by “blunted moral insensibility” (Mills 1956, 343). On the other hand, they do not seem to be adventurous or imaginative, but simply “mindless” and privileged instead (J.S. Mill invented the epithet pedantocracy to denote the class of state mandarins). The political establishment is made up of people that are more prone to mainstream strategies, since their main preoccupa-tion is protecting their “status” and prolonging their permanence in power as much as possible (Ibid., 354). Co-optation of the social types to which common values lead propagates the formation of circles similar in kind, all of them united by tacit mutual support as “tie-ins.” “The power elite . . . also rests upon the similarity of its personnel, and their personal and official relations with one another, upon their social basis of the power elite’s unity,” define a clique, “not an aristocracy,” because they share not heredity or traditions but instead a common educational routine (they study in the same colleges, as Thomas Piketty has recorded recently in describing the new global wealthy oligarchy) and belong to closed circles (Mills 1956, 278). Elites combine – in Italy the populist catchword for them is “la casta,” a word that began to be used in the very years in which ideological partisanship started fading and political parties appeared to be all the same, sharing a preoccupation with positioning themselves in the mainstream to catch votes. 
		

		
			The populist accusation of the immorality of the few becomes alluring with both the decline of credibility in the intermediary associations and the dysfunction of checks and 
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			balances at the social and institutional level. The former case pertains to the transformation of political parties, which Mair has characterized as a case of “cartel party democracy.” In Mair’s diagnosis, the crisis of trust in party democracy is not provoked but revealed and exploited by populism and points to the insider mentality which makes parties’ personnel projected toward mainstream platforms and policies for obvious reasons of electoral convenience. Party democracy replaced by “cartel party democracy” is in fact the early form of anti-partisanship and anti-party-ism, a “senile disease” of stable democracies that starts from within as a claim made in the interests of the general public (Revelli 2017). In this, party cartels are generative of populism, which completes the anti-partisan argument by ascribing to parties as such the main cause of violation of the general interest. 
		

		
			As to the dysfunction of the checks and balances at the institutional level, the liberal answer to the populist objection reveals itself to be meagre and ineff ective when it insists on the formalistic trend that the ideology of a powerful elite is nonsense or simply the remnant of the tirannophobia which had accompanied the anti-aristocratic struggle in the age of constitutional revolutions. As the liberal argument goes, is it not the case that electoral lawmakers and appointed bureaucrats are “ servants ” of the state, that they do not “ hold” power but exercise functions according to the will of the electors? Yet as we shall see below, consent makes electoral democracy but also makes the people never forget that the division between the rulers and the ruled is simply conventional and functional, not natural and never fully justifi ed. The “virtually exclusive emphasis on the rule of law in public discourse ” and the tendency of parties to dismiss the partisan habit by making political choices truly meaningless or indiff erent is, Jan-Werner Müller writes, a bad defense of democracy (Müller 2016, 58 –60). 
		

		
			The dysfunctional performance of the power-deflating strategies that modern democracy was able to activate proves once again that “immorality” is not what makes the elites a target of criticism. Indeed, although elites always existed, they started provoking antiestablishment arguments only when political institutions started to be given legitimacy by elections. Representative government itself was born of the claim that the people were the only force of political legitimacy and control. Today, the populist attack goes back to the “purity” of the people and opposes it to both the representative claim of the elected and the constitutional claim of the containing power of checks and balances (Papadopoulos 2002, 54–55). When elites merge, containing their power becomes difficult. 
		

		
			Yet populists do not question the distinction between the ruling class and the people, and thus do not in this sense, at least, repeat the democratic critique. What they contest is the structure of electoral representation because it prevents the embodiment of the ordinary many under a representative leader, like a tribune, who can speak for them and only for them, and use the strength of their support to achieve power and overturn the few. Their criticism of the immorality of the establishment is thus a criticism that points directly to the heart of representative democracy as responsible not simply, as the democratic critique would have it, for keeping power from circulating and consolidating the separation between the many and the few, but for structuring the people as a plurality of conflicting interests that blocks their merging into a unity against the opposite unity, the few. 
		

		
			6. Populism’s antiestablishment 
		

		
			To show in a snapshot what political elites are and do, in his classic book on The Power Elite, C. Wright Mills went back to Jacob Burckhardt: “They are all that we are not” because they have power that “we ” don ’ t have (Mills 1956, 3). It is what they “can ” do 
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			more than even what they actually “do ” that gives the establishment an impure status or makes them seem “immoral. ” In fact, according to Mills, political elites are marked as immoral because their closeness to power exposes them naturally to corruption. Mills proved this character attribution of potential for corruption in reverse, by describing the strategy the elite and their entourage employ to defend themselves from the popular criticism of their immorality: they claim they are rather “ impotent” because “scattered ” and lacking “any coherence. ” In order to shield themselves from the accusation of immorality they claim a division in their midst – which means that precisely their power as a political group is the object of criticism, more than what they actually do. The elites may have di ff erent party affiliations, yet all of them operate within the institutions and share the same desire of preserving their role. Divisions within the establishment seems to be only apparent, and even the institutional checks they refer to are not entirely capable of containing their power. The “thin ” ideology of morality ascribed to populism conceals a “ thick ” ideology that goes to the fonts of power. 
		

		
			If the antagonism against the few looks like a moral issue, it is because populism does not claim the political priority of the will of the people over and against the will of the elites – it does not claim that it is direct democracy or the elimination of the division between “inside” and “outside.” Rather, populism claims the moral priority of the people over and against some of its parts and wants the people as the large majority to be the only source of the representative claim, because the only legitimate part. This claim does not fit the kind of competition for power that mobilizes traditional parties because it denotes a fight for power that requires a new kind of party and a new kind of representation, which must not be fragmented in order to be strong enough to oppose the clique of the established elite. The representative, Laclau writes, must be an active agent who gives words and credibility to the represented unity, who is the actor of the homogenizing process that puts an end to the divisions of the electorate (Laclau 2005, 157–158). Populism’s antiestablishment amounts to a call for substitution of the wrong people (“inauthentic” as the “few” are) with the right people (the only “authentic” people, in fact) and this can be done only if representation changes into an act of faith and emotional identification with no question of accountability, which would dilacerate the body politics with conflicting requests and claims. Clearly, this is not a revolutionary call or a call for sovereignty (or a new form of government), and is not even a call for direct rule by the moral people (or non-representative government). It is a call for a change of the elite in power and a new form of representation as embodiment. 
		

		
			In what sense does the populist division prefigure an ideology of “morality”? How can morality be given the power of a political argument against a vertical political division between the “few” and the “many”? In fact, if ordinary people are “pure,” is it because they possess an endogenous quality of purity, or because they do not hold what could ruin them (as it could ruin anyone), namely political power? The answer I propose is that if “morality” or “purity” is so radical it is because it comes from an exceptionally radical political argument – the assumption that purity follows from the lack of political power. Since the people are pure because they do not exercise political power directly, the populist criticism of the establish-ment is radical and irredeemable because is made from a point of view that is external (to power), and based on this externality it construes its adversary. 
		

		
			We encounter here another source of populism’s ambiguous relationship to democracy. Indeed, democracy does not claim that power corrupts, but that if the citizens exercise and control it, power can be the condition for personal and political liberty and non-subjection. The democratic people claims kratos, and this claim can be strengthened by keeping the gates to the exercise of power always open, making power circulate, preventing its entrenchment 
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			anywhere. These are the normative conditions that make for a democratic community, not a pre-defined dualism between those who preserve themselves pure of corruption because they do not hold power directly and those who are impure because they hold power and become corrupt. This dualism reveals once again the oblique relationship of populism to democracy. 
		

		
			The representative system facilitates, of course, both the dualism between inside and outside, and the populist cry against it. As said, elections seem to construct power holders as an homogenous group (Mills 1956, 18–19). The articulation of the representative assembly through parties and partisan affiliations – the pluralization of leaders, as we shall soon show – is meant precisely to break that institutional homogeneity and activate the kind of pluralism of opinions and disagreement that exist in society. Not by chance does the attack of populism against political representation converge on an attack against multiparty-ism and the partisan divisions in the lawmaking institution that elections generate. The construction of the populist party and the transformation of elections into a kind of plebiscite that celebrates the victory of the true people through its leader are populism’s answer to this problem: “A vision of ‘the people’ as a united body implies impatience with party strife, and can encourage support for strong leadership where a charismatic individual is available to personify the interests of the nation” (Canovan 1999, 5). 
		

		
			Some additional observations are needed to complete the illustration of the populist argument of antiestablishment. “The unity of the power elite” and its opposite (the unity of the people in power) is the spirit of the populist antiestablishment; this trope seems to take us back to Marx’s dialectics, according to which the unification of the two classes that capitalism creates simplifies the struggle and makes it easier for the anti-capitalist class to recognize its enemy and give a revolutionary twist to its struggle. But although structurally similar, the analogy between class struggle and populist struggle is implausible, because to Marx the power springing from the dualism between “the haves” and the “have-nots” derives from the economic structure of society, which is not politically and ideologically constructed. Unlike the socialists’ critique, the populists’ assault on the elites does not grow on the terrain of classes and economic relations but on the terrain of politics, in relation to which, however, populists do not follow the democrats either, as they do not base their critique on the norm of openness, but on a structural dualism between those who rule and those who are ruled, or the establishment and all the others. 
		

		
			The “thin” ideology of morality exposes populism to an unavoidable tension that it cannot itself explain, because it is too oblivious of the way in which populism thinks of and ultimately uses institutions and procedures. Moreover, while it can make sense of populism as a movement of opposition, it cannot explain how populism can avoid becoming itself subjected to the critique of immorality when and if in power. The “thin” ideology argument cannot help us understand the fatal temptations awaiting populist leaders in their effort not to fall into the trap of impurity like any other established elites. 
		

		
			The temptations that populist leaders face are twofold; the first more benign than the second. On the one hand, the leader may try to be and remain in permanent electoral campaign while in power, so as to reaffirm his identification with the people by making the audience believe he is waging a titanic battle against the entrenched establishment in order to preserve his purity (“Chávez spent more than 1,500 hours denouncing capitalism on Alo Presidente, his own TV show”; Berlusconi was for years a daily attraction on both state and his private national television stations; Trump is on Twitter night and day). On the other hand, the leader may want to change the rules and the existing constitution in order to strengthen his decision-making power by weakening institutional checks and humiliating the opposition, when recalcitrant and not tamed. The construction of a more inclusive sovereign 
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			and the injection of more mobilization from below, which the former two strategies import, are not necessarily democracy-friendly and in fact can come at the expense of democracy (Roberts 2012, 153). 
		

		
			Although the outcomes of these temptations of the populist leader in power are diff erent, they both show a grave disfi gurement of democratic procedures. Valuing demo-cratic procedures, it implies understanding them neither as optional rules to be possessed by the winner nor as “merely ” formal stipulations. Take, for instance, elections – they are a procedure that makes the players while it regulates their game, in the sense that groups and the citizens that participate in the game of elections conceive and structure both their language and their behavior so that they always respect their adversaries, both when they compete and once everybody knows and accepts the outcome of the competition; this behavior is paramount and makes us understand in what sense elections are co-essential to democracy, not a mere formality (Bobbio 1987, 65–67). The same can be said of the conclusion of an electoral campaign – the end of the campaign can of course be procrastinated ad libitum because the winner can use the permanent mobilization of propaganda and the media to daily reinforce his support by the audience; although this endless campaigning does not violate the electoral term, it induces the majority to think (and make all people think) that its numerical victory is not strong or legitimizing enough; thus it entails quite explicitly that the actors play the democratic game while not truly accepting it. The populist ideology of antiestablishment, although framed as a “thin ” moral distinction between the corrupt few and the moral people, is capable of injecting or promoting a series of actions and shaping public behavior and language in such a way that its impact on democratic institutions can be far from innocuous; what seems to be “ thin ” turns out to be very “ thick. ” 
		

		
			7. Antiestablishment is democratic 
		

		
			Criticism of elites is a consistent manifestation of the egalitarian spirit of democracy. In his The Power Elite, Mills argued that elites’ “structural immorality” is not simply a matter of denoting some corrupt men of power, but a feature connecting rich and powerful people to the state’s powers. The political elite has the power to connect the various social elites: this is what makes the democratic people feel excluded and subjected to the insufferable burden of the few. Criticism of the elites was at the very origin of the transformations of representative government throughout its history – as shown by Bernard Manin, party democracy was also born out of an antiestablishment cry against liberal parliamentarianism and its government by notables. Clearly, the interpretation of democracy is key to understanding the place of antiestablishment in democracy (and populism). The issue is that not all democratic arguments (and theories) are equally equipped to deal with the populist claim of antiestablishment. This is a serious problem and shows how populism compels us to reflect critically upon the interpretation of democracy we refer to when we want to answer the populist challenge effectively. Let us clarify briefly the main normative arguments that democratic theory offers against the establishment, two in particular which are represented by Robert Dahl and Hans Kelsen. 
		

		
			Robert Dahl started the famous chapter 8 of his Democracy and Its Critics (1989) with this quote from Aristotle: “In democratic states, ‘the people’ is sovereign; in oligarchies, on the other hand, the few have the position.” From Aristotle’s definition Dahl derived “the assumptions” of the democratic ideal: effective participation, voting equality at the decisive stage, enlightened understanding, control of the agenda. At the bottom of these “ideal 
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			assumptions” he put equal political opportunity by citizens to participate and act in the public domain: this is the radical antiestablishment clause contained in the democratic ideal. Recollecting Mills’ sociological analysis, it is possible to say that to Dahl, it is not the elites per se that are the problem of democracy, but their links to those who hold political power and consolidate and expand the separation between the “inside” and the “outside” of state institutions so as to construct two peoples. The fact is that, however, the radical leaderless assumption of Dahl’s ideal democracy can hardly match democracy’s practice, which cannot avoid leaders. Because of its divide between the level of “assumptions” and the level of “practice,” Dahl’s approach seems to be weak in facing populism, which is itself structurally based on a dualist frame. 
		

		
			As Margaret Canovan clarified some years ago, the populist project of bringing politics to the people and the people to politics is meant precisely so as to overcome the dualism between “ideal” and “real” democracy and in this way “purify politics” of the politicians who exercise it (Canovan 2002). The divide between ideal and real in democratic theory is, as we can see, like oxygen to populism. Hence, Dahl’s dualism – “the assumptions” of democracy and “the reality” of polyarchy – does not offer a sufficiently robust safety net against populism, which can insinuate itself in between those two halves and claim that what is portrayed as “ideal theory” is in fact an ideology covering “the fact” that power is in the hands of an elite. I argue that Hans Kelsen’s theory offers us a better argument in this respect, as it shows how the antiestablishment is ingrained in the very “practice” of democracy; yet to make this claim strong Kelsen had to question the dualism between ideal and real. 
		

		
			At first, Kelsen acknowledged that leadership “has no place in ideal democracy,” but then he went straight to the question of “how the leader is chosen,” which is the issue to which Kelsen suggested we should turn if we want to discover “the reality’s own significance and regulative principles” of democracy (Kelsen 2013, 88). Thus, rather than starting with the assumption of a dualism of ideal and real, Kelsen proposes we seek the principles within the practice and the process that democracy provokes. It is this radical immanent conception of political procedures that can better assist us in resisting the populist reason of antiestablishment. 
		

		
			The process that the democratic practice promotes is not that of not making a place for leadership but that of fragmenting leadership – this is the condition that makes vote counting and majority rule co-essentials to democracy; this is also the condition that makes representa-tion a politics of pluralism and the lawmaking assembly a non-unanimity assembly. 
		

		
			This means that the creation of many leaders becomes the central problem for real democracy, which – in contrast to its ideology [the ideal theory as separated from reality] – is not a leaderless society. It is not the lack, but the abundance of leaders that in reality differentiates democracy from autocracy. Thus, a special method for the selection of leaders from the community of subjects becomes essential to the very nature of real democracy. This method is election. 
		

		
			(Kelsen 2013, 91) 
		

		
			We cannot here analyze the issue of elections as the site of a radical difference between democracy and populism; suffice it to observe that in Kelsen’s reading, the unification of all the people and the citizenry under one leader is external to democracy’s spirit even if the method to reach that unification (plebiscite) may be democratic. This means, in addition, that representa-tion alone – or representation that does not pass through the pluralizing method of elections but claims to achieve legitimacy by the audience directly – is not a sufficient condition for democracy, and in fact can also be used by autocratic leaders, as history also shows. 
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			What cannot be used by an autocratic leader are two things: (a) the logic of election (more than elections per se), which presumes that all political decisions are always revocable and no winner is a special kind of leader, but simply the leader who has received more votes; and (b) the fact that lawmaking is “ many-headed ” and the political area pluralistic. One might say that fragmentation of leadership is the most peculiar character of democracy, which is a process of power di ffusion even in the moment it makes possible the selection of the decision-makers. 
		

		
			Of course the idea of leadership becomes obscured by the fact that the executive must be thought of as subordinate to a parliament with several hundred members; the power to rule shifts from a single leader to a multitude of persons, among whom the function of leadership, that is, of the creation of the ruling will, is divided. 
		

		
			(Ibid., 91) 
		

		
			Keeping the political space open to the circulation of leadership, and fragmenting and diffusing power, are the answers that democracy (in theory and in practice) offers to the threat of elitism. Moreover, they are the answers to the populist strategy of splitting the citizenry into two structurally pre-defined entities: the establishment inside and the people outside. Against this “static power relation” that presumes an ex ante division between the rulers few and the ruled many (common to both autocracy and populism) but also against the split between “real” and “ideal,” democracy is “marked by a constant upward flow that moves from the community of subjects to the leadership positions” in state functions (Ibid., 93–94). The openness and the horizontal and vertical communicative current between civil and political society are the better arguments to prove that antiestablishment is democratic as is incorporated in the very practice (not only theory) of democracy. 
		

		
			The implications of this anti-dualist model of democracy are enormous and apply also to representative government, which is another object of contestation by populists and among political theorists as well. Indeed, in what is today a widely accepted “realist” or “minimalist” conception, modern democracy is deemed to be not a form of democracy at all but a mixed regime instead – in this sense, as the American federalists (Federalist no. 10) argued early on, it is a republic and not a democracy, because it rests on a compromise between the common people and the elite, not on a unified polity of equals in power that rotate at the most or select some of them for short tenures. Rather than neutralizing the establishment, according to this interpretation, representative government seems to be a compromise between the establish-ment and the ruled, which elections seal and formalize but do not properly produce. As we can observe, these two parts are already defined as structural components of representative politics. This reading is utterly non-democratic, as it assumes a foundational dualism that will never be solved through political competition, which more than a competition is in fact a bargaining between the few and the many for containing and promoting each other’s claims. Competition seems to occur only among the few anyway, with the people playing the external role of assenting or refusing, precisely as in audience democracy (Urbinati 2014, chap. 4). 
		

		
			Populism can find itself wholly at home with this dualist model, which seems to be confirmation that representative democracy is at best an oxymoron, and at worst an ideological patina covering a reality that is exclusionary (elections as a method for expelling the people from power) and elitist (representation as the selection of those who are better equipped to rule). What is missing in this dualist model is the awareness that in a democracy (whether indirect or direct) the distinction between the many and the few rests on a 
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			foundational lack of “natural power holders” and an artificiality that makes that division not only conventional but also never fully acceptable and stable (which proves its conventionality and the fact that it derives from a conception of political equality) (Näsström 2015, 2). 
		

		
			What interests us is here, however, is to observe that these dualistic models of democracy and representative government unwillingly serve the logic of populism. Indeed, all populists would be ready to concede that Dahl is right in defining the ideal “assumptions” of democracy, but then they would (like all Schumpeterians do) turn to Robert Michels or Carl Schmitt, the authors who advanced the most realistic perspective of politics as a struggle between polarized and homogenous entities, like the elites and the masses. This double track indicates that the debate over the meaning of populism is in effect a debate over the interpretation of democracy. The actors of democracy and democracy’s normative foundation are the individual citizens, neither the few nor the many, although this distinction is produced by the state organization of political power and although citizens organize and tend to create leaders when acting politically. 
		

		
			To be sure, the democratic process lives out of a permanent tension, because the elite tend to combine and “naturalize” themselves as not merely political; this makes the people “outside” feel and sometimes become a unity of “naturally” excluded. Yet it is the all-inclusive nature of democracy, the indeterminacy of its people and the potential for the formation of numerous leaders that make the elite in power always unbearable, but also always unstable and temporary – this is so because in a democracy, power is not “something” to be owned but is an activity that originates in a public space that is open to the participation and representation of and by free and equal citizens (Ochoa 2015). This means that the political elite is a scandal when and if it coalesces with social elites and together make the divide that opposes them to ordinary people a dense reality that obstructs that openness and makes the democratic rules void and a sophistry. 
		

		
			This also explains the reason why millionaires may not be a scandal to populism – indeed, it is not elites per se that trouble it, as we said above. What troubles populism (and democracy) is the elite that acquires the power to make laws and decisions that all must obey. This makes us understand also why populism is not classist and not even anti-capitalist, although it advocates for the inclusion of the socially weakest (this can actually be a political strategy for neo-liberal elites to attract consent from the lower strata of the population, as in the case of Berlusconi, Fujimori and Trump). Democracy and populism mistrust the power of the elite. 
		

		
			But differences soon arise because while populism shares with democracy the antiestabl-ishment argument, it develops this argument from premises and in a direction that are structurally dualistic and not truly consistent with the all-inclusive norm and openness of democratic action. To repeat one last time, a dualist conception of democracy makes populism’s dualist argument plausible because it allows a vision of representative government as a “historical compromise between the common people and the elite” – in both cases, the establishment is a naturalized fact because the people do not rule themselves directly (Näsström 2015, 2). The paradox of a dualistic approach to democracy is that it sponsors an outcome that makes populism de facto the hegemon of the antiestablishment argument because a critique of the representative model, which is responsible for instituting “two peoples.” With the tale of the two peoples, populism ends up playing the democratic game of elites’ contestation and embodying political democratic action at its best. 
		

		
			The equation of populism with political action and the antiestablishment has found large support in recent years and months. Particularly after the referendum on Brexit (June 13th, 2016), politicians and opinion makers have tended to list as populist all movements of 
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			opposition, from xenophobic nationalists to critics of neo-liberal policies, as if populists were potentially all those who do not rule and oppose the rulers, regardless of the reasons why and in the name of which principles criticisms are made. The side effect of this approach is to make politics consist of either managing the institutions or populism, with the result of making populism essentially the name of a politics of opposition and democratic politics essentially an issue of governability. In a conception of representative democracy as a compromise between oligarchy and democracy, the populist argument is the only democratic game in town (Riker 1982). 
		

		
			8. Democracy’s diarchy 
		

		
			Populism pertains to the interpretation of modern democracy, which is a complex form of politics, institutional and extra-institutional together. Particularly in its representative form (within which populism emerges), it is a diarchy of decision-making and opinion-forming in which the practices of monitoring, contesting and changing decisions play a role that is no less essential than that of the procedures and institutions for making and implementing decisions. Democracy is the name of both an institutional order and the way citizens act politically or participate in a broad sense in the public life of their country. As structurally never accomplished, because a process through which free and diverse citizens pursue plans that can and predictably are di ff erent and even contrasting, democracy denotes political autonomy as liberty from subjection and of dissent. Even before autonomy came to be associated with fundamental rights, the argument supporting it was conceived as an argument that reclaimed equality in power and an equal consideration by the law; this claim can be used to justify acts of public resistance and opposition, verbal and at times even violent, against those who disrupted it from within. Since its ancient origins, democracy has been a call and a practice of liberty because and insofar it has been a claim of political equality and freedom of dissent (Ober 2017). 
		

		
			I have elsewhere demonstrated that the democratic diarchy of decision and judgment is particularly important in representative democracy, which pivots on a structural tension between actuated politics and actuating politics but never an entrenched dualism between the few ruling and the many ruled. The political conception of representation claims that in a government that derives its legitimacy from free and regular elections, the activation of a communicative current between civil and political society is essential and constitutive, not just unavoidable. The generality of the law and the standards of impartiality implied by citizenship (erga omnes criterion of legality) need not be achieved at the expense of the political visibility of “social” identities as distinct from, and opposed to, “political” identity (Urbinati 2006, chap. 1). The multiple sources of information and the varied forms of communication and influence that citizens activate through media, social movements and political parties set the tone of visibility by making the social political – which is what the process of representation does. These are the constitutive components of representative democracy, not accessories, although they do not have a direct translation into laws or decisions. Immediate physical presence (the right to vote) and a mediated idealized presence (the right to free speech and free association) are inextricably intertwined in a society that is itself a living confutation of the dualism between the “inside” and the “outside” since all presence is an artifact of performative speech and circulates through the entire society and the state. 
		

		
			It is interesting to observe that in the charter that historians consider to be the first document of the democracy of the moderns, The Agreement of the People (1649), the Puritans listed at the same time their democratic desiderata (individual suffrage and electoral represen-tation) and their potential deviations and perversions, as if they wanted to alert their fellow 
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			citizens to never think that having a government legitimated by their explicit and electoral consent guaranteed they enjoyed secure political liberty. That mistrust in power holders was not amended with written constitutions, which have been and are a confirmation of the fact that contestation of power holders and of their decisions is endogenous to democracy, not an accident and not even a sign of dysfunction. The non-coincidence between institutions (state) and democracy has been the most robust thread that has bound together the political history of democratization, so that it is not unreasonable to think of representative democracy as a political order that is based on a permanent disagreement between legitimacy and trust, decision and judgment. 
		

		
			Democracy thus includes the habit and thought of the antiestablishment and this reminds us of the fact that it is “government by public discussion, not simply enforcement of the will of the majority” (Holmes 1988, 233). Antiestablishment is ingrained in the democratic procedures that structure politics as contestation and discussion in view of decisions. Kelsen situated here the worth of the dialectic between majority and opposition, which, he explains, proves that democracy is not identifiable with unanimity because it presumes dissent and the coming to decisions in a process of deliberation that includes dissent, which is never expelled or repressed, even when citizens’ preferences converge on a different result or a majority decision. The central role that Kelsen accorded to compromise has its root here because the dissenters, when they accept to obey the decisions passed by majority, make the first and most fundamental compromise – suspension of their resistance and acceptance of compliance without feeling arbitrarily subjected – without which no political community of free and equal members in power would be possible (Kelsen 2013, chap. 6). 
		

		
			This entails that counting votes in order to achieve a majority decision presumes an antiestablishment habit of judgment on the part of the citizens, the idea that an opposition is possible and legitimate, that it exists and will permanently exist so as to remind the majority that its majority is temporary and never well-established. The permanence of any victories would erase the majority/minority dialectics and democracy itself. Thus antiestablishment is a constitutive quality of democracy, not a sign of crisis or weakness. A minority that would know ex ante that it would never have the chance to become the majority would not be a democratic opposition or minority; it would consist instead of the few subjected to or dominated by the rulers. The opposition needs to conceive itself and be conceived by the majority as a legitimate antiestablishment in order to be democratic and not a subjected victim or a subversive force of destabilization always ready to rebel. The opposition needs to have an attitude (and habit of the mind) toward acting in view of dethroning the majority – democracy would be inconceivable otherwise. 
		

		
			In sum, antiestablishment does not belong to populism but is a category populism shares with democracy itself. What makes the populist version of antiestablishment distinctive (and different from democracy’s) is the way in which it is constructed, namely the binary assumption that breaks politics and its actors into two, depending on the position they occupy in relation to state power. Whereas democracy derives antiestablishment from its permanent majority/minority dialectics, populism derives it from pre-defined polarized groupings and enmity. 
		

		
			Democracy and populism thus prefigure two conceptions of representative government, so that if the latter were to be actualized and it would put the democratic permanence of antiestablishment in jeopardy. The reason for that lies in the populist interpretation of authority as a synonym of “possession” (by a group against another or merecracy) and, as said at the beginning, of factional politics (merelatria or the worshipping of a part). Yet authority is the condition of power itself, and none of those who exercise its functions possesses it, 
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			certainly not an elected majority and not even a leader whom a majority choose to be representative of the supposed “good” people against the supposed “bad” people. Authority derived from the people and owned by nobody is democracy’s combination of “two contra-dictory principles” that populism wants to sever in assuming ex ante their entrenched existence as identified with two antithetical groups. Yet modern democracy, Claude Lefort wrote, was “born from the collective shared discovery that power does not belong to anyone, that those who exercise it do not incarnate it, that they are only the temporary trustees of public authority” (Lefort 1999, 114). 
		

		
			9. Conclusion 
		

		
			The inspection of populism’s antiestablishment suggests two sets of arguments: (a) if anti-elitism makes populism an always growing possibility in democracy, it is because democracy is endogenously rooted in an antiestablishment spirit that keeps the political game between majority and opposition alive – this means that populism can hardly claim originality on the issue of antiestablishment; and yet (b) antiestablishment is the key that connects populism to a specific form of representation and proves that it does not exclude all elites but wants to institute a different kind of elite. Populism can hardly claim originality as to the antiestablish-ment argument; in fact, it does not propose solutions that are primed to overturn representa-tive government altogether. Hence, the kind of antiestablishment it plans, and what makes it in theory capable of destabilizing democracy, is anti-party and anti-partisanship. Populism is a revolt against a pluralist structure of party-relations in the name not of no-party or a “partyless democracy,” but of the power of “the part” that populism declares to be superior or that deserves supremacy because it is the “good” part. This makes populism a form of factionalism that collides fatally with constitutional democracy, even if its main tenets are embedded in the democratic universe of meanings and language. Thus, although read as a “symptom” of political discontent in established democracies, populism can hardly be seen as a “cure,” because if successful it would inject transformations that could be fatal to democracy and the civil rights that are essential to democratic politics. 
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				As I have argued elsewhere, to study populism, we have first of all to distinguish between populism as a movement (of protest and opposition) and populism as a ruling power, a distinction that still escapes many scholars today. These two forms have not always gone hand in hand: for instance, there are popular movements (like Occupy Wall Street or the Indignados) that were and wanted to remain movements of protest, but there are populist parties that organize themselves in view of conquering state power (Urbinati 2014, chap. 3). 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				Wolfram Nordsieck writes that populist parties are part of the right-wing political spectrum as “protest parties that appeal to the fears and frustrations of the public”; cited in Archibugi and Cellini (2017). 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				A synthesis and overview of the “ anti-party system ” mode is in Invernizzi Accetti and Bickerton (2016). 
				4 
				I thank David Ragazzoni for suggesting that I read the issue of anti-party-ism within the subtler 
			
		

		
			
				category of “merecracy,” an English translation provided by Roger Griffin of Bobbio’s “merocrazia.” 
				5 
				I elaborate from Rosenblum (2008). I discuss populism as majoritarianism in Urbinati (2017). 
			
		

		
			
				6 
				The emancipation of political parties from pestilential factions is the object of a long story and the source of the construction of representative government; an overview of this complex trajectory can be found in Rosenblum (2008), and also in Gregorio (2013). 
			
		

		
			
				7 
				The adjectives “pure” and “impure,” connected to the “outside” and the “inside” of state power, have been explained by Mudde (2004). 
			
		

		
			
				8 
				In his last speech at the Convention on July 26, 1794, the day before his arrest and two days before his execution, Maximilien Robespierre spoke of the people, betrayed by its false friends, as the true 
			
		

		
			The substitution of the whole 
		

		
			95 
		

	
		
			“faction” – “You, the people – our principles – are that faction! A faction to which I am devoted, and against which all the scoundrelism of the day is banded!” (Robespierre 2017). 
		

		
			
				9 
				Meanwhile Chavez “attacked the Internet as ‘a battle trench’ that was bringing ‘a current of conspiracy’” (Morozov 2011, 113). 
			
		

		
			
				10 
				“corporate rich, as a capitalist stratum, deeply intertwined with the politics of the military state” (Mills 1956, 343). 
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				religion 
			
		

		
			Andrew Arato and Jean L. Cohen 
		

		
			The successes of populist movements and the politicization of religion in the 21st century raise new questions about the relationship between civil society, populism, and religion. In consolidated western democracies, it is populists who are capitalizing on the critique of oligarchic, corrupt, and insufficiently democratic political establishments and their invocation of religious tropes is striking. So is the use by religious entrepreneurs of populist politics to further their own aims. This chapter addresses the paradoxical relationship of populist move-ments to civil society and to religion. We argue that while populist movements and religious associations emerge and flourish in civil society, the logic of populism and of politicized religion is antithetical to the underlying principles of civil society and, ultimately, to democracy itself. It is important to address the dark side of civil society that these develop-ments represent, in order to show how they undermine instead of realizing its open, plural, critical, inclusive, liberty- and democracy-enhancing features. 
		

		
			Populist movements excel in revealing democratic dysfunction, and remind us that legitimate political action is not limited to voting, or to professional politicians – it includes civil protests, gatherings, movements, self-organized groups, and communications in civil society by ordinary people and civil disobedience (Cohen & Arato, 1992; Moffitt, 2016, p. 145). Religious associations, too, are part of a plural and diverse civil society and alongside other autonomous voluntary associations; they can generate solidarities, and ethical orienta-tions. But the power-political monistic thrust of populist movements and of politicized religion tend to eviscerate not only civil society’s plurality, but also the distinctiveness of the logics of influence and power that undergird the differentiation of civil society and the state, and help maintain the former’s autonomy. Thus, we argue that both populist movements and political religion are in but not necessarily of civil society. On their own, but especially when they merge or ally, populist and politicized religious identity politics pose serious challenges to constitutional democracy. But it is also important to grasp the tensions between them and to see that civil society is where alternative democratizing movements, resistance and opposition to oligarchy, to populism and to politicized religion can develop. 
		

		
			In the first section of this chapter we discuss and update our conception of civil society. In the second part, we take up the relation of populism and civil society in order to show how populist movements tend to undermine the very terrain in which they emerge. We identify 
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			the specific logic of populism ideal typically, and analyze the difference between populist and other, self-limiting social movements. We then turn to the contemporary link between populism and religious identity politics. Not only do today’s populists hijack religion for their own purposes but the reverse is also true: populism can be instrumentalized by politicized religious agendas and identity politics. Yet they are strange bedfellows – populist movements are a secular phenomenon while religious ones clearly, are not. We analyze the tensions and affinities between populist logic and political religion. Together these pose one of the most serious contemporary challenges to a democratic civil society. If the populist temptation and the lure of politicizing religion may be here to stay, a vibrant open civil society remains the best hope for resisting these challenges and generating alternatives. If resistance and creativity in civil society come together with a fight for a new version of the welfare state and a reconstructed party system, it may still be possible for a socially just 21st-century constitutional democracy to defeat the challenge of authoritarianism. 
		

		
			1. Civil society and democracy 
		

		
			Civil society is a contested concept. But every conception involves three parameters – plurality, publicity, and privacy, however variously they are interpreted. Modern civil society is created through processes of self-constitution and self-mobilization. It is institutionalized through laws and sets of basic individual rights, which stabilize social differentiation. Institu-tionalized structural differentiation together with the rule of law, helps protect the relative autonomy of each domain, and block the leveling, homogenizing tendencies of states and markets vis a vis civil public, communicative, associational, and private life. Autonomous civil society is the indispensable counterpart of a modern democratic constitutionalist polity: both are predicated on the equal worth, liberty, voice, and status of each individual citizen. 
		

		
			But modern civil society, unlike its predecessor (the society of orders, the ancient regime), cannot be represented as a body. The democratic revolutions replace the old dualism between the monarchy and the society of orders with one in which a liberal constitutionalist republic keeps the place of power formerly occupied by the monarch, empty, and modern civil society emerges as dis-incorporated: its modes of existence, activity and social bonds marked by indeterminacy and fluid forms of plurality (Lefort, 1986, chapter 1). Modern constitutional democracy entails not only the separation of powers, but also the separation of the principles of power, law and knowledge, such that right (rights) becomes external to power (Lefort, 1986, pp. 255–256). Thus, the disincorporation of society is accompanied by the disincor-poration of power and the disincorporation of right (Lefort, 1988, chapters 1 and 11). The corporate body metaphor (including the idea of civil society as a societal community) is thus wholly inapt: civil society involves a transversal mode of open social relations, which individuals produce and of which they are the terms (Lefort, 1986, p. 257). But the Marxist and communitarian charge that the liberty and privacy accorded to individuals constitutes them as isolated monads is also inapt because the apparent separation of individuals from one another is just one modality of their interrelations, freed from prior corporate status group restrictions: it disguises a new mode of access to the public sphere, new forms of voluntary association, and a new freedom of intimate relationships (Lefort, 1986, p. 257). 
		

		
			Indeed the freedoms entailed in the rights institutionalizing civil society and performed by movement actors even before those rights are institutionalized – freedom of speech, of the media, of association, of assembly, of movement, of individual conscience, personal privacy, and bodily integrity – are what prevent the restriction of the individual to the limits of her private world (while protecting her autonomy in the latter) by state or economic power, and 
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			provide an alternative to the imagined occupation of the symbolic center of society (and its reincorporation) by a single agent, typical of populist political theology (Lefort, 1986; Rosanvallon, 2008; Arato, 2015). However, the very parameters of civil society make it possible for populist movements and political entrepreneurs invoking popular sovereignty to emerge precisely with this agenda: one that would ultimately undermine the pluralist autonomy and corrupt the proper functioning of civil society itself. 
		

		
			What content the parameters of civil society – plurality, publicity, privacy, and legality – entail, shifts over time and varies with technology and the model of civil society one embraces. Here we concentrate on plurality and publicity. Plurality involves the principle of voluntary association – the multiplicity of groups, identities, networks, social movements, acting both as important sources of innovation and civic participation, and signaling to the political system new issues, projects and problems. Civil voluntary associations can be issue-specific, local self-help groups, religious bodies, or broader national (and even transnational) membership organizations (Skocpol, 2003; Cohen, 1999). Social movements for the assertion and expansion of rights, for the defense of the autonomy of civil society, and for its further democratization are what keep a democratic political culture alive. To be sure, there are movements and associations that do not aim at democratization, greater equality or inclusion. The confrontation between movements and counter movements is, however, a key dynamic of civil society. 
		

		
			Publicity refers to the communicative infrastructure of civil society: civil publics, and the various forms and media used by citizens to speak, debate, and coordinate interactions beyond face to face encounters, and to influence political decision making. A free, autonomous, credentialed press is crucial to the generation of informed public opinion and to – rational critique, fact checking, and oversight – that expose political (and economic) corruption, and help ensure responsiveness and accountability of those in power. There are of course differentiated civil and political publics (Cohen & Arato, 1992), weak and strong (Fraser, 1992), but openness of access and parity of participation (equal voice) is the regulative ideal for all of them. On any liberal-democratic conception, public opinion should be able to influence the debates within political and legal publics proper (legislatures, constitutional courts) and bring under informal control the actions and decisions of rulers and lawmakers. Together with political parties and democratic elections, this idea involves a disembodied, procedural conception of popular sovereignty (Habermas, 1998, pp. 462–490). 
		

		
			But it’s crucial to differentiate between the logic of influence and the logic of power that undergirds social movements and political parties, respectively. Tocqueville’s distinction between political and civil society captures this. “Political society” refers to the decisional political publics in the state proper (legislatures) and to political parties. Parties aggregate constituencies’ interests and articulate political projects that purport to be in the public interest from a partisan perspective. They are the quintessential mediating institutions between civil society and the state. But they are Janus-faced: they emerge as associations within civil society but they aim to acquire and exercise state power, and to make legally binding public decisions for society as a whole. Democratic politics entails party competition for access to political power, along with the acceptance of alternation, respect for the rights and legitimacy of the opposition, and willingness to compromise with (possibly only temporarily) minority parties. 
		

		
			Social movements like parties may articulate a wide set of opinions, interests and demands (Cohen, 1985; Cohen & Arato, 1992, pp. 492–563). They also may focus on redefining identities, on ultimate values, on transforming civil society’s own structures (such as family or gender relations), or on utopian political projects. However, their logic is to influence the parties and authorities that exercise state power, not to take it. Thus, social movements may 
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			be utopian or uncompromising regarding their values in civil society, but must be self-limiting vis-à-vis other movements and especially the exercise of political power. These are analytic distinctions and we all know the phenomenon of party-movements that merge the civil and the political, the logics of influence and power. But once a party-movement enters into parliament, or acquires executive power, it must differentiate itself from its movement logic and accept being one political party/actor among others, able and willing to govern cooperatively and to make appropriate bargains and compromises. Otherwise, the risk is that a party-movement in power construes its “mandate” not as a temporary electoral fact that can change, but as proof that it is the sole authentic voice of the people, with the right to govern alone, with no need to compromise. This eviscerates the legitimacy of plurality in both civil and political society, distorts the logic of influence, and dedifferentiates civil society and the state, thus threatening civil society’s autonomy. Two types of contemporary civil associations are, by their intrinsic logic, susceptible to this dynamic of dedifferentiation: populism and politicized integralist religion. 
		

		
			2. Populism and civil society 
		

		
			Populist movements emerge on the terrain of modern civil society. They benefit from the key parameters and freedoms. Indeed, they often appear to push for more equality, inclusion, voice, social justice and democracy. And yet the logic of populist party-movements is ultimately antithetical to all this. 
		

		
			We are now familiar with the rhetoric of populism and its negative tendencies. Populist movements claim to be the sole legitimate voice of the homogeneous unified authentic people, but this betrays a deep tension with the principle of plurality within civil society (Arato, 2015; Werner-Muller, 2016). Their anti-establishment rhetoric can distort the function of critical civil publics that aim to influence power, into purely denunciatory, destructive, forces that under-mine governability (Rosanvallon, 2008). Populist attacks on corrupt elites who allegedly usurp the rightful sovereignty of the morally pure people and coddle undeserving or dangerous others, unleashes an intolerant moralism, scapegoating, and turns those who disagree or differ into enemies. Populist attempt to discredit the “established” accredited press as “the enemy of the people” and when in power, to de-legitimize other political parties, the opposition and the allegedly “corrupt” parliamentary game – (the politics of compromise and cooperation, criticism and alternation between government and opposition). They thus undermine the role of key mediating institutions (the accredited press, political parties) and mechanisms (the separation of powers, parliamentary proceedings, the autonomous judiciary, minority rights) that keep public powers accountable, counterbalance executive power, and make representative democracy inclusive and pluralist. The refusal of populists to differentiate between party and movement once in power along with their embrace of personalized leaders with whom they identify and directly communicate, strengthens tendencies toward plebiscitary politics of acclaim and mobilization from above, ultimately eviscerating the differentiation between civil society and state crucial to democratic politics (Cohen & Arato, 1992; Rosanvallon, 2008; Urbinati, 2014, pp. 128–170). Indeed, populist leaders in power invariably seek to strengthen the executive, to eviscerate constitutional limits inherent in the separation of powers, and suspend basic rights protecting individuals, minorities and counter-powers in civil society all the while maintaining an anti-establishment “movement” stance and when necessary, mobilizing “the people” against the elites as they engage in their own forms of clientelism. 
		

		
			But rhetoric is not theory. We need to construct an ideal type of populism to help identify its sources in civil society and democracy and the normative criteria that it is in tension with. 
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			Populism is ambiguous conceptually and ambivalent politically. As many have noted, what makes a movement, a party, a leader “populist” isn’t a thick, substantive ideology, or program; nor does populism involve a clear collective identity or social strata. Populism entails a discourse, a style, and a thin ideology (Moffitt, 2016). As a discourse, it pits the people against the elites, invokes the people’s sovereignty, and is centered on recapturing it from “the establishment” (oligarchic and governing powers) (Canovan, 2005, p. 67). This and denuncia-tions of corruption and usurpation are a feature of all populisms. Construing populism as a discourse helps us see that political actors and especially leaders in power can be sound more or less populist at different times, opportunistically shifting depending on context and audience (Moffitt, 2016). As a style, populist politics features appeal to the people involving the performative embodiment of the habitus (speech, gesture, dress) of ordinary folk by political leaders claiming to stand for and literally re-present them (Moffitt, 2016). Drama-turgically, it is clear that populist leaders stage their cathected unity with their audience through speci fi c scripts, mise-en-scene and techniques in rallies, speeches, and mediated, forms of communication, using vernacular speech (including bad manners), gesture and dress to facilitate identi fi cation with the “ common man” (Mo ffi tt, 2016). Populist leaders ’ political style mimics popular modes, including “ bad manners ” so as to frame themselves as anti-establishment outsiders, via symbolic re-presentation (Mo ffi tt, 2016). Indeed as a political style, populism entails “ repertoires of embodied, symbolically mediated performance ” , involving, actors, audi-ences, stages, scripts, and mise-en-scene, that make clever use of new and old media to appeal to and perform identi fi cation with “the people” in ways that merge media logics of simpli fi cation, personalization, and dramatization with political logics (policy and processes of persuasion). While all contemporary politicians perforce are subject to media logics, populism as a political style has an elective a ffi nity with and flourish in the context of the mediatization of politics (Mo ffi tt, 2016, p. 76). As with discourse, the populist political style is available to be adopted to a greater or lesser extent by a variety of political actors. As a thin ideology that separates the pure people from the corrupt elite, populism has perforce a normative claim: to restore the good people to their rightful (sovereign) place and enable their uni fi ed and previously silenced and excluded but ultimately general will, to rule once more (Mudde and Rovira Kalwasser, 2017). Because it is a thin ideology, populism is indeterminate enough that it can link up with di ff erent, thicker, “ host ideologies ” (nationalism, racism, fascism, even communism), taking its substance and color from the local context (Mudde and Rovira Kalwasser, 2017). 
		

		
			Some analysts distinguish between a dyadic left-wing vertical, inclusive populism that opposes “the establishment” to people; and a “triadic” right-wing populism that not only champions the people vs. the elites but also defends them horizontally against a third group, deemed an alien part of the population which the establishment is accused of coddling at the expense of the rightful and authentic people (Judis, 2016, p. 15). The former is allegedly inclusive (i.e. aimed at bringing economically disadvantaged and/or other large social segments of the population into civic and political life) while the latter is typically seen as exclusive, targeting vulnerable minorities as not really “one of us”, as non-identical to “the people”. The apparent democratizing features of populism pertain to efforts to make politics more accessible, comprehensible, and open to the common man, to include ignored but deserving identities and interests, and to critique the high handed and insufficiently democratic features of formal representative democracies. But both versions are ultimately monist, anti-pluralist and once in power eviscerate the features of civil society that make democracy work. Populism’s referent is a unitary conception of “the people”, an empty signifier as Laclau (2007) has argued – that has to be constructed, identified, mobilized, moralized and unified, out of an empirical multiplicity of groups and individuals, to form a bounded subject to 
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			whom action and authority can be imputed. Arguably the friend–enemy dynamic is operative in both versions. Since populisms often entail left/right syntheses, the distinction between left and right populism may turn on which enemies are identified (Arato, 2015). Yet, some analysts argue that populist movements can play important signaling functions insofar as they to bring to light demands, problems, injustices, and issues (such as growing inequality) that established political parties have ignored, triggering critical elections, realignments, and restructuring of democracies in ways that counter oligarchic rigidity and the closure of established political parties (Judis, 2016; Kazen, 1998; Laclau, 2007; Mudde and Rovira Kalwasser, 2017). Perhaps. But other movements and parties also play this role without the baggage and dangers inherent in populist logic. 
		

		
			Indeed we want to argue that besides being a discourse, a style, and a thin ideology – populism has a distinctive political logic. But we do not embrace the approach of Laclau who in addition to identifying some of the key features of that logic, equated populism with the political tout court, and endorsed populist reason and the political theology it entails. 
		

		
			Populism is an artifact and recurring temptation of modern representative democracy and civil society insofar as it springs from the core legitimating principle of popular sovereignty and lives off the idea that the ordinary people are the source of authority and are ultimately self-governing (Canovan, 2005; Rosanvallon, 2008). Accordingly the people must be able to act both directly in civil society (in the form of a movement or party-movement) and indirectly as the decisional sovereign in the state via their leader with whom they identify and who unifies their will (Canovan, 2005; Rosanvallon, 2008). Populism does not purport to be a political regime distinct from democracy – it is a pathology of democratic constitution-alism, and of civil society, or as Rosanvallon puts it of electoral and counter-democracy (Rosanvallon, 2008, p. 265; Urbinati, 2014). 
		

		
			Why? Populism has a distinctive four-fold logic. It entails a pars pro toto dynamic through which the authentic part of population stands for the whole people; an imaginary of the sovereign people as one, as an ideal unity; a friend/enemy conception of politics, and an embodiment model of representation (Arato, 2015). The pars pro toto logic identifies the authentic people – a group – construed as the core part of the population (against elites, the establishment, an “other”) that stands for the sovereign whole (Canovan, 2005, p. 63). The pars pro toto logic is a permanent risk of democracy due to the ambiguities and indeterminacy of popular sovereignty itself. Populism contains no set answer to who the people are. It turns to other sources for this depending on the context. The aggregate conception of the sovereignty of individual citizens is not hard to grasp in pragmatic everyday electoral terms: individuals act as sovereign citizens by voting representatives, judging their performance and holding them accountable in the next election. But the populist version of popular sovereignty invites us to imagine the people as one, as a unitary collective body constructed through the chain of equivalences (Canovan, 2005, p. 89). The logic of majority is different in each case: in the first, the majority is deemed temporary, numerical, an aggregation that can change, and is fallible and open. In the second, should the populist party-movement acquire an electoral majority and enter government, its tendency is to claim the right to rule on its own without limits or compromises, and to delegitimize the opposition on pars pro toto grounds. Neither self-limitation nor pluralism is part of the logic of populism (Cohen & Arato, 1992, pp. 492–564; Ochoa, 2015, p. 61). 
		

		
			An obvious problem is the gap between these two conceptions and how they relate to one another (Canovan, 2005). Clearly populist logic entails a vision of the ideal people as the morally pure majority to whom populist leaders give voice (Arato, 2015, p. 35). But this requires purifying the empirical people, of the alien other within that contaminates it. 
		

		
			Civil society, populism, and religion 
		

		
			103 
		

	
		
			This friend/enemy logic of extraction of the real people from the people is constitutive of populist reason (Arato, 2015; Zizek, 2006). Populism seeks to resolve the ambiguities of the identity of the popular sovereign by closing the gap between the ideal and the empirical people (the one and the many) (Arato, 2015). 
		

		
			But more is involved than the friend/enemy logic. The mysterious process that turns a part into the whole eludes ordinary procedures and institutional articulation and cannot be discovered in a simple majority vote or opinion poll (Canovan, 2005, p. 88). As Lefort (1988, p. 19) noted, the paradox of democracy is that at the very moment popular sovereignty is assumed to manifest itself, when the people express their will through voting, number replaces substance. And as we have seen, populist movements and parties do not attempt to suppress elections or undo the universal franchise. But, they do need a way to construct the people as a substantive whole, to discredit the opposition and deny the legitimacy of dissent. Enter the logic of embodiment and incarnation. The indeterminate sovereign people can made visible and come to life when the savior of the savior: the leader of the populist movement, constructs, mobilizes and embodies it (Arato, 2015, pp. 32, 44; Canovan, 2005, pp. 66–67; Lefort, 1988, p. 79). As Canovan (2005, pp. 89–90) shows, this pits the pragmatic and the redemptive modes of “democratic” politics against each other: the former corresponds to the ordinary diversity of the people as population while the latter corresponds to the promise of salvation through the emergence of the promised political savoir, who will make 
		

		
			the ideal unitary people – that mysterious collective being – determinate. 
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			But there is another gap at the center of democracy that the populist understanding of popular sovereignty seeks to fill – the gap between the symbolic and the real (Canovan, 2005; Arato, 2015). Lefort argued that democracy involves a radical break with previous political theological form of society because it leaves the place of symbolic power formerly occupied by the monarch, empty. The democratic revolution doesn’t obliterate that place but institutes indeterminacy: society can no longer be represented as a body, its unity can no longer ascribed to a determinate person (monarch) or agency that incarnates it and makes it one. The symbolic and real of head of the king has been severed and society is now civil society: a multiplicity of individuals and groups whose very differences, divisions and open interrelations are constitutive of the democratic polity. Put differently, the democratic revolution breaks with the theologico-political matrix that gave the monarch two bodies, (modeled on Christ), and made him both a secular agency and political theological one mediating between the transcendent and the mundane. This symbolic structure sacralized monarchy and the political institution of society as a whole. 
		

		
			Democracy institutes a form of society in which social division and plurality is itself constitutive of unity rather than a sign of inadequate social integration. The empty place of power entails the symbolic establishment of division and contestation (Arato, 2015, p. 41; Lefort, 1988, p. 226). Democracy thus dispenses with the representation of society as an organic totality and of civil society as a corporate entity composed of segmented semi-autonomous corporate bodies. The indeterminacy of the concept of the people follows from this, as does the openness and diversity of civil society’s publics, associations, movements and networks engaging with and contesting matters of public concern. Accordingly, the symbolic structure of democracy entails a plurality of democratic forms of participation, a plurality of actors on the political stage, and an open inclusive pluralistic civil society secured by sets of individual rights open to periodic reinterpretation and expansion (Cohen & Arato, 1992). 
		

		
			As one of us has shown, populism’s predilection for a unitary, substantive conception of the people, its friend/enemy logic, its effort to frame that part as the whole (pars pro toto) with moral superiority, its affinity with symbolic representation and with the logic of 
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			embodiment, and incarnation, entails a modern form of political theology (Arato, 2015). This evident in populist leaders’ rhetoric: they insist on their identity with the people, claiming, “I am not me, I am you”, “I am the people’s voice”, etc., thus purporting to be the vessel and the tool of the people’s sovereignty, deploying an obvious political theological version of a secularized prophetic imaginary. 
		

		
			It is this four-fold logic that puts populism in tension with civil society. If the part stands for the whole and if the authentic people is constructed through extraction and regeneration via a process of symbolic re-presentation whereby the populist leader incarnates the people as a unitary subject (that otherwise does not exist) then it is impossible to have other legitimate representatives of the people in society or in government. Even if populist parties appear pluralistic internally (constructing chains of equivalences among heterogeneous groups, social strata, demands and interests), no other social movements, in civil society may make a legitimate claim to represent the people. The apparently inclusive we, (the friend dimension) cannot operate without a frontier: a radical antagonism vis. a vis. “them”, the other (Laclau, 2007). That other is perforce an enemy, because populism invariably construes the people and the non-people, and social antagonism generally, in moralistic Manichean terms. Other move-ments and party opposition are discredited and delegitimized, and this may well set the stage for more drastic solutions should the populist in power, feel threatened. Targeting the separation of powers, the press, independent courts and rights of opponents and minorities is a standard part of the populist playbook. Populist politics reject the limitations and criticisms these institutions impose and the self-limitation that differentiation between the logic of parties and of social movements entails. While political parties in power should remain receptive to movement voices within civil society, they must also govern, and take respon-sibility for their decisions without pretending to be the mere vessel of “the people” (it isn’t me it’s you) or to still be the anti-establishment movement in civil society (thus denying responsibility for its policies and failures). Indeed the gambit of the populist leader in power is to retain the mask of the beleaguered outsider constantly foiled by the opposition or by the “deep state” even when (s) he is busily exercising and expanding executive power, and corrupting or eviscerating counter-powers and mechanisms meant to keep that power in check. 
		

		
			Populism is thus in but not of civil society. Indeed, Rosanvallon’s (2008) discussion of how populism distorts three key civil society mechanisms that he labels counter-democracy is right on the mark. The functions of oversight, of “negative sovereignty” and critical judgment are all perverted by populism. By turning oversight into a permanent stigmatization of “the establishment”, and by framing government and all authorities as essentially despotic, populism destroys the basic trust that makes democracy and dissent work together. Populism also distorts the functioning of “negative sovereignty” – the role of public opinion, opposition parties and movements – in articulating cleavages, alternative political projects, new needs, etc. Critique morphs into sheer negativity, turning preventive power into an end-in-itself, and making democratic governance impossible (Rosanvallon, 2008, p. 171). Part and parcel of this is the curious approach of populists to the media. Populists make use of while attacking the independent media of civil society. Populist movements are adept at using the media of communication within civil society to communicate horizontally, to mobilize and to criticize established power. This is an exemplar of democratic participation of citizens in their role of “the people as judge” – the third counter-power Rosanvallon (2008, p. 171) discusses. But the ambivalent features of the new media have also long been noted: unfiltered immediacy of voice, information, and response make it hard to distinguish fact from fiction, information from disinformation and so forth. Populists in power are adept in exploiting these 
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			ambivalences, deploying the newest technologies to directly appeal to the people as audience through a form of permanent electioneering that couples the plebiscite with the web (the party with the movement) (Urbinati, 2015). They use “participatory” media to constantly attack the professional accredited press, to discredit science, established facts as well as fact checking that may challenge the populist leader’s claims and bona fides. This undermines trust in the reliability of any and all expertise and in investigative journalism, which is crucial for the development of informed public opinion and the proper functioning of the role of civil publics and of the citizenry as judge. Instead of fostering the accountability of public power and the autonomous projects, indirect influence and judgments of a plural open civil society, populism revives the image of society as a body and the political theology of unity, incorporation, embodiment and incarnation. It rejects the self-limitation of movements and their differentiation from political parties once in power, and thus must be seen as a pathology not only of representative democracy but also of its indispensable counterpart: autonomous civil society. 
		

		
			3. Populism and religion 
		

		
			But political theology is not religion so how do we assess the contemporary centrality of religion in populist politics? It is striking that since the end of the 1990s, right-wing populists not only in the U.S. but also in “secular” European democracies invoke religion as a key support (Marzouki & McDonnell, 2016, pp. 1–2). This was not always the case. Especially in Western Europe, populists tended to challenge the church as part of the establishment and many embraced neo-pagan ideologies (Marzouki & McDonnell, 2016). But religion is now playing an important role in the new populisms, although which religious identity is invoked, varies. The range in the West goes from what Rogers Brubaker aptly calls the new Christianist secularism (especially France), to the blending of catholic nationalism and populism in Poland and Hungary, the re-emergence of Christian discourses in the U.S. linked to populist tropes in a new amalgam that Gorski calls “Christianism”, to the invocation of a civilizational discourse requiring the return to and protection of Christian or Judeo-Christian-Humanist spiritual foundations of the religious heritage of the West as a whole (Brubaker, 2016; Gorski, 2016). Current populists shift back and forth between these and sometimes combine them. As noted, populism tends to take on the color of its surroundings. The “religious” content that comes to fill the ‘empty signifier”, the sovereign people, varies with its context. 
		

		
			It is not hard to decode all this as opportunistic populist identity politics that “hijacks” religion to help define the “friend” and “enemy” components of the people (Brubaker, 2016; Gorski, 2016). Given the politicization of religion everywhere today, this is hardly surprising. Religious identity is being used to constitute an insidious other who is undermining the people’s homogeneity and corrupting their traditions with alien values, beliefs, and forms of life. Religion persists even in the most secular of western democracies, and is thus available as a host identity for populist mobilization. Most analysts insist on framing the religion-populism linkage in terms of a dichotomy between identity and belief, arguing that populists speak of identity but churches and the religious speak about faith and belief, and are concerned with religious practice (Gorski, 2016; Marzouki & McDonnell, 2016; Roy, 2016). The former invoke Christian, Judeo-Christian or Christian-Secularism as an identity to be protected in order to render Islam (and in some cases Judaism, again) foreign and incompatible with integration into the authentic people’s community in Europe. The version of populist religious identity politics present in the current U.S. also attacks secularists as part 
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			of the elite establishment, which has allegedly been eviscerating the true religious identity of the American people for some time. So whereas in France, secularism is becoming a trope for Christian vs. Muslim identity, for Europe as a whole, the populist right advocates a Christian civilizational frame not in order to promote Christian values or a religious revival, but to block the “islamization” of European public space (Gorski, 2016; Marzouki & McDonnell, 2016; Roy, 2016). As Olivier Roy puts it, religion has become a marker of identity in populist politics, but populists tend to be secular and to place “Christendom” as a civilizational (or national) culture above Christianity as a faith (Roy, 2016, p. 186). The referents are to symbols such as the cross, not to theological dogma or doctrine; to Christian culture, not belief, yet Muslim symbols held to be explicitly religious, dangerously proselytizing, and culturally alien (Roy, 2016, p. 195). Indeed the “cultural-ization” of religion in Europe is as Brubaker (2016) notes, doubly convenient: it allows Christianity to be privileged as a culture in a way that it cannot be privileged as a religion in the most secular part of the world, given the liberal state’s commitment to religious neutrality. But it also allows minority religious symbols and dress to be restricted as religious proselytizing while simultaneously framing Islam as an anti-democratic anti-liberal subversive (terrorist) politics rather than as a religion. Gorski (2016) makes a similar argument regarding the U.S. by distinguishing between “Christianism” – a secular form of religious nationalism denuded of ethical content and transcendental reference – from Christianity as a faith and an ethics. Accordingly Christianity is a religion, but Christianism now linked to populism is a political program, which has nothing ethical or sacred about it (Goldberg, 2017). 
		

		
			These theorists certainly have a point in distinguishing religious association and belief from the instrumental appropriation of it by populist demagogues. Yes, populists hijack religion and turn it into useful tool for their friend/enemy identity politics. Populist use of religion is a mobilization strategy not an indicator of adherence to a faith or the revival of religious belief and values. But it is worth digging more deeply into both the tensions and the affinities between religion and populism. Populism is in tension with monotheistic, salvation religions for a variety of reasons. First, they refer to very different and incompatible sovereigns: the sovereign people and their very worldly authority in the case of populism, vs. a transcendent sovereign deity, an otherworldly lawgiver whose earthly high priests are religious figures, not politicians. As indicated, populism entails political theology: a secularization of religious sovereignty models that puts the people in the place of the king (whose two bodies and mediating role between the transcendent and the worldly already was already a secularization of Christ’s position) and, once in power, the leader as the acting sovereign representative is put in the place of the people. But from the perspective of the religious, and of churches, the near deification of the sovereign people and of their leader as the quasi-sanctified vessel and instrument (prophet), of their message (good news), is tantamount to idolatry. The confiscation of religion by populists and attempts to use it to sanctify the nation, the people, or the leader, and to conscript it into the service of the political friend/enemy logic is, from the religious point of view, blasphemy. Moreover, the conflation of the flag and the cross by populist identity politics not only entails belonging without believing, it ultimately has, a secularizing logic (Roy, 2016, pp. 199–200). This is certainly not what religious believers or churches, want. In short, the ontology of populism is secular, while that of religion, obviously is not (Brubaker, 2012). Thus, however they come to interrelate, religion and populism, theology and political theology are distinct and in a competitive relationship in terms of legitimacy and ultimate authority. 
		

		
			Yet populist logic and rhetoric also have an elective affinity with certain religious ideas or tropes. The themes of impending doom, the need to ward off evil others, to purge the people of corrupting blood, of sacrifice (again, blood); the portrayal of the world as a disaster and the 
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			country as lost in the wilderness, talk of an existential crisis (even if there is no real crisis) and the need to ward it off, are all rather obvious apocalyptic tropes borrowed from religion by populists. A Manichean imaginary supports the friend/enemy concept of politics that demo-nizes evil others, and millenarianism together with the messianic idea of the need of to save the people through purification and to reverse cultural corruption via the arrival of the right leader (Katechon) pervades populist discourse and logic. These religious themes are hardly new to American versions of populism; they played a key role in the Tea Party and now in Trump’s own brand (Williamson, Skocpol, & Coggins, 2011; Marzouki, 2016; Hackworth, 2012). They can now be found in neo-populisms in Europe and in Latin America as well. 
		

		
			Beyond this, we argue that contemporary populism turns to religion for two other reasons. As we know populism is protean and it can define the people in a variety of ways. The empty signifier “the people” needs content in order to establish an identity – something more than just being anti-elite or anti-foreigner. Populist politics also needs a convincing moral claim to trigger the self-righteous indignation necessary to construct, define and mobilize the authentic “good” people against the alien other. In short, populism has to vindicate its moralism and adopt an ethical content to motivate, justify and render its thin ideology, thick. It has done so in the past by pairing up with powerful mobilizing host ideologies. But today previously available host ideologies able to serve that purpose are no longer up to the task: fascism and communism are discredited, ethno-and even cultural nationalism is no longer a taken for granted binding force, is inadequate to the multi-ethnic, multi-national character of most contemporary societies and in the epoch of post-colonialism, it has lost its emancipatory aura. After years in power (and after embracing neo-liberal austerity), socialist and/or social democratic parties don’t credibly stand for an ethical, solidarity- and equality-oriented alternative. Political religion, however, is on the rise and can used for friend/enemy identity politics and the moralization needed by populism, quite well. Religious identity politics provide unifying content for the chain of equivalents in populist logic, helps moralize the friend and demonize the enemy, and to frame the elites and “others” as immoral and corrupt, and thus part of a deeper threat to “our” traditions that must be warded off, while providing a needed moral aura for populist politics. Thus the availability of religion and religious identity in civil society (domestic and transnational) allows populist entrepreneurs to thematize it and render it politically salient to help fill the structural needs of populist politics. 
		

		
			But what do the religious or churches gain from populism? As already indicated the populist vision of “belonging without believing” is hardly a religious logic. The transformation of religion into a pure marker of identity without any positive religious content and without being tied to traditional religious values must be disconcerting to those for whom faith matters and real belief exists. The tension between the secularizing logic of populism and religion is most obvious in Western Europe (Roy, 2016, pp. 199–201). There the religious catholic and evangelical Christians reject Islam as a false religion, not as an alien culture. When they ally with populists mobilizing against Islam, they do so at their peril as this may further undermine religious values and foster secularizing trends (Roy, 2016, pp. 199–201). Christian clerical elites may still believe in the Christian identity of Europe, but for them this is a religious claim. Indeed it is part of project aimed at fostering a post secular society in which (Christian) religious symbols, values become omnipresent and trigger a new spiritual dynamism within the churches animated by new generations of believers (Roy, 2016, p. 200). This means Europe is mission territory, a place that has to be reconverted to Christianity (Roy, 2016, p. 200). But there has not been a Christian religious revival in Europe, and the churches that wish to foster it have to affirm Christian belief, a universal spiritual message and Christian values and these tend to conflict with the exclusionary identity politics of populists (Roy, 2016, pp. 197–198). 
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			The situation in the U.S. is different and highlights another way in which religion and populism can ally. There, religion is alive and well and evangelical Christians – an expanding movement – are now the right-wing core of the Republican Party. They endorsed the presidential candidacy of Donald Trump – an irreverent, profane, sybarite hardly known for his religious convictions or concerns (Goldberg, 2017). It is true that neither the most pious of the evangelicals nor the religiously affiliated (churched) among Christian conservatives were attracted to Trump. Leaders in the evangelical movement like Billy Graham Jr. and Jerry Falwell Jr. supported him early on, but sophisticated theologians did not, and the former can be seen as political-religion entrepreneurs rather than serious religious thinkers (Gorski, 2016). This confirms the tension between a clearly secular populist leader using religion opportunis-tically and those who take religious faith and values seriously. Apparently among the religious evangelicals, those who attended religious services every week preferred Cruz but, strikingly, those who are less “churched”, supported Trump against Cruz in the primaries by 27 points. Nevertheless over 80% of evangelicals did rally to Trump, as did other religious conservatives (Goldberg, 2017). 
		

		
			Once Trump seized the Republican nomination and chose Mike Pence, a deeply religious evangelical protestant and savvy political insider, as his running mate, religious conservatives realized that their path to federal power and influence lay with this irreverent, profane, obviously irreligious populist president (Goldberg, 2017). The fundamentalist Christian right had no real chance to gain power on their own, or even to use the deeply divided Republican Party to push through their agenda in Congress, despite the obstructionist successes of the Tea Party during the Obama administration (Marzourski, 2016; Williamson, Skocpol, & Coggins, 2011). But Trump can now be seen as the religious right’s Trojan horse (Goldberg, 2017). It seems that the conservative religious right has hijacked the populist Trump to get their people into power on his coat tails. Their success is evident in the cabinet he has assembled, which includes, Attorney General Jeff Sessions, committed to abolishing the wall of separation between church and state as unconstitutional and known for his hostility to abortion rights, Ben Carson, Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban Development who wants to put God back into Government, Betsy Devos, the Education Secretary with an agenda to redirect public education funds to religious schools, Tom Price the Secretary of Health and Human Services who joins Pence in co-sponsoring bills granting legal personhood to zygotes, and Mike Pompeo, the Director of the CIA who views America as engaged in a religious war with Islam (Goldberg, 2017). Early policy decisions are omens of what is to come should the religious right continue to hold sway in this administration. Among the first executive orders was a rule to cease funding for overseas medical facilities that even mention abortion, and the immediate push to defund planned parenthood by the Republican-controlled Congress with the collaboration of the administration along with highly symbolic efforts to exempt any corporation that protests having to pay even indirectly for health insurance that covers contra-ception together with the highly publicized presidential challenge to the Johnson amendment that forbids ministers from supporting political candidates on the pain of losing their tax exemptions, not to mention the elevation of Neil Gorsuch to the supreme court clearly, all clearly signal that the project to Christianize our society and government now has the kind of federal support that conservative Christian groups could only dream about prior to Trump. 
		

		
			While they could not win on their own in an open political contestation over their religious ideas on social issues (the latter barely figured in the campaign), Christian conserva-tives are getting their agenda pushed through the back door at the administrative level and via the courts. This agenda is predicated on the assumption that the true America is Christian America, the authentic American people are Christian, and that the constitution, itself is a 
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			Christian document and therefore a sacred symbol of the nation. This version of politicized religion intends to use the state to re-traditionalize civil society by reasserting Christian patriarchal family values – in the domain of intimacy, social life, gender and sexual relations, schooling, and so forth. It comes, of course, at the high price of the egalitarian gains, freedoms, and plurality of contemporary civil society. Yet the politicization of religion and the imposition of religious values by an alliance of religionists and populists in power may turn out to be a Faustian bargain, because the politics of coercive piety tend to turn religious people off, as Tocqueville noted long ago. It could backfire, and lead to disgust on the part of young religious believers who take their faith seriously and yet have different views on social, racial, and political issues than the religious entrepreneurs now in power. This is already happening in the U.S. (Goodstein, 2017). Indeed, the opportunist and exclusionary logic of religiously inflected populism could also trigger a general backlash in civil society that can put the lie to its claims to speak for the people as one. 
		

		
			4. Conclusion: civil society vs. populism and political religion 
		

		
			In the U.S. at least, we are already seeing an astounding resistance to Trump’s brand of “populism” on the part of progressive elements in civil society. The explosion of activism, mass movements, and the mobilization of myriad, diverse, grassroots associations and groups, some coordinating with national resistance movements (“indivisible”), is staggering. The protests and pressure being exerted in town halls and on the net, in marches and in organizing, seeking to re-exert influence on and render responsive, political representatives in Congress, and on the state and local level, are already having an effect. Indeed civil society is generating new interest in becoming politically active among sectors of the population who never were active before, including generating new candidates for public office who aim to protect and defend basic rights and to block candidates who seek to take them away. Civil society’s resistance and dissent delegitimizes the core populist claims – plurality and mobiliza-tion trump the pretense of unity and the pars pro toto logic. 
		

		
			It is crucial to defend the achievements of past struggles that have made civil society more democratic and expanded rights to previously excluded sectors of the population. It is also crucial to defend constitutionalism, the separation of powers, the free press, and the autonomy of political society, administrative agencies and legislatures from executive fiat. But to counter populism in the 21st century an offensive and not only a defensive strategy is called for especially with respect to two crucial areas: the decline of the welfare state and the democratic deficit plaguing all western democracies. Unless progressives can develop a new version of the welfare state and fight for it on domestic and supranational levels, the staggering increase in inequality over the past 40 years in western democracies that embraced neo-liberalism in various degrees will benefit populist authoritarians instead of democratic egalitarians. In addition to new public policy programs aimed at leveling the playing field and protecting losers of globalization or of technological innovation, what we once called “economic society” must be revitalized: programs of workers control, councils, co-determination, re-unionization etc. so that voice and participation within the economy, that empower workers and consumers are crucial. Similarly, the demand for more democracy should not be neglected but must be put on the agenda by progressives in civil and political society. Creative thinking is required for 21st-century programs of democratization of democracy but these cannot be left to technocrats or political elites. To be sure, other actors matter too: opposition parties, investigative journalists, experts (the most recent protest march of scientists), courts – each have their role to play. But without the resistance, mobilization and pressure exerted by civil 
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			society activism, professional politicians, accredited media, and experts would be much less effective and prone to the anti-establishment critique. Only counter publics, movements, and associations, in civil society committed to plurality and self-limitation, democracy, openness, and inclusion, can provide the energy and hope called for to reinvigorate responsible and progressive politics needed to revive and create forms of democratic constitutionalism appro-priate to the 21st century. 
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				Arato (2015) criticizes Laclau. 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				See Skocpol (2003) on the transformation of American civil society organizations and for her debate with Robert Putnam over this. Today, thanks in part to new media of communication and in part to genuine political concern, we are witnessing a revival civil associations that entail new forms of belonging, cooperation and participation that foster political paedea once more and can be seen as alternatives to the corporate managerial NGO model. 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				One must think of the distinction between civil and political publics as a continuum. Weak publics are relatively speaking more deliberative and open to fewer constraints on deliberations. Strong decisional publics are more constrained both qualitatively and quantitatively (time for deliberation is shorter), as they have to reach collectively binding decisions. A consciousness-raising group in a feminist move-ment is an example of a weak un-institutionalized civil public open to all sorts of statements and reasoning. A jury or a local council is an example of an institutionalized civil public that is “strong” in the sense that its deliberations lead to politically binding decisions. A parliament is an even stronger institutionalized political public, legislating for the whole of society. For another way of distinguishing between the various constraints on different sorts of publics see Rawls (1993, pp. 212–254). 
			
		

		
			
				4 
				It could also refer to local councils or workplace councils. 
			
		

		
			
				5 
				To Mudde, populism always entails a challenge to the liberal constitutionalist dimensions of liberal democracy, allegedly in the name of greater democracy for the authentic people. 
			
		

		
			
				6 
				Zizek criticizes Laclau for political theology and for social antagonism into friend/enemy politics that ontologize and scapegoats an externalized reified alien absolute other. 
			
		

		
			
				7 
				Lefort discussed this logic regarding totalitarianism; Canovan, Arato, Rosanvallon, and Laclau apply it to populism. Canovan and Laclau seem to think political theology and myth making is unavoid-able. Lefort, Rosanvallon, and we disagree. 
			
		

		
			
				8 
				The discussion in Canovan (2005, pp. 89–90) is illuminating. 
			
		

		
			
				9 
				Marzouki and McDonnell (2016) discuss right-wing populism in Western Europe. 
			
		

		
			
				10 
				This is so even if the identity of the friend is not defined explicitly in religious terms (van Kessel, 2016, pp. 67–68). 
			
		

		
			
				11 
				Vanessa Williamson, Theda Skocpol, John Coggin, “The Tea Party and the Remaking of Republican Conservatism”, Perspectives in Politics (9/1, 2011), 25–43; Marzouki, “The Tea Party and Religion Between Religious and Historical Fundamentalism” in Saving the People; Hackworth (2012) discusses the tensions and affinities between libertarianism, neoliberalism, and religion in the U.S. 
			
		

		
			
				12 
				Indeed the Tea Party itself is ambivalent, composed of an uneasy alliance among anti-tax conservatives more than willing to use government to impose their religious agenda on the rest of us and anti-tax, anti-government libertarians who despite defining themselves as the “good” Christian and American people, are libertarian also regarding abortion gay marriage and religious freedom and anti-statist. 
			
		

		
			References 
		

		
			Arato, A. (2015). Political theology and populism. In C. de la Torre (Ed.), The promise and perils of populism (pp. 31–58). Lexington, KY: University Press of Kentucky. 
		

		
			Brubaker, R. (2012). Religion and nationalism: four approaches. Nations and Nationalism, 18(1), 2–20. Brubaker, R. (2016) New Christianist secularism in Europe. Retrieved October 11, 2016, from The 
		

		
			
				Immanent Frame: 
				http://blogs.ssrc.org/tif/2016/10/11/a-new-christianist-secularism-in-europe. 
				Canovan, M. (2005). The people. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 
			
		

		
			Cohen, J. (1985). Strategy or identity: new theoretical paradigms and contemporary social movements. Social Research, 52(4), 663–716. 
		

		
			Civil society, populism, and religion 
		

		
			111 
		

	
		
			Cohen, J. (1999). Trust, voluntary association and workable democracy. In M. Warren (Ed.), Democracy and trust (pp. 208–248). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
		

		
			Cohen, J. & Arato, A. (1992). Civil society and political theory. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
		

		
			Fraser, N. (1992). Rethinking the public sphere: a contribution to the critique of actually existing democracy. In C. Calhoun (Ed.), Habermas and the public sphere (pp. 109 – 142). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
		

		
			
				Goldberg, M. (2011, May 25). What is Christian nationalism? The Huffington Post. Retrieved from 
				www. 
				hu
				ffi
				ngtonpost.com. 
			
		

		
			
				Goldberg, M. (2017, January 27). Donald Trump, the religious right’s Trojan horse. The New York Times. Retrieved from 
				www.nytimes.com. 
			
		

		
			
				Goodstein, L. (2017, June 10). Religious liberals sat out of politics for forty years, now they want in the game. The New York Times. Retrieved from 
				www.nytimes.com. 
			
		

		
			
				Gorski, P. (2016). Why do evangelicals vote for Trump? Retrieved October 4, 2016, from The Immanent Frame: 
				http://blogs.ssrc.org/tif/2016/10/04/why-do-evangelicals-vote-for-trump. 
			
		

		
			Habermas, J. (1998). Between facts and norms. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
		

		
			Hackworth, J. (2012). Faith based: religious neo-liberalism and the politics of welfare in the U.S. Athens, GA: University of Georgia Press. 
		

		
			Judis, J. (2016). The populist explosion. New York: Columbia Global Reports. 
		

		
			Kazen, M. (1998). The populist persuasion: an American history. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. Laclau, E. (2007). On populist reason. London: Verso. 
		

		
			Lefort, C. (1986). The political forms of modern society. D. Thompson (Ed.). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. Lefort, C. (1988). Democracy and political theory. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 
		

		
			Marzouki, N. (2016). The Tea Party and religion. In N. Marzouki, D. McDonnell, & O. Roy (Eds.), Saving the people: how populists hijack religion (pp. 149–167). London: Hurst & Company. 
		

		
			Marzouki, N. & McDonnell, D. (2016). Introduction: populism and religion. In N. Marzouki, D. McDonnell, & O. Roy (Eds.), Saving the people: how populists hijack religion (pp. 1 – 12). London: Hurst & Company. 
		

		
			Moffitt, B. (2016). The global rise of populism: performance, political style, and representation. Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press. 
		

		
			Mudde, C. & Rovira Kaltwasser, C. (2017). Populism: a very short introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
		

		
			Ochoa, P. (2015). Power to whom? The people between procedure and populism. In C. De La Torre (Ed.), The promise and perils of populism (pp. 59–90). Lexington, KY: University Press of Kentucky. 
		

		
			Rawls, J. (1993). Political liberalism. New York: Columbia University Press. 
		

		
			Rosanvallon, P. (2008). Counter democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
		

		
			Roy, O. (2016). Beyond populism. In N. Marzouki, D. McDonnell, & O. Roy (Eds.), Saving the people: how populists hijack religion (pp. 185–202). London: Hurst & Company. 
		

		
			Skocpol, T. (2003). Diminished democracy: from membership to management in American life. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press. 
		

		
			Urbinati, N. (2014). Democracy disfigured. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
		

		
			Urbinati, N. (2015). The revolt against intermediary bodies. Constellations, 22(4), 477–486. 
		

		
			van Kessel, S. (2016). Using faith to exclude: the role of religion in Dutch populism. In N. Marzouki, D. McDonnell, & O. Roy (Eds.), Saving the people: how populists hijack religion (pp. 61–77). London: Hurst & Company. 
		

		
			Werner-Muller, J. (2016). What is populism? Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press. Williamson, V., Skocpol, T. & Coggins, J. (2011). The Tea Party and the remaking of Republican 
		

		
			conservatism. Perspectives in Politics, 9(1), 25–43. 
		

		
			Zizek, S. (2006). Against the populist temptation. Critical Inquiry, 32(3), 551–574. 
		

		
			Andrew Arato and Jean L. Cohen 
		

		
			112 
		

	
		
			
				7 
			
		

		
			
				Populist 
				constitutionalism 
			
		

		
			Paul Blokker 
		

		
			Introduction 
		

		
			In recent decades, constitutional reform appears to be gaining momentum (see Ginsburg and Melton 2015: 4). One might argue that we are experiencing times of ‘constitutional acceleration’ (Palermo 2007), in that political actors appear to be increasingly taking recourse to the instrument of constitutional reform. Innovative, popular forms of constitutional reform have emerged, which stress the importance of, and bring into constitutional practice, citizen participation in constitutional reform. But the people is equally a central dimension in a different type of engagement with constitutionalism, a phenomenon which can be identified as populist constitutionalism. In the European context, with which this chapter is predominantly concerned, populist engagement with processes of constitution-making and constitutional reform is a distinctive, and in some significant ways worrying, tendency. Populism is explicitly present in the constitutional developments in countries such as Hungary and Poland, and is causing significant tensions in the European Union, which is formally grounded in the values of democracy, the rule of law, and fundamental rights. The populist-constitutional phenom-enon spawns debates on democratic backsliding and illiberal democracy in Europe as well as on the supranational monitoring of democracy (cf. Closa and Kochenov 2016). At the same time, current European manifestations of populist constitutionalism need to be put into the larger context of important and diverse manifestations elsewhere, including in Latin America and the United States (Urbinati 1998; Rovira Kaltwasser 2013). 
		

		
			The chapter provides an attempt to more systematically conceptualize populist constitution-alism, predominantly focusing on the European context. While there is some emerging literature on the phenomenon of populist constitutionalism (Mudde 2013; Müller 2016; Thio 2012), a more robust and theoretical treatment of the relation between populism and constitu-tionalism stills appears absent. The chapter starts, therefore, with a theoretically informed discussion of the relation between populism and constitutionalism. Three different reasons warrant such an investigation. First of all, there exists an internal link between populism and the idea of popular sovereignty. Modern constitutionalism is equally said to find its ultimate legitima-tion in the people (cf. Loughlin and Walker 2007), grounding a democratic regime in both institutions of order and self-limitation, and of self-government (cf. Blokker 2017). Populists 
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			claim that the principle of popular sovereignty is insufficiently guaranteed in liberal, constitu-tional regimes. A key question therefore emerges, i.e., what is the difference in interpretation or understanding, if both modern constitutionalism and populism are said to be grounded in popular sovereignty? Secondly, an intrinsic part of populism concerns a form of legal skepticism, in the sense that populists are wary of the institutions of and limits of liberal constitutionalism, even if they are not necessarily against the idea of a constitutional order as such. In other words, populist constitutionalism can be understood as a strongly critical countercurrent to modern constitutionalism in its liberal guise. In this, in particular the views expanded by Carl Schmitt may be of aid in exploring this dimension further (cf. Antal 2017; Kahn 2011; Urbinati 1998). Thirdly, populism includes political engagement in projects of constitution-making and constitu-tional reform. Populists, when in power, are frequently engaging in intense reform (and abuse) of the existing constitutional arrangements, indicating the crucial dimension of state power in populist projects, in contrast to the idea that populism consists of a merely oppositional, anti-political phenomenon. 
		

		
			The chapter is structured as follows. First, I will generally discuss the relation between populism and constitutionalism in the light of two main constitutional traditions. Subsequently, the chapter deconstructs the notion of populist constitutionalism, discussing four key dimen-sions, i.e., the popular will, majoritarianism, legal resentment, and constitutional instrumental-ism. The popular will tends to be understood by populists in a closed, unitary manner, and in negation of the pluralist and diarchic nature of representative democracy. Populists understand the majority as a collective, unitary entity, rather than as an aggregate as in liberalism, and in contrast to, and denial of, political minorities and opposition. Legal resentment entails a critique of the tendency to formal rationalization and juridification in liberal constitutionalism, and exalts the political in constitutionalism. Constitutional instrumentalism entails a conflation of the constituting and the constituted, in that the constitution is not understood as a higher law, but as a fundamental law that can be changed according to political necessity. In conclusion, it is argued that populist constitutionalism’s challenge for both liberal constitutionalism and repre-sentative democracy lies in its connection to the revolutionary constitutional tradition, which is however interpreted in distorted, and problematic ways, as expressed in the distinctive populist approach to the popular will, the political majority, the rule of law, and constitutionalism. 
		

		
			Populism and constitutionalism 
		

		
			Populism is generally understood as the negation of, or at least the existence of a problematic relationship with, constitutional democracy. Populism plays on the second ingredient of ‘constitutional democracy’, in that populists claim to defend a pure form of rule of the people, while having difficulties with the first ingredient, constitutionalism, at least in the way it is generally understood. As Jan-Werner Müller has recently put it, ‘populism is inherently hostile to the mechanisms, and ultimately, the values commonly associated with constitution-alism: constraints on the will of the majority, checks and balances, protections for minorities, and even fundamental rights’ (Müller 2016: 68; cf. Urbinati 2014). According to Nadia Urbinati, populists seek to ‘implement an agenda whose main and recognizable character is hostility against liberalism and the principles of constitutional democracy, from minority rights, division of powers, and pluriparty system’ (2014: 129). Populists are seen as impatient with procedures and institutions, and as loath of intermediary bodies, as they prefer unme-diated relations between the populist ruler and the people. Populists prefer direct, ‘natural’ or ‘pure’ forms of politics, in contrast to indirect and artificial ones (Urbinati 1998: 111). 
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			While it seems true that a general skepticism toward liberal constitutionalism and the rule of law can be found amongst many populists, it equally appears correct to sustain that populists are increasingly engaging with constitutionalism as a discourse and practice of power (cf. Müller 2016, chapter 2). Populists, in particular once in power, engage with the constitution in a variety of ways, not least in order to safeguard and perpetuate their political power in the name of a ‘pure’ people. Forms of populist constitutionalism in practice are visible in cases of what many see as forms of ‘backsliding’ or the emergence of ‘illiberal’ democracy in Central and Eastern Europe, in particular Hungary, but it is equally observable in Latin America (Venezuela, Bolivia, Ecuador), and even in so-called established democ-racies, such as the United States. What is more, it is possible to identify populist forms of behavior with regard to constitutionalism also beyond populist movements in strict terms. 
		

		
			It is tempting to dismiss the relation of populists with constitutionalism as merely one of abuse (Landau 2013) and of practices that go against constitutionalism and the rule of law (see, e. g., Closa and Kochenov 2016). The relationship between constitutionalism and populism is, however, more complex than a straightforward dichotomic view would allow for. First, in their political projects, populists frequently take recourse to constitutional change. It appears that populist-constitutional projects cannot be entirely reduced to a mere dismantling of constitu-tional democracy, but also include forms of constitution-making, for better or worse. A second issue regards the fact that (distinctive dimensions of) populist constitutionalism equally emerge in the discourses and actions of political actors, who are not normally or predominantly defined as populist. This indicates a potential diffusion of a populist-constitutional mindset into the political mainstream, which potentially leads to a wider erosion of liberal-constitutional ideals. It may also indicate more structural trends of change regarding the relation between democracy and constitutionalism. A third matter regards the complexity of the claims that populists tend to make regarding constitutions, which may be said to find reflections in constitutional-theoretical debates over the relation between popular government and constitutionalism. A final issue is that a more in-depth understanding of the populist-constitutional phenomenon is necessary if one wants to elaborate, and put into practice, valid democratic alternatives. This last matter reflects the idea that the manifestation of populism signifies a deep discomfort with, and malfunctioning of, existing democratic institutions. It also indicates that a mere strengthening of the liberal, constitutional-democratic state might not be sufficient or effective. 
		

		
			The populist approach toward constitutionalism is, then, not entirely negative, as not least becomes evident from projects of constitution-making and constitutional reform, as have emerged in (the highly diverse) cases in Latin America or East-Central Europe, in which populism is claimed to play a role (De La Torre 2016; Batory 2016). In this, it can be argued, as recently suggested by Luigi Corrias (Corrias 2016), that populism is related to a specific – revolutionary and democratic – constitutional tradition, which can be best explored through reference to the work on constitutionalism of radical-democratic thinkers, such as Hannah Arendt (Arendt 1990; cf. Blokker 2017; Brunkhorst 2014; Laclau 2005; Möllers 2009). The revolutionary tradition emphasizes constituent power, understood as a founding act of the people, founding the polity anew. As Corrias argues, the understanding of the constituent power of the people in the revolutionary tradition appears as almost absolute, and as potentially being exercised directly in the polity (Corrias 2016: 16). What further emerges is a primacy of politics over law in the revolutionary tradition, in that law is understood as ultimately the outcome of political action, not the other way around. On this view, constitutions are less understood as higher, universal principles that limit and bind political power, as in legal or liberal constitutionalism, but rather seen as positive, political expressions of the rules and norms that a political community wants to give itself. 
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			The revolutionary understanding of constitutionalism is in contrast to a second tradition, the evolutionary tradition, which understands constitutionalism as a negative, limiting instru-ment, which seeks to create order and stability (Blokker 2017) and to ‘tame politics’ (Corrias 2016: 15). The pedigree of this understanding of constitutionalism is less a democratic one, but rather related to liberal and statist understandings of constitutionalism. The evolutionary approach is endorsing a primacy of the law over politics, displaying a certain distrust of the people and of popular sovereignty, and understanding popular politics as potentially threaten-ing the constitutional order itself. It may be argued that whereas the revolutionary tradition keeps the idea of constituent power alive in the constituted order (Kalyvas 2008), in the evolutionary approach, constituent power is seen as absorbed in (the institutions of) con-stituted power. The populist understanding of constitutionalism hinges on the revolutionary tradition, but with a specific twist. Populism captures the popular will and claims it its own, against other social forces, in- or outside society. Populists tend to define the people in strong contrast to some significant Other (elites, foreign forces), and in this turn their (idealized) construction of the People into the only acceptable, non-corrupted one. The people is in this equated with a majority, which is understood in contrast to minorities. The rule of law and constitutionalism cannot, according to populists, override the popular will. Constitutionalism as such becomes a device in the populist project of rebuilding the state. 
		

		
			Let us now turn to the distinctive populist approach to constitutionalism, in its specific interpretations of the popular will, the political majority, the rule of law, and constitutionalism. 
		

		
			Populist constitutionalism deconstructed 
		

		
			In order to understand the specific take of populists on the democratic constitutional tradition, an important exercise is a detailed exploration of how populism relates to constitutionalism, what claims are being made, and what justifications are being articulated by populists. The exploration offered here will discuss four key dimensions of populist constitutionalism, i.e., the popular will, majoritarianism, legal resentment, and constitutional instrumentalism. Among others, these four dimensions may serve as benchmarks for comparative, empirical analyses of manifestations of populist constitutionalism, and help to explain the specific approaches toward constitutionalism by populists. 
		

		
			The popular will 
		

		
			As related to above, populism shares with constitutionalism the intrinsic relation to popular sovereignty, and the idea of the popular will as the legitimatory basis of politics and the legal order. As Margaret Canovan has stated, populists ‘ their common feature is a political appeal to the people, and a claim to legitimacy that rests on the democratic ideology of popular sovereignty and majority rule ’ (Canovan 2002: 25). Populism criticizes existing institutions for failing to e ff ectively make the voice of the ordinary people heard and to display forms of distrust toward the people. If modern democracy is to be based on the idea of popular sovereignty, from which it ultimately derives its legitimacy, then con-temporary manifestations of democracy, in terms of liberal, representative systems with strong judicial components, tend to turn popular sovereignty into an unrealized fiction. Populists call for making popular sovereignty a reality, which in constitutional terms means the creation of a more direct relation between the people and the constitutional complex of norms and values. 
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			Populists endorse, in this, a distinctive interpretation of what the popular will entails. Populism is based on the conviction of populist forces to be representing the genuine will of the ‘pure’ or ‘ordinary’ people, against their ‘enemies’, the latter being identified in incumbent political classes and technocratic elites, as well as in any other opposing forces (not least ‘international’ ones) to the populist political program. The populist perception is then frequently (even if not necessarily so) one of political closure and exclusion, meaning a negation of the pluralistic nature of society and the ultimate diverse composition of any national population, and, in its stead, the promotion of a (potentially totalitarian) idea, similar to what Claude Lefort has called the People-As-One. As Nadia Urbinati recalls, populism criticizes parliamentary democracy for ‘making politics a terrain of bargaining among a plurality of interests and parties’ (Urbinati 2014: 128). Populism, in contrast, prioritizes the political will of the real people over any kind of value pluralism or societal plurality of groups. In Urbinati’s words, populists seek to overcome the ‘diarchic’ nature of representative democracy, in which formal, political society and civil society are distinct. Populists want to unite the rulers and the ruled into one common body, the People (Urbinati 2014: 130). The People envisioned by populists tends hence to be a Schicksalsgemeinschaft or community of belonging, based on a thick identity, rather than a ‘procedural people’ that emerges in the ballot boxes. 
		

		
			An example of a closed, populist construction of the People and its will can be found in the discourses of Marine Le Pen, the leader of the Front National, and in her crusade against ‘communautarisme’ or the co-habitation of different ethno-religious communities within the secular French Republic. Le Pen opens her program for the 2017 presidential campaign by stating as key objective: ‘To regain our freedom and control over our destiny by restoring the sovereignty of the French people’ (Le Pen 2017a: 3). The program contains various calls for constitutional reform, including the following proposals: 
		

		
			The defence of national identity, [and] the values and traditions of French civilization. To inscribe into the Constitution, the defence and the promotion of our historical and cultural patrimony . . . The promotion of secularism and the fight against communitar-ianism. To inscribe into the Constitution the principle: ‘The Republic does not recognize any [ethnic, religious] community’. To restore secularism everywhere, extend it to the entire public sphere, and inscribe it into Labour Law. 
		

		
			(Le Pen 2017a: 15) 
		

		
			While the relation between populism and the people is intrinsic, the populist idea of the people does not need to be an exclusionary one (cf. Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2013). While in distinctive forms of (right-wing) populism, the people is equated with an ethnic nation or a distinctive, closed politico-cultural community, this is not always the case. Some forms of populism emphasize a positive and more inclusionary image of the capacity of ordinary citizens and contest the latter ’ s exclusion from elite-dominated democratic politics. In relation to constitutionalism, such populists critique elitist, judicial constitutionalism, and endorse the participation of ordinary citizens in constitutional politics. In such a more inclusionary under-standing (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2013), populism consists of the promotion of the ordinary people – even of the marginalized, the formally non-enfranchised, the ‘ plebs ’ – against the incumbent elite. The aim is to more fully realize the popular will in democratic politics, without necessarily equating the popular will with a clearly circumscribed people. 
		

		
			A good example of an inclusionary approach to defining the People is that of the Spanish movement-party Podemos, which is frequently taken as an example of left-wing populism. 
		

		
			Populist constitutionalism 
		

		
			117 
		

	
		
			For instance, in its promotion of human rights, Podemos ‘constructs rights in ways that blur the distinction between citizens and migrants – without eradicating it’ (Nash 2016: 1298). For Podemos, foreigners are not the ‘enemy within’, and its construction of the People is rather one which groups together those citizens (and non-citizens) that are victims of globalization and neoliberal capitalism. This does not mean that forms of nationalism and patriotism are entirely absent in Podemos’ discourse, but that its understanding of the People is closer to an idea of the ‘plebs’, i.e., those that until now have been in different ways excluded from effectively partaking in political rule (cf. Nash 2016: 1298). 
		

		
			Left-wing populism is a dynamic and complex phenomenon, as one can even identify attempts to construct the People on the transnational level, as is the case of the European movement DiEM25, led by former Greek Finance minister Yanis Varoufakis. This pro-democracy move-ment, whose key purpose is to establish a citizens-based, ‘ new Constitutional Assembly ’ to ‘ draft a Democratic European Constitution ’ (Panayotu 2017: 14), states in its manifesto: 
		

		
			We, the peoples of Europe, have a duty to regain control over our Europe from unaccountable ‘ technocrats ’ , complicit politicians and shadowy institutions. We come from every part of the continent and are united by di ff erent cultures, languages, accents, political party a ffi liations, ideologies, skin colours, gender identities, faiths and conceptions of the good society. We are forming DiEM25 intent on moving from a Europe of ‘ We the Governments ’ , and ‘ We the Technocrats ’ , to a Europe of ‘ We, the peoples of Europe ’ . 
		

		
			(Manifesto 2016: 7) 
		

		
			Left-wing populists tend to construct the People in relation to the democratic participation of marginalized persons. In this, they endorse human rights as ways of protecting ordinary people (for instance, through social rights, Nash 2016) and promote participatory understandings of constitutionalism. Such views, which have not yet been extensively put into practice in Europe (in contrast to Latin America), are radically different from currently ‘really-existing’, populist-constitutional projects in Europe, as in Hungary and Poland. The latter are pre-dominantly grounded in a mixture of an exclusionary, ethno-nationalist, and religious construction of the people, skepticism toward the rule of law, and strong leadership (Corso 2014). In this regard, the left-wing populism of Podemos, Syriza, and DiEM25 – with its emphasis on a positive image of the ordinary people and popular political participation – has more affinity with some of the populist claims and practices in Latin America (cf. Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2013; Panayotu 2017). 
		

		
			Latin American neo-constitutionalism, and later radical-democratic constitutionalism (Couso 2012), which emerged from the early 1990s onwards, entailed a rebellion against corrupt elites in the name of the ordinary, marginalized, and poor classes, and often engaged in innovative and inclusive constitution-making efforts (Noguera Fernández 2012). A relevant example is the first constitution of a new, radical-democratic nature, the Venezuelan one of 1999, which states in its preamble: 
		

		
			The people of Venezuela, 
		

		
			Invoking . . . the historic example of our liberator Simon Bolívar and the heroism and sacrifice of our aboriginal ancestors . . . establish a democratic participatory and self-reliant, multi-ethnic, multicultural society in a just, federal and decentralized State that embodies the values of freedom, independence, peace, solidarity, the common good for this and future generations. 
		

		
			(King 2013: 373) 
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			In Latin America, ‘ popular constitutionalism ’ puts strong emphasis on extensive popular partici-pation and displays strong distrust to technocratic discourse (Couso 2012), as the ‘ new constitu-tions expanded citizen’ s rights while simultaneously concentrating power in the executive’ (De La Torre 2016: 124). In contrast to the invocation of the people of right-wing populists in Europe, i.e., in an ethno-national, exclusionary manner, in Latin America strong emphasis has been placed on the participation of the excluded and deprived social classes, including indigenous peoples, in constitution-making (cf. Colón-Ríos 2012; Nolte and Schilling-Vaca fl or 2012). Nevertheless, also in some of the – anyhow highly diverse – Latin American experiences of populism in power, plebiscitarian and leaderist elements have emerged, even if de fi nitions of the people have in distinctive cases remained heterogeneous and inclusionary (De La Torre 2016). 
		

		
			Important varieties of interpretation of the popular will in populist-constitutional projects are hence evident. In left-wing cases (in both Europe and Latin America), populist constitu-tionalism emphasizes a public claim to bring constitutionalism closer to the people by means of rights and participatory instruments, whereas in Europe, in right-wing populist programs as well as ongoing processes of populist constitution-making, populist elites design constitu-tional orders on the basis of ethno-national constructs of the People. Despite such obvious differences, some affinities and conceptual overlaps are, however, undeniable and relevant. Such affinities include the idea shared by populists that constitutional law cannot be under-stood as radically distinct from politics, that constitutions are not reducible to negative instruments of individual rights protection, that constitutional law is not merely to be interpreted by higher courts but ought to be brought closer to the People and its needs, and, finally, that constitutions ought to reflect society’s views and values (cf. Corso 2014: 445). In this, constitution-making or constitutional reform undertaken by populists tends to depict forces obstructing constitutional change as enemies of the (good of the) People or as representatives of particularist, private interests, rather than the common good. 
		

		
			The democratic potential of populist constitutionalism, in terms of the promise of a more extensive, true realization of the popular will and the actual involvement of citizens in democratic rule by means of constitutional change, remains in con flict with the exclusionary, even authoritarian tendencies in any attempt to de fi ne a unitary People. The imaginary construction of the latter as the collective subject is a negation of the ultimate diversity and plurality of any society, and hence risks resulting in forms of exclusion and oppression. This is particularly evident in the friend – enemy logic that is displayed in the right-wing populism of Le Pen, Orbán, and Kaczy ń ski, but it may be equally true for the Latin American experience with neo- or Bolivarian constitutionalism. As observed by Andrew Arato, the ‘ hopeless search for a subject that incorporates the authentic or genuine “ people” ’ undermines the democratic populist project (Arato 2016: 9), either due to a tendency to strong exclusion and authoritarianism, as in right-wing populism, or due to a tendency to strong-leader executivism or the democratic dictatorship of populist leaders, as in Latin American, left-wing populism (Arato 2016: 291 – 292). 
		

		
			Majoritarianism 
		

		
			The populist-constitutional project generally constitutes an attempt to ‘correct’, or even undermine, representative democracy as well as the idea of societal and political pluralism. Populists are inspired by the myth of the unitary People, against the fragmentation, conflictive divisions, and artificiality of representative democracy. The method of representative democ-racy to give meaning to the idea of popular representation and to verify the people, that is, predominantly by means of electoral procedures, is contested by populists. For populists, the aggregate that emerges in the democratic elections of representative democracy is not a People 
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			at all, as it is merely a calculated sum of individuals, without a form of substantive commonality and collective commitment. Populists assume that representative politics is deeply affected by partisanship and invisible interest groups behind the scenes that operate for reasons of self-interest, rather than the common good of the ordinary citizens. The political answer of populists is the majority, which is however not anymore understood as an aggregate of different groups and interests, expressing a temporary support to the government, but as a substantive and durable majority – still empirically verifiable – giving expression to the general will of the People. The majority is then exactly that part of society that is in agreement with the populist political program (cf. Urbinati 1998) and can be embodied by a singular leader who expresses the popular voice. A good example of such a collectivist view can be found in a seminal speech pronounced in 2014 by Viktor Orbán, the head of the current populist government in Hungary: 
		

		
			[The] Hungarian nation is not a simple sum of individuals, but a community that needs to be organized, strengthened and developed, and in this sense, the new state that we are building is an illiberal state, a nonliberal state. It does not deny foundational values of liberalism, as freedom, etc.. But it does not make this ideology a central element of state 
		

		
			organization, but applies a specific, national, particular approach in its stead. 
		

		
			
				6 
			
		

		
			The homogeneous idea of the People as expressed in the majority is often identified by means of historical, cultural, and identitarian elements (the nation), but this is not necessarily the case. The majority can also, in a way simply, be identified as those that ‘are with us’; that is, those that until recently have been mispresented by democratic politics and that have been victims of corruption, marginalization, deprivation, and/or impoverishment (cf. Müller 2016: 49). 
		

		
			When coming to power, the populist leader, legitimated by the popular majority, replaces corrupt elites and will start a cleaning-up process, which is to result in a robust and direct representation of the victimized majority. For instance, in the case of Venezuela, Hugo Chavez engaged in a comprehensive process to ‘sweep the deck clean, removing opposition figures from power and replacing them with institutions he could control’, in the name of the People (Landau 2013: 206). In constitutional terms, the populist emancipation of the People may involve the inclusion of explicit references to the People or the nation in the constitution (often, but not only, in its preamble), the codification of norms that can be related to values and ideas of the People, the concentration of executive power so as to be able to directly represent the People (and avoid contracted and pluralistic political processes that favor partisan interests), as well as the usage of participatory institutions, such as constituent assemblies. Populists promote constitutional, electoral and direct-democratic instruments that enhance majority or plebiscitarian rule, often to the detriment of political opposition. 
		

		
			Legal resentment 
		

		
			The relation between populism and the rule of law, as mentioned earlier, is a strained one. This relation is deeply a ff ected by a critical attitude that could be labelled legal skepticism or ‘ legal resentment’ , a critical stance toward liberal and legal constitutionalism, and the latter ’ s juridi fi ca-tion and rationalization of society (cf. Blokker 2013, 2016). In important ways, this attitude might be related to a Schmittian understanding of the constitution, and to Carl Schmitt’ s critique of liberal constitutionalism and its conception of the rule of law (cf. Böckenförde 1997). A Schmittian view of constitutionalism understands the constitution as an expression of political 
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			unity and as a protection of the state ’ s existence (cf. Kahn 2011). It does not accept the idea of the constitution as a higher law, emanating from a foundational or basic norm, but rather emphasizes the ultimately political nature of the constitution. In this, it places the political before the legal, rather than the other way around, as in liberal constitutionalism. This dimension is well-refl ected in contemporary populism, as attested by a statement of Jaros ł aw Kaczy ń ski, the eminence grise of the Polish Law and Justice Party (PiS), 
		

		
			the state based on the rule of law does not have to be a democratic state. In a democracy, the only sovereign is the nation. The parliament and, in the Polish conditions, the President are its representatives. These two state organs are responsible for the creation of law. To these bodies belongs the control over our lives. 
		

		
			The people as the main source of legitimacy provides a core element in a variety of forms of populism. The populist emphasis of the unmediated, direct rule of the people means that any limitations on such rule – such as in the form of the division and limitation of powers, and the institutions of representative, parliamentary democracy found in liberalism, are viewed with great skepticism. For different reasons, such a skeptic attitude toward representative, parlia-mentary democracy and liberal understandings of the rule of law, rights, and constitutionalism is shared by left- and right-wing populists alike. 
		

		
			As observed, this dimension of legal skepticism or resentment can be fruitfully explored by taking recourse to the works of Carl Schmitt. One dimension in Schmitt’s understanding of constitutionalism is, as is well known, his argument that ultimately any constitutional arrangement is grounded in, or originates from, an arbitrary act of political power. In the final instance, this means that the strength, legitimacy, and efficacy of a constitutional order cannot be reduced to a set of universalistically understood values and norms, but rather has to be traced to a ‘coherent political decision by a particular “will”’ (Scheuerman 1999: 68). The Rechtsstaat, in Schmitt’s view, is always preceded by the Machtstaat (Slagstad 1988: 108). According to Schmitt, the normativism of liberal constitutionalism hides the ‘original moment’ in which constituent power manifests itself. In other words, in liberalism, constitu-ent power is believed to be adequately absorbed, or exhausted, in the institutions of constitutional democracy (cf. Kalyvas 2008; Scheuerman 1999: 70). The positivist edifice that, in the liberal narrative, emerges as the constitutional-democratic state, constructs a political reality based on abstract, self-contained institutions and juridical norms. In this narrative of formal rationalization and juridification, the rule of law therefore rules over the people. Schmitt’s anti-normativism comes through in his assessment that the formal-rational liberal construct weakens and depoliticizes the polity and denies that political reality is ruled by ‘tangible people and organizations’ (Slagstad 1988: 112). Liberal constitutionalism, in its ‘references to norms and rules is pure rationalization that conceals an underlying struggle for power’ (Slagstad 1988: 118). 
		

		
			This anti-normativism is equally a dimension found in contemporary populism. Populists express a critique of liberal constitutionalism as a-political, universalistic, and as an internalistic, legal matter, separated from politics, and concealing real political struggles, and liberal constitutionalism, with its independent and self-referential juridical institutions, is dismissed by populists as an artificial construct that weakens and alienates the popular will. 
		

		
			A second essential aspect in Schmitt’s thought is the idea that the ‘state is the political unity of the people’ (Böckenförde 1997: 6). A constitutional order emerges from the ‘relative homogeneity of the people held together by some sense of solidarity’ (Böckenförde 1997: 7), defending itself against others, understood as enemies. This understanding of the people as a 
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			homogenous unity that stands at the basis of the constitutional order implies a specific understanding of constitutionalism, in which the latter is ultimately to guarantee the existence and survival of a homogenous people. As Böckenförde argues, 
		

		
			[c]onstitutional law then appears as the binding normative order and form determining the existence, maintenance, and capability for action of a political unity. . . It is and must be the specific telos of constitutional law to facilitate, preserve, and support the state as a political order and unity. 
		

		
			(Böckenförde 1997: 8) 
		

		
			Constitutional law is to preserve the very existence of the political unity. In (in particular right-wing) populist constitutionalism, such a claim to the survival of the political unity appears as an essential, legitimatory factor in the engagement of populists with constitutions. In populism, four dimensions of legal resentment stand out, indicating a problematic relation to the liberal ideas of the rule of law and constitutionalism. First, the liberal understanding of the rule of law is criticized as an obstacle to achieving political unity or to protect the existence of the collectivity; in this, as noted, the political is understood as prior to the rule of law (Böckenförde 1997: 12). Populists argue that the rule of law is not the framework of the decision-making process, as in liberalism, but rather the vehicle of the decisions of the true representatives of the People or political collective: 
		

		
			the constitutional guarantee of the rule of law must be added to an existing political unity and form. It cannot exist independently of such a political unity; nor can it achieve efficacy by claiming a general priority over the political unity. 
		

		
			(Böckenförde 1997: 12) 
		

		
			Second, the indirect, representative and pluralistic view of democracy found in liberalism is contested, as it creates a division in society between rulers and ruled. With this, the procedures of liberal democracy (checks and balances, division of powers, parliamentary debate, rights of the opposition) are contested as cumbersome and artificial, and as constrain-ing the true political will of the People. Third, the collectivity comes prior to the individual, and, hence, the individualistic and universalistic view of human rights in liberalism is viewed with suspicion. Human rights form in this reading obstacles to, and a relativization of, the political community. Fourth, there is a great suspicion of law and judicial decisions external to the domestic arena. In other words, a universalistic interpretation of law and international norms, and in particular of human rights, is denied. Rather, human rights ought to be always applied in a national context by national judges (Nash 2016; Oomen 2016). The critique is that international norms are not democratic (reflecting the popular will), and form an obstacle to domestic democratic decision-making in the name of the People. A clear example of the latter is the recent constitutional reform proposal of Le Pen, entitled ‘La Révision constitu-tionnelle que je propose aux français par référendum’ (2017b). In the second chapter, Le Pen calls for the ‘re-establishment of the superiority of national law’, by means of the elimination of references to the EU in the French Constitution (title XV) and the revision of article 55, which renders international law superior to French domestic law (2017b: 4). 
		

		
			Legal resentment should be understood as a largely negative perspective and as a critical perception of liberal or legal constitutionalism. As has often been argued, constitutional democracy combines the ideas of order and the rule of law, on the one hand, and collective self-rule or autonomy, on the other. In the idea of order, the emphasis is on constitutionalism 
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			and the rule of law as external constraints put onto democratic politics. The rule of law provides protection from state abuse to individual citizens and different groups in society. In the idea of collective autonomy, the main principle is the idea that people ought to obey only to laws the making of which they themselves have participated in (cf. Vatter 2012: 43). Legal resentment criticizes this view of the rule of law as a means of institutionalizing elite rule rather than as providing protection from state abuse. In other words, the argument is that constitutional democracy institutionalizes a system with a strong distinction between ruling elites and the ruled, which prevents popular, collective self-rule from coming about. Legal resentment thus includes a critique of liberal constitutionalism as not living up to the idea of self-rule by the demos, but it does so by emphasizing a direct link between popular opinion and popular will. It should be noted, though, that this generally does not entail the endorsement of the actual participation of citizens in decision-making (Urbinati 2014: 131). 
		

		
			Legal resentment entails a negative view of liberalism and representative democracy, and, as such, it does not provide a positive theory of the constitution itself. This is, as we have seen, in turn expressed in illiberal and populist ideas of constitutionalism, which propose a di ff erent understanding of (constitutional) law, emphasize the emancipation of the ‘ plebs ’ and which tend to emphasize the idea of the People-As-One (Lefort 1988). In this, legal resentment comes prior to ‘ nonliberal constitutionalism ’ , ‘ illiberal constitutionalism ’ (Thio 2012), ‘ abusive constitution-alism ’ (Landau 2013), and ‘ counter-constitutionalism ’ (Scheppele 2004), in that it indicates a skeptical or critical relation to legal formalism, the rule of law, and liberal democracy. While liberal constitutionalism promotes a universally valid and formalistic program of the separation of powers, the rule of law (rather than the rule of men), and the neutrality of the state, illiberal and populist forms of constitutionalism question the universality of such notions. In some versions, such forms of constitutionalism prioritize particularist and historical values related to a distinctive political community, and on this basis, justify political interference in legal matters. 
		

		
			Constitutional instrumentalism 
		

		
			In the political practice of populists, in their ‘occupying the state’ (Müller 2016; Urbinati 2014), one can detect a specific, instrumentalist approach to constitution-making and constitutional revision. In populist constitutionalism, this attitude is the result of the negative evaluation of liberal constitutionalism in legal resentment, and it manifests itself in the downplaying of the constitution’s status as a rigid, higher law (as much emphasized in liberal or legal constitution-alism). In this, an instrumentalist approach engages on a rather frequent basis with constitu-tional revision, as a result of the view that a constitution ought to be open to amendment and change according to the needs of the political majority and/or the necessities of particular historical periods. A case in point is the new Hungarian Fundamental Law, which, since its adoption in 2012, has already been amended six times. A further example is the assault on the Constitutional Tribunal by the Polish government, informed by the idea that it is not the Tribunal that ought to have the final say on the Constitution’s interpretation, but parliament or the government. As recently stated by Lech Morawski, a law professor and one of the contested, new judges of the Tribunal, installed by the Law and Justice (PiS) government: 
		

		
			[t]he legislative activity of the [Constitutional Tribunal] significantly distorts the principle of separation and balance of powers, since in practice it means that the supreme legislative power is exercised not by the parliament and the government but by the constitutional court. 
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			It should be stressed that an instrumental or at least a political/‘flexible’ view of constitu-tionalism is not exclusive to (right-wing) populists, but can equally be observed in, for instance, radical-democratic approaches. In some ways, constitutional instrumentalism can be understood as the down-grading of (comprehensive) constitutional reform, down from the level of higher law to the lower level of doing politics as usual, often serving narrow majoritarian or partisan objectives rather than the common good, or worse, abusing constitu-tional reform for illiberal or non-democratic purposes. In general terms, one can distinguish between two types of constitutional instrumentalism: 1) a modernization approach, which is predominantly concerned with the updating of the constitution, which emphasizes the anachronistic nature of the existing constitution and points to societal acceleration as a key cause of the need to revise the constitution; and 2) a redemptive approach, which emphasizes the need to radically change the constitution in order to (re-)establish the sovereignty and rule of the people, and to undo past wrongdoings. 
		

		
			In modern constitutional democracies, constitutional instrumentalism indicates a move away from dominant theories of legal constitutionalism. Liberal or legal constitutionalism as it has become predominant in the post-Second World War period is firmly grounded in the idea of constitutions as higher laws, as a distinct set of foundational norms, largely separated from (majoritarian) politics. This is equally visible in the trend toward independent courts as final arbiters of constitutional norms through judicial review and the idea of entrenched funda-mental rights. In the legal view of constitutionalism, amendment is normally made difficult (or even virtually impossible) by means of different types of hurdles (adoption of amendments by supermajorities, eternity clauses or the absolute entrenchment of norms, constitutional review, minimum quota for initiation, territorial conditions, restricted access to initiation, the usage of ex post referenda). 
		

		
			A constitutional-instrumentalist attitude perceives constitutional temporality in a different way. In liberal or legal constitutionalism, endurance of the constitution is highly valued, also as an expression of a consensus on the foundational values of the political community. In the perception and practice of constitutional instrumentalism, such a static view of the constitu-tion is often absent or downplayed. A dynamic engagement with the constitution is seen as a necessary response to the rapid changes of ‘post-modern’ society (in which politics needs to rapidly respond to societal change) (cf. Prandini 2013) or as an urgent answer to imminent threats to the political community. In either way, the static temporality of legal constitution-alism is abandoned in favor of a view of a more upfront political relation to constitutionalism. 
		

		
			In practice, this means in the most radical instances a much less clear-cut distinction between constitutional and ordinary politics. In some ways, constitutional instrumentalism might indicate a relation to political constitutionalism, in which parliament plays an important role in constitutional interpretation and change. While constitutional instrumentalism is clearly not a phenomenon that is reducible to populist constitutionalism (a variety of democratic interpretations of constitutionalism equally perceive constitutions in a more open and flexible way, cf. Tully 2008), it is a significant part of the populist approach to constitutions, in that the latter understands constitutions vehicles of the popular will, rather than as significant constraints on that will. 
		

		
			Concluding remarks 
		

		
			Populist constitutionalism cannot be understood in a straightforward, dichotomic way, that is, as an outright denial of liberal constitutionalism and the rule of law. Rather, it is better understood as a form of constitutional critique and ‘counter-constitutionalism’. While I agree 
		

		
			Paul Blokker 
		

		
			124 
		

	
		
			with Nadia Urbinati that populism in general cannot be seen as democratic (for instance, due to the populist tendency to deny pluralism and political opposition, its insistence on political unity and the People-As-One, its emphasis on strong leadership, and its negation of isegoria) (Urbinati 1998, 2014), the populist critique on liberal constitutionalism does invoke relevant critical dimensions of the current democratic malaise. In addition, a variety of manifestations of populism construct the People differently, and have different interpretations of what popular sovereignty and the popular will signify. 
		

		
			The argument here has been that populist constitutionalism in its variegated manifestations can be explored by reference to four dimensions: the popular will, majoritarianism, legal resentment, and instrumentalism. The popular will pertains to the dimension of legitimacy and the ultimate origins of political power. Populists claim to represent and give voice to the ‘pure’ People, a construction that cannot be equated with the empirical People, but rather consists of a symbolic invention of a People which in many ways is still to come. The populist-constitutional project is then to significantly further and defend the will of the mythical People by constitutional means. Many forms of populist constitutionalism do not build on a consensual view of society, in which various forces need to support the constitu-tional arrangement that binds all, but rather take a majoritarian approach that defends and expands the interests of an imagined majority. This often means contrasting of a ‘good’ or ‘moral’ majority against an ‘immoral’ minority. The populist-constitutional promotion of the ‘good’ majority equated with the People is generally skeptic of the potential of existing legal instruments and institutions, not least due to their compromised nature, that is, as institutions of the status quo. Populist constitutionalism endorses a different view of constitutionalism, nonliberal, of which a closer proximity to popular needs and input is claimed. This also means that populist constitutionalism tends to be more prone than liberal constitutionalism to use formal and informal constitutional instruments of amendment in order to further its constitu-tional cause. 
		

		
			These dimensions indicate a populist claim toward the repoliticization of democracy – against juridified, depoliticized understandings of constitutionalism – and attempts at the collective mobilization for, and engagement in, a political project. In this regard, populist constitutionalism claims to pursue emancipation from the heteronomy that results from too strong an emphasis on legal order, abstract (external) rules and norms, and it provides an appreciation of the dimension of power and struggle underlying constitutional arrangements, while denouncing the lack of inclusion of ordinary and marginalized people in politics. In its critical dimension, populist constitutionalism brings to the fore the intrinsic problems of a one-sided legal constitutionalism grounded in hierarchy, judicial prerogative, foundationalism, and depoliticization, which tends to result in a lack of democratic interaction and engagement of larger society with constitutionalism. The answer provided by populist constitutionalism is, however, a tendentially authoritarian and even despotic one, which ultimately risks to undermine a radical-democratic innovation of constitutionalism that prioritizes constitutional engagement and authorship of the people qua democratic citizens. 
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				For an important exception, see De La Torre (2016). 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				Modern constitutionalism is predominantly understood as a set of constraints on the exercise of popularly legitimated political power. 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				See, for the Tea Party’s constitutional program, Goldstein (2011), Schmidt (2011), Zietlow (2012). 
				4 
				Another relevant, but qualitatively di ff erent, example is the (self-de fined) scholarly strand of North 
			
		

		
			American populist constitutionalism, which consists predominantly in an academic debate (cf. 
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			Ackermann 1991; Kramer 2004; Levinson 1999; Tushnet 1999). This legal approach of populist constitutionalism draws on the American tradition of populism (see Corso 2014), emphasizing the role of the people in constitutionalism and criticizing elitism and judicial review. The democratic promise of populism becomes perhaps most clear from this debate. Populist constitutionalists engage in ‘deploring “ chronic fetishism of the Constitution, constitutional law, and the Supreme Court, ” [while] these scholars are presently calling for constitutional theory that acknowledges that “ common ” people, ordinary people-not their “betters, ” not somebody else ’ s conception of their supposed “ better selves ” are the ones who are entitled to govern our country’ (Parker 1994, cited in: Graber 2000: 373). On this view, a populist understanding of constitutionalism seeks to recover the role of the common people in constitutional matters, in contrast to the elitist, technocratic understandings of liberal or legal constitu-tionalism. The reference to popular sovereignty is one based on the idea of participatory democracy and is de fined in an inclusive and participatory manner. Many of the contributors to the debate question the prominence of the American Supreme Court, and judicial review in constitutional interpretation, and argue for a more signifi cant and e ff ective role of the people instead. 
		

		
			
				5 
				See Corso (2014). 
			
		

		
			
				6 
				Emphasis added. The English version is available at: 
				http://budapestbeacon.com/public-policy/full-
				text-of-viktor-orbans-speech-at-baile-tusnad-tusnadfurdo-of-26-july-2014. 
			
		

		
			
				7 
				Cited in A. Balcer (2017), ‘Beneath the surface of illiberalism’, WiseEuropa, p. 47; available at: 
				http:// 
				wise-europa.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Beneath-the-surface-of-illiberalism.pdf. 
				The frequent changes of the Hungarian Fundamental Law adopted in 2011 equally point to a primacy of politics. 
			
		

		
			
				8 
				Barbara Oomen speaks of a ‘human rights backlash’ in discussing the case of the Netherlands, where since 2010 the legitimacy of the ECtHR is increasingly contested (Oomen 2016). Another obvious case is the UK (cf. Nash 2016). 
			
		

		
			
				9 
				According to Walker, in ‘postcommunist lands as elsewhere, there is sometimes less than full enthusiasm for the liberal, individual rights-oriented approach to constitutions’ (Walker 1997: 154). 
			
		

		
			
				10 
				Legal resentment is then not the same as populist constitutionalism. Radical and participatory democrats equally criticize liberalism and representative democracy, but come, on the basis of sometimes similar critique, come to very different positive programmes of constitutional democracy. 
			
		

		
			
				11 
				There is some affinity between constitutional instrumentalism in modern constitutional democracies and the so-called ‘theory of constitutional instrumentalism’ that has been prominent in the analysis of socialist or communist constitutions. According to Sidel, this theory was both a descriptive lens used by scholars observing socialist constitutional processes as much as it was a perception amongst components of Communist Parties themselves (Sidel 2008: 19). Constitutional instrumentalism emphasized the control of the Party over the Constitution and its manipulation of the Constitution as a mobilizational device, to be revised when necessary to serve political purposes (cf. Sidel 2008: 18–19). 
			
		

		
			
				12 
				Lech Morawski, ‘A Critical Response’, VerfBlog, 2017/6/03, 
				http://verfassungsblog.de/a-critical-
				response, 
				DOI: 
				https://dx.doi.org/10.17176/20170603-165621. 
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			Introduction 
		

		
			In populism, the relationship between the leader and her followers is a complex one. It is based on conflicting features and mechanisms, which cause a twist of democratic representa-tion. The word “twist” is particularly accurate in this case because it has a double meaning: It indicates a turn movement occasioning an unexpected change, but it equally signifies distortion or perversion. The populist twist expresses the complex processes involved in the way populist leaders build up their relationship with their followers. 
		

		
			Charismatic leadership is crucial for the symbolic construction of the political subject in populism. For this reason, populist leaders become catalysts for political mobilization. Populism needs a mobilized popular sector in order to be successful, but the movement created by the alliance of the leader and her followers is not autonomously organized (Di Tella 1997: 196). This becomes clear when the terms “ popular ” and “ populist ” are compared. As Marc Lits shows, the adjective “ popular ” describes the self-articulation of the people as a political actor. In contrast, the word “ populism ” focuses on the shift from self-articulation to the exploitation of people ’ s political passions (Lits 2009). In light of this distinction, movements like Los indignados in Spain or Occupy in the USA cannot be classi fi ed as populist; instead, they can be depicted as “ popular ” since they are self-organized. Populist movements thus, in most cases, require a charismatic leader who is “able to establish a personalized link between him and the led ” (Di Tella 1997: 196) in order to remain cohesive. Recently, populist leaders have become increasingly important as they are eff ectively “ able to exploit existing social conditions of anxiety and availability” (Pasquino 2008: 27). Otherwise, if the same social conditions exist, but there is no populist leader able to capitalize on the situation, no populist movement occurs. The crucial point here is: The relationship between populist leaders and their followers is complex, sometimes ambivalent, and sometimes contradictory, since it is based on the twist of democratic representation. 
		

		
			This chapter argues that this particular relationship twists democratic representation in the double sense of the term. Many scholars have studied the role of leaders in populist mobilization (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014; de la Torre 2013; Jansen 2011), yet surprisingly, the mechanisms responsible for twisting representation have been ignored. Thus, this chapter investigates the twisting mechanisms of populism and their consequences for democracy. It 
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			argues that populist leaders deal with the tension between verticality and horizontality within democratic representation in a special way, and shows how they simultaneously relate to the democratic notion of equality between representatives and their constituencies on the one hand and to their own claim to guide the people on the other. 
		

		
			From this perspective, one salient feature of democracy comes into focus: the balance between accountability and authorization. In democracies, representatives have to maintain a balance between authorization and accountability, in order to (a) decide what is best for their constituents, and (b) remain committed to informing citizens about their activities and allowing the latter to supervise what they do. If authorization is a necessary component of representation, then holding representatives accountable to their constituents is the core element that makes representation democratic (Pitkin 1972; Urbinati and Warren 2008). There is an intrinsic tension between authorization and accountability, and yet this very tension is an essential condition for democratic representation, in which accountability and authorization are at the same time complementary and competitive features. This is the reason why democratic representatives must establish a balance between the two. 
		

		
			Populism has a very sophisticated method to cope with this tension. The relationship between the populist leader and the people is characterized by a twist that proceeds in two nearly concurrent steps. First, populist leaders radicalize the tension between verticality and horizontality by demanding more popular power (horizontality) and simultaneously promoting strong leader-ship (verticality). Second, populist leaders emphasize the ostensible similarity between the leader and the people, thus legitimizing unquestioned trust in the leader and obscuring any tension within her relationship to the people. Following the populist logic, if a leader and her followers have a mimetic relationship and the people trust the leader without question, why must the people exercise their right to sanction bad behavior or demand transparency and accountability? Upon examination, it is not di ffi cult to fi nd that in populism democratic accountability has been suppressed. This twist has several consequences for democratic representation and can be a threat for democracy. If populist leaders overemphasize the verticality of their relationship to the people, authorization is reinforced and accountability eclipsed. This dynamic can provide the ideal conditions for the emergence of authoritarian or totalitarian power. 
		

		
			In order to evaluate possible effects of the populist twisting on democracy, the chapter begins by defining the concepts of populism and leadership, pointing out the ambivalences within populism concerning democratic representation. By exploring the populist structure, it analyzes three important features responsible for these mechanisms: (1) the populist construc-tion of “the people” as a unity, (2) the apparently unmediated relationship between the leader and the people, and (3) the anti-elite attitude. These features are well known in the literature on the topic. However, what is less studied are the components linked to them that are responsible for the populist twist: the symbolic construction of similarity between the leader and the people, and the identification with the leader. The chapter analyzes these components and concludes by discussing possible negative effects of populism on democracy. 
		

		
			Defining populism and leadership 
		

		
			The most successful definition of populism today is the one that characterizes it as “thin ideology”. In this perspective, populism is a sort of mediating structure for other, “more consistent” ideologies that appeal to the idea of popular sovereignty (Canovan 2002: 31; Mudde 2004: 554). This definition has the advantage of explaining why populism can occur in different ideological versions. In a previous study, I adapted this definition to a more complex concept of populism, which considers populism as a political structure of actions, 
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			discourses, and symbols, that influences political content but is sufficiently flexible to encompass different strong ideologies. Populism is defined as a specific kind of “political doing” that is observable on different levels such as communication style, ideological thinking, social organization of a movement or party, and politics (Diehl 2011). Populism follows a specific structure, which is composed of several core features: the belief that political power belongs to the people (this connects populism to democracy), the idealization of the people and their imagination as a homogeneous unity (Canovan 1999: 3–5; Taggart 2000: 92), anti-elite resentments, the construction of a privileged and intimate relationship between the people and the leader, and the rejection of institutional mediation (Taggart 2000: 98; Di Tella 1997: 196). In populism, elites are usually portrayed as corrupt, incompetent, and discon-nected from the everyday lives of ordinary people (Mudde 2004: 543). Mediation, in this case, is regarded as a distortion of the people’s opinion and of the popular will. The people and the leader constitute a common block (Laclau 2005) against elites and established political parties, who are accused of abusing the trust of the people. 
		

		
			Yet, populism is never absolute since its intensity varies according to the political actor. As Ben Stanley points put, certain parties and movements “can be ‘more populist’ than others” (Stanley 2008: 108). The populist structure may be more or less prominent depending on the case. Therefore, populism cannot be considered as a clear category but is rather a phenom-enon observable in varying degrees (Diehl 2011). 
		

		
			Orazio Petracca provides this chapter with a minimal definition of leadership. According to him, leaders are those who (a) act within a group, (b) hold a position of power that allows them to significantly influence all strategic decisions within this group, and (c) actively exercise power. Moreover, leadership is not unilateral; instead, it requires the action of followers. Leadership is thus also (d) connected to the expectations of the group that confer legitimacy on the leader, making the relationship between the leader and the led crucial. Petracca distinguished three types of leaders and their relationship with their followers: (1) In the first case, leaders are “seducers of the masses” and able to impose themselves on the masses. (2) In the second, leaders claim to be interpreters of the masses and are able to understand and give shape to the masses’ vague wishes. (3) The last type of leaders describes the representatives of the masses who express only widely known opinions and widely shared sentiments (Petracca 1983). In reality, these ideal-type categories often mix, and leaders can travel between the three forms. This minimal definition has two advantages: on the one hand, it stresses the authority and the verticality present in Max Weber’s definition of leadership; on the other, it can be applicable to different types of leadership. 
		

		
			Ambivalences 
		

		
			Populism has an ambivalent relationship to democracy. It invokes the most central democratic principles: those of popular sovereignty and of equality; it demands an increase of popular power and denounces the government ’ s lack of accountability to citizens, elites ’ alienation from the people, and the government ’ s failure to represent the people and their interests. In populism, the people are sovereign, and the popular will has to be expressed by political representatives. This explains why populism can be located within democracy (Mény and Surel 2000: 32; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012). Both left-wing populist leaders, such as the deceased Venezuelan President Hugo Chávez (United Socialist Party of Venezuela, PsUv), and right-wing populists, like Heinz-Christian Strache (Freedom Party of Austria, FPÖ) or Marine Le Pen (Le Front National), take up democratic discourses. For populists, the established political class and the elites appear illegitimate because their actions do not correspond to the interests of the people. Hence, 
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			they cannot be recognized as “ real ” representatives of the people. Consequently, populists insist on putting the principle of popular power into e ff ective practice. In that sense, populism does more than postulating popular sovereignty (Canovan 2005: 30); it further reinforces its importance. 
		

		
			From this perspective, populism can operate as a corrective to democracy by claiming the unrealized promise of popular power. Benjamin Arditi offers a useful metaphor to illustrate this situation. According to him, populism behaves like a drunken guest at a dinner party (Arditi 2005: 90). Populism breaks taboos, disrupts established rules of communication, and states unpleasant truths that, up to that point, had been successfully avoided. Calling attention to these suppressed truths may contribute to shaking things up within representative democ-racy and facilitate popular questioning of power (Mény and Surel 2000: 38–40). Therefore, populism carries the potential to mobilize citizens and to foster a critique of established procedures that can have a positive impact on democracy. 
		

		
			Nevertheless, populism’s relationship to democracy is ambivalent and bears several risks. The most important factors for these risks are the populist relationship between leader and people and the way leaders deal with the tension between verticality and horizontality within democratic representation. 
		

		
			Tensions within democratic representation 
		

		
			There are two intrinsic and interconnected tensions in democracy, which are particularly important to depict the populist twist. The fi rst is the tension between horizontality and verticality that marks the relationship between representatives and constituents in represen-tative democracies. Representatives must behave according to the democratic idea of political equality between the members of society (Urbinati and Warren 2008). Since they are citizens, they are in principle equal to their constituents. This sets up a horizontal relationship between all citizens, including representatives. But if constituents and represen-tatives have a horizontal relationship in principle, this is counterbalanced by authorization. There is a “ vertical relationship between the governed and the government” (Manin 1997: 170), since representation always involves authorization. Constituents authorize their repre-sentatives to make decisions and act in their place. They transfer their power to their representatives. Representative democracy implies a division of labor, as Sieyes has stated (Pasquino 1987: 221), that necessarily shifts decision-making power to the representatives and that hence constitutes a vertical relationship between those who represent and those who are represented. The free mandate allows representatives to make decisions according to their own conscience, even if they are doing it in place of their constituents. This necessarily reinforces the verticality of democratic representation in contrast with the horizontal principle of equality. The tension between vertical decision-making and hor-izontal equality inherent in democratic representation becomes clear: Democratic represen-tatives have to e ff ectively manage this tension, they must act in accordance with the principle of equality, but they also must be able to make decisions in the name of those whom they represent. 
		

		
			The same situation can be observed regarding the formal prerequisite for democratic representation. According to Hanna Pitkin, there are two preconditions for representation in democracy: authorization and accountability. Authorization is a formal condition that precedes the act of representation and enables representatives to act in place of their constituents (Pitkin 1972: chap. 3). It occurs in the trust that representatives will act on the constituents’ behalf and make decisions according to their interest. In order to be democratic, however, 
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			authorization also needs to be limited. If representatives have no obligation to their constitu-ents, the Hobbesian problem can easily occur: Representation becomes “a kind of ‘black box’ shaped by the initial giving of authority, within which the representative can do whatever he pleases” (Pitkin 1972: 39). This kind of representation is incompatible with democracy where sovereignty is located in the demos. In order to reduce this risk, representatives must be held accountable to their constituents. 
		

		
			For this reason, representatives’ acts should be overseen and checked by those who authorized them. Pitkin defines accountability as a post-representation mechanism of repre-sentation. However, after a closer look, one can identify several different mechanisms operating within accountability. Representatives have to inform the constituency directly or indirectly about their acts, they have to justify their decisions, and they are the object of sanctions if they do not behave as they should (Borowiak 2011). Constituents have many opportunities to influence representatives’ behavior since the former can demand information and justification for representatives’ acts during the political process. Even if sanctions can only operate after an act of representation, well-informed and active citizens are able to affect representatives’ behavior. 
		

		
			Guillermo O ’ Donnell distinguishes between two types of accountability: The fi rst occurs when constituents can directly hold their representatives accountable. It presupposes a hierarchical di ff erence between governed and governors that O ’ Donnell calls “vertical ” . This is especially the case with elections. Since there is no mediation in this case, I would call it direct accountability . The second type describes the relationship between equals ( “ horizontal accountability ” ), where accountability “ runs . . . across a network of relatively autonomous powers (i.e. institutions)” (O ’ Donnell 1994: 61). From the popular sovereignty perspective, the second type is a mediated accountability . Using the terms direct and mediated to describe accountability will help provide clarity concerning the relationship between the leader and the people. 
		

		
			Authorization and representation are essential aspects of representative democracy and engender an intrinsic and fundamental tension within the representational relationship. Democratic representatives, and especially holders of executive offices, have been authorized by the people and are thus in a vertical position over their constituents, but representatives are at the same time equal in principle to other citizens and are accountable to their constituents. One consequence of this tension is that in representative democracies (as opposed to authoritarian regimes), leadership is embedded in judicial and political institutional mechan-isms of control. The power of leaders is also limited by political parties, the “classic government-opposition dynamics”, which vary depending on the type of political system, public opinion, and political culture (Helms 2012: 10). Democratic institutions make political leadership possible while simultaneously helping to limit the scope of this leadership and reducing the tension within democratic representation. In practice, democratic representation involves actions enabling representatives both: making decisions in the name of the constitu-ents, and remaining accountable to citizens. Transparency of decision-making, liability of the government vis-à-vis the governed, mechanisms for citizens to monitor their governors, and political messaging that makes clear that representatives are committed to citizens’ interests are vital features of accountability. 
		

		
			Political accountability is central to preventing and redressing abuses of power, but it does not eliminate power. There are two important dimensions of accountability that influence political practice: answerability, impelling representatives “to inform about and to explain what they are doing”, and “enforcement”, that is “the use of sanctions” in case of bad behavior (Schedler 1999: 14–16). While answerability demands information and justification 
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			regarding representatives’ acts, enforcement enables constituents to “eventually punish” representatives in cases of improper conduct. Transparency, obligation to justifying acts, and sanction are crucial for holding representatives accountable. These elements become instru-ments of democratic representation when they are connected to the demos. Democratic accountability presupposes first that the people are the source of sovereignty; second, that the constituents should exert control over their representatives; and third, that formal governmental institutions realize democratic accountability. Institutionalized mechanisms of monitoring and sanction are instruments to render representatives accountable and to limit authorization, thus balancing the verticality and horizontality inherent in democratic repre-sentation (Schedler 1999: 16). 
		

		
			The populist twist 
		

		
			The populist twist is a particular way to cope with these tensions. First, the populist twist invokes people ’ s powerlessness in the face of bad representation by established politicians, parties, and elites. Like the drunken guest at the dinner party, populism reveals the short-comings of popular power, including lack of accountability. Populist leaders promise their followers that this situation can be changed and that power can be conferred to the people. In doing so, they stress popular sovereignty and build a horizontal relationship to the people, demanding more accountability from established politicians and parties. But populist leaders simultaneously insist on their own leadership role and stress the verticality of their relation-ship to the people (Panizza 2005: 22). In doing so, they neglect their original demand for greater popular power and democratic accountability. It is easy to identify the fi rst radicalization of the tension between the horizontality implicit in the principle of equality and the idea of popular belonging on the one hand, and the verticality inherent to the appeal for strong leadership on the other. The twist here consists in the rapid eclipse of this tension. It is only possible because populist leaders present themselves as “ one of the people ”. Similarity with the people is used to legitimate the leader’ s power and to establish personal trust, suggesting that she can act without being bound by any procedure, institu-tion, group, or person. Since the leader is “one of us” , she is the only one that can speak as the voice of the people. 
		

		
			
				Sometimes, populist leaders even promote this conception of leadership. Juan Domigo Perón is probably one of the most eloquent of them. For him, “to lead is not to command. To command is to force. To lead is to persuade”. For Perón, the leader should foster, conceptualize, and ultimately enact the will of the people. “The political leader is the one who does what the people want”
				. 
				This description stresses the horizontality between leader and people. But by parsing more carefully this description, a problem for democracy becomes visible: the current will of the people should not simply be expressed by the populist leader; instead, the leader should persuade, “foster”/“promote” (promover), “conceive” (concebir), and “launch” (lanzar) the people’s will. The leader becomes more than the voice of the people; rather she shapes and defines their will. 
			
		

		
			Three central features in populism are preconditions for twisting representation: (1) the idealization of the people as a homogeneous unity; (2) the apparently direct and unmediated relationship to the leader; (3) the anti-institutional and anti-elite attitude of populism. These features are embedded in the narrative of the “betrayal of the people” used by populist movements. They shape the specific relationship between the populist leader and the people and contain artifices that simultaneously exacerbate and sidestep the tension between verti-cality and horizontality, enabling the populist twist. 
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			1) The populist construction of the people 
		

		
			Populism is people-centered. Populist leaders claim to represent the people and to realize popular self-determination. They construct an image of the people as a political subject – a process that is also necessary for democracy, but done here in a very speci fi c way. The people of populism are idealized as harmonious and upright, they are presented as the source of society ’ s morality and virtuousness, “the good common people ”, and they are the basis of the community (Kazin 1995: 3; Panizza 2005: 27; Mény and Surel 2000: 181– 185). Populists imagine the people as belonging to an idealized and highly emotional place, the “heartland ” that embodies “the positive aspects of everyday life . . . Heartlands owe their power to the heart, to the evocation of sentiments that may not be necessarily either rationalized or rationalizable ” (Taggart 2000: 95). In order to construct the people as a unity, populists ignore any particularity or diversity in society. Their vision of the people is “ identi fi ed with the majority” (Canovan 2002: 37). Because of this idealization, the people are held up as the moral source of legitimacy. 
		

		
			There are two serious political implications for democratic representation here. Populist idealization fi rst suppresses the heterogeneity of civil society and, second, blurs the di ff erence between the people as an ideal of democracy ( peuple idéel ) and as a social reality ( fait social ) – the sum of all citizens, who manifest themselves in majority preferences. Pierre Rosanvallon calls attention to the fundamental and constitutive di ff erence between these two dimensions and demonstrates that in democracy the two cannot be reconciled: the ideal people is necessary to maintain the principle of popular sovereignty; the consideration of the social reality of the people is crucial for political practice and manifests itself especially in elections (Rosanvallon 2000, 2006). If the volonté générale resides with the ideal people, the people as a social reality always express the instantaneous volonté de tous . Populism equates these two dimensions and dissolves the distinction between general will and majority. It presents the will of the majority as identical to the general will and ignores plurality within society. 
		

		
			Populist leaders draw on a permanent outward demarcation of the popular identity ( “ we ” ) vis-à-vis those who are not the people, typically society’ s elites and, in the case of right-wing populism, also foreigners and other minorities. They claim to descriptively represent the people as an idealized majority (Mény and Surel 2000: 76– 80) and promote a concealment (Verdrängung , Sigmund Freud) of diversity by presupposing a picture of a homogeneous society. This can be a threat to democratic representation: if heterogeneity in a plural society is banished in favor of a homogenous vision of unity, society can turn anti-democratic. 
		

		
			The construction of the people as an idealized unity and the equation of the general will with the will of the majority constitute further conditions for a radicalization of the tension between the verticality implicit in leadership and the horizontality inherent to equality. 
		

		
			2) The apparently unmediated relationship to the leader 
		

		
			The crucial question here is: how do the people come to know their will? Precisely at this point, one important populist artifice creeps in. Even though the people allegedly know the truth, they are unable to properly articulate their will. They need a voice to speak as one and borrow it from the leader. This requires a direct and unmediated relationship to the leader. The problem is: Populist leaders do not simply give a voice to the people, they “shape” the popular will, which they are claiming to just be giving a voice for. In addition, populist leaders do not perceive themselves merely as a medium for expressing the popular will; they rather claim to be the ones who decide what the people want in the first place. Despite the horizontal rhetoric of popular power, populist leaders pursue a strongly vertical relationship 
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			with their followers. The twist movement consists here in presenting the leader’s formation of the popular will as a simple practice of popular expression, thereby eclipsing procedures of direct accountability. 
		

		
			Beppe Grillo, the leader of the Italian “Movimento 5 Stelle”, follows exactly this path. Addressing their followers, he presents himself merely as their voice and does not claim to influence or to shape the people’s message: “Folks, it works like this: You let me know, and I play the amplifier” (see Vignati 2013: 43). But, in practice, Grillo is a very centralist and vertical decision-maker who uses his power to expel members of the Five Star Movement when they express disagreement with the leader. In reality, he controls his followers by establishing a centralistic and authoritarian power structure within the movement. With good reason, the participants of the Five Star Movement call themselves “grillini” (the followers of Grillo). Grillo is certainly the most complicated case of centralist leadership, and becomes even more complex if one takes into consideration that he refuses to run for any office. However, what is important here is that the populist focus on the leader can become authoritarian or even totalitarian. 
		

		
			3) The anti-elite and anti-institutional attitudes of populism 
		

		
			The apparently unmediated relationship with the leader is closely linked to its next feature: the anti-elite and anti-institutional attitude. Populist rhetoric reproaches the elite for ignoring the people and, even worse, avoiding them. From the populist perspective, political institu-tions are the elite’s instrument to impede the people from using their own power, while established parties and politicians are equated or associated with the elite. This makes them incapable of legitimately representing the people (Canovan 2002: 32). Populist leaders reject mediated accountability provided by institutions, and procedures while simultaneously demanding more direct accountability. 
		

		
			In their critique of the establishment, populists generally reinforce popular power (Mény and Surel 2000: 74). Venezuela ’ s former president, Hugo Chávez, used to accuse capitalists of corrupting the representative system and dominating the economy and politics, and advocated returning power to the people. The leader of the Freedom Party of Austria (FPÖ), Heinz-Christian Strache, also presents himself as handing power back to the people. His speech on May 1, 2012 started with the slogan “ Dem Volk sein Recht! ” ( “ Give the people their right! ”). With this pronouncement, Strache blamed the “ arrogance of those in power” and the political class who would “ govern against the interests of the population” . For him, established parties, “ the red and black bunch of slobs” , are “ self-enriching stooges of the economic and European elites ” . 
		

		
			The anti-elite and anti-institutional attitude of populism has further consequences for the relationship between the leader and the people. First, leadership becomes completely decoupled from the elite, which can indeed be interpreted as an increase in popular power and underlines the horizontality of the people–leader relationship. Second, populist discourse constructs an antagonism between the leader and the elite. It divides society in two camps: on the one side the elite and the consolidated power structure, and on the other the block constituted by the populist leader and the people (Laclau 2005: 83–86). Following this logic, the leader claims to be an outsider or a maverick (Barr 2009). This presumptively guarantees his or her incorruptibility. 
		

		
			This brings us back to the people ’ s apparently unmediated relationship with the leader. Populist leaders do not trust the establishment; they prefer direct contact with the people. The presentation of the leader as one of the people implies the rejection of any mediation between them (Taggart 2000: 71 –79). This is why populists nourish an anti-institutional attitude (Taggart 2000: 96 –98; Pasquino 2008: 28). In that sense, one could presume an 
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			increase in popular power and an emphasis on the equality between the leader and the people. But here, then, the populist twist operates behind the demand for more popular power: in rejecting institutions, populists also reject mediated accountability, which is an important instrument to delimit the power of the leader (O ’ Donnell 1994: 61). And by opting for acclamation, populism circumvents deliberation (Urbinati 1998: 119). Populists are not interested in participation per se; they rather privilege pseudo-participation while mobilizing their followers. 
		

		
			As long as the demand for popular participation prevails, populism can have revitalizing effects on democracy. But as soon as populist leaders present acclamatory and pseudo-participative procedures as an accomplishment of participation claims, democratic representa-tion can be distorted or even destroyed. The more deliberation and accountability disappear, the greater the verticality of the relationship between people and leader. 
		

		
			The features described would not be so powerful if they were not imbricated in a narrative capable of persuasively integrating them into a comprehensive explanation (Diehl 2011: 281). It is the story of the people that has been betrayed by the elites and cheated by the established politicians (Taguie ff 2007: 28). In this story, the people is the “ silent majority” (Taggart 2000: 93) that goes through a process of collective self-awareness, self-organization, and popular mobilization. Following this narrative, together with the leader ’ s help the people are able to fi ght for the reconstitution of popular sovereignty and to “fi nd” its collective identity. Similar to a fairy-tale, in populism the hero is the charismatic politician who aims to liberate the people from the power of the elites. The leader is portrayed as emerging from the people and, at the same time, she is surrounded by an aura of extraordinariness which predestines her to lead the people toward emancipation. Hugo Chávez provides an especially paradigmatic example of this mechanism. Drawing on Latin America ’ s cultural background, Chávez ascribed the personal qualities of the continent ’ s liberator Simon Bolívar to himself, identifying himself with this popular myth (Ellner 2012: 151). With this tool Chávez constructed his image as the new liberator of Latin America and strengthened an almost organic unity with the people. 
		

		
			The relationship between the leader and the people 
		

		
			The narrative of the betrayed people enables three interconnected mechanisms within the relationship between the leader and the people: (1) the people’s identification with the leader, (2) the legitimation of leadership by presupposing similarity between both, and (3) a strong emotional bond that provides unquestioned trust in the leader. These mechanisms are necessary to provoke the populist twist democratic representation. 
		

		
			1) Identification 
		

		
			The populist leader is the ideal figure for the projection of different wishes. As Laclau has pointed out, the populist leader works as an “empty signifier” (Laclau 2005: 161–162). When identifying with a leader, followers can project diff erent meanings onto her. Two crucial levels of identi fi cation can be found in this process. The fi rst is political: Followers recognize the leader as the people ’ s voice, the one who confers a political identity on them by engaging her followers in the process of “ naming ” , that is the establishment of an “ empty signi fi er ” able to unify the heterogeneity among the people. At this point, the populist discourse establishes the enemies of the people and, consequently, the people itself (Laclau 2005; Stavrakakis 2005). The leader serves as the interpreter of the people ’ s will and is the medium for establishing the people’ s identity as one political subject. “ If 
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			populism can be rede fi ned as a process of naming that retroactively determines what is the name of ‘ the people ’ , the name that best fi lls the symbolic void through which identi fi ca-tion takes place is that of the leader himself ” (Panizza 2005: 19). Hence, leading the people subtly shifts to “ inventing ” the people. 
		

		
			Populist identification is more complicated than it initially appears since the one who invents the people is, paradoxically, supposed to be one of the people. This supposition places the leader in a double perspective in the eyes of the people: leaders exist in both a vertical relation (as a leader) and a horizontal relation (as one of the people) to their followers. In order to prove that the leader is one of the people, she must establish and maintain a deep personal and emotional connection with them. This is symbolically well expressed by physical contact between the leader and the people and has performative effects even if most followers only watch such scenes on TV. Pictures of the leader touching common citizens, eating their food, or appreciating their music are important vehicles for establishing this direct connection (Diehl 2017). For democratic representation this kind of immediacy is deeply ambivalent. Although it is a sign of the leader’s contact with the people, it performs representation without actually representing (Arditi 2005: 82–83). 
		

		
			The second level of identification is personal and more closely connected with what Sigmund Freud termed Identifizierung. For Freud, identifying with something primarily means desiring to become like the respective object of identification. It happens when the “ego has enriched itself with the properties of the object” (Freud 1922: 76). In that sense, the populist leader serves as an idealized object for the followers. Personal identification with the leader supplies his or her relationship to the people with sympathy and enables the followers to recognize themselves in the leader. When Chávez died in March 2013, a huge demonstration took place in Caracas. A reporter asked one of Chávez’s followers why he supported his leader. The answer was quite clear: “It could be that Chávez doesn’t solve the country’s problems, it could be that his people are stealing some of the money . . . but he is like me”. Here, identification provides the ground for political legitimation of the leader by her supposed likeness with the people. 
		

		
			There is a further populist twist here: the tension between “being one of the people” (horizontality) and “leading the people” (verticality) is eclipsed by the identification with the leader; the distance between leader and followers is neglected, and, in its place, populist leaders suggest a unity between both. This represents a danger to democracy, since identifica-tion with the leader reduces the space of critique and accountability. 
		

		
			2) Similarity 
		

		
			Because identification is a necessary mechanism for populists to legitimize their leadership, it also renders acceptable the notion that their power is legitimate by virtue of their popular roots. Similarity between the leader and their followers is the product of political and personal identification. Politically, similarity legitimizes descriptive representation and is crucial for the representation of minorities. Yet, when similarity is used to link the representative to the people as a whole and to refer to the idea of popular power, the leader has to be “one of the people” – or at least has to be recognized as such – in order to interpret and shape the people’s will (Pasquino 2008: 27). 
		

		
			In order to produce identification, populist leaders mimic the people: they dress down and show their preference for popular taste. Their choice of words is simple and they often use colloquial language (Diehl 2017: 369–370). In the context of European right-wing populism, mimetic behavior is interpreted as folkish – both the former FPÖ Chef Jörg Haider and the actual Chef Heinz-Christian Strache often wear traditional costumes in order to exhibit their 
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			closeness to the people. In the context of Latin American leftist populism, this closeness is illustrated by emphasizing the leader’s proletarian origin, by mimetic body language and clothes associated with the working class. Nonetheless, populists like Ollanta Humala (Gana – Peru) or Evo Morales (Movement for Socialism – Political Instrument for the Sovereignty of the Peoples, Bolivia) are known to mix class codes with ethnic elements of the native people of their respective countries. 
		

		
			Here another movement of the populist twist becomes visible, since one important element of accountability is missing: justification. The leader doesn’t have to justify her decisions because her supposed similarity to the people suggests that both would naturally share the same point of view and would thus act in the same manner. 
		

		
			3) Emotionality and trust 
		

		
			Similarity and identification establish an emotional bond between leader and people and promote almost unquestioned trust. Endowed with this immense trust, populist leaders are able to circumvent the tension between verticality and horizontality and suppress demands for accountability. 
		

		
			Chávez’s speeches were always highly emotional and became more intense after his cancer diagnosis. At the peak of his last presidential campaign, in September 2012, Chávez invoked the possibility of his death. Thousands of supporters filled the streets of Caracas. Chávez described things he would do if he only could: travel his country, walk through the streets, feel the wind in his face . . . but he “couldn’t at the moment”, he said. At the end of his speech, he appealed to God to fulfill his dreams and to aid Venezuela on the path toward liberation. As often happened, the event ended with a popular song that Chávez joined in. The emotionality of this event peaked with the refrain of the song, “no voy a llorar” (I will not cry), which Chávez ended up doing. Populist leaders translate the emotional tie between them and the people into almost unquestioned trust. 
		

		
			Citizens’ trust in institutions and official procedures is an important democratic resource. It enables the maintenance of the political order, fosters future cooperation, and provides political institutions with a long-term perspective. Office-holders benefit from the public’s trust in the democratic institutions they represent. If they squander this trust, they damage the bond between the individual representative and the citizen without necessarily leading to a general loss of trust in the institution. However trust in institutions bears on the qualities of the office-holders (Pettit 1998: 296–299). Trust in representatives is important: it reduces the complexity of political life and makes politics possible (Luhmann 1979), but if trust becomes something unquestioned, it destroys accountability. Paired with the direct identification with the leader and with the legitimation of power through similarity, populist trust bears the risk that the representational tie turns into a “blank check” for the leader. 
		

		
			The followers of populist leaders put an exaggerated amount of faith in them and will often continue to believe that any and all improvements of their plight may only come from the action of a leader endowed with extraordinary qualities. 
		

		
			(Pasquino 2008: 28) 
		

		
			There is another twist here: By transferring their cognitive power to the leader and not exercising their capacity for questioning his acts, populist followers simply forget the initial reason why they joined the populist leader: the demand for more popular power. In this case, verticality eclipses the horizontal dimension of the relationship between leader and people, even if it only occurs implicitly. 
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			The threat for democracy 
		

		
			There are many significant twist movements here that slightly shift the relationship between representative and constituents. This chapter detected four of them. (1) The leader’s shape of the popular will is presented as a simple practice of popular expression. (2) Deliberation and participation are circumvented while the followers are mobilized. (3) The distance and the difference of power between leader and people are neglected at the same time as the leader’s personal power is reinforced. And finally, (4) the people transfer their cognitive power to the leader and do not exercise their capacity to question his or her acts. For the populist twist to occur, identification, the leadership’s legitimation through similarity, and almost unquestioned trust are crucial. They all make it possible for the leader to eclipse the will of the followers with her own will. The populist twist negates the tension between the verticality of leadership and the horizontality of equality while suppressing, but not eliminating, accountability. 
		

		
			What is the risk for democratic representation in the populist relationship between the leader and the people? The steps described above lay the groundwork for an almost organic connection between the leader and the people. When political and personal identification are pushed to the extreme, the line between leader and people becomes blurred and representa-tion is converted into embodiment. This is the case in totalitarianism, where the tension between verticality and horizontality is extinguished and sovereignty is transferred to the leader (Lefort 1986: chap. 9). If the leader becomes not only the object of identification but also the subject of popular identity and of the popular will, populism can be the first step toward totalitarianism. In this case, the leader appears to be more than just one of the people – and he does not mirror the people; rather, the people themselves mirror their leader. As Chávez supporters came together to mourn their leader after his death, they carried posters with the slogan: “Let’s be like Chávez”. Representation was inverted: the people became the mirror of Chávez. 
		

		
			This corresponds to what Freud has called “being in love”. “Being in love” is different from simple identification and describes the situation in which the object of love (the leader) substitutes the ego ideal (of the followers). In this case, 
		

		
			the ego becomes more and more unassuming and modest, and the object more and more sublime and precious, until at least it gets possession of the entire self-love of the ego . . . The object, has, so to speak, consumed the ego. 
		

		
			(Freud 1922: 74–75) 
		

		
			The wishes and desires of the subject (the followers) are transformed in the desires of the object of love (the leader). Politically, this makes it possible for the leader to eliminate the will of the followers by installing her proper will. If “being in love” becomes the predominant emotional bond between the leader and the people, the risk of totalitarianism emerges. Should identification turn completely into “being in love”, the line between the leader and the people is blurred and representation is converted into embodiment. In other words, repre-sentation becomes a state of pure authorization without any accountability. The basic tension between verticality and horizontality is extinguished, and populism has paved the way for totalitarianism. 
		

		
			However, if totalitarianism is against democracy, populism is much more ambivalent. Contrary to totalitarianism, populism functions within fundamental democratic values, namely the principles of popular sovereignty, equality, and the idea that the people should participate in decision-making processes and have the right to question and monitor 
		

		
			Paula Diehl 
		

		
			140 
		

	
		
			their representatives. In totalitarianism, democratic horizontality between the leader and the people is eliminated. Accountability is completely eff aced in order to empower the leader, and so there is no longer any tension between verticality and horizontality, authorization and accountability, leadership and equality. The problem populism poses is that leaders usually fall back on rhetoric that simultaneously radicalizes and negates the democratic tension, performing a twist on their representational relationship with their followers. The tension between verticality and horizontality apparently disappears since the leader ’ s will is presented as the people ’ s will, but it remains suppressed and is not eliminated as in totalitarianism. Another central distinction between populist and totalitar-ian leaders remains salient: populist leaders still insist on the idea that the people – and not the leader – are the actual sovereign. 
		

		
			Populism can be a revitalizing force for democracy, if the emotional bond to the leader helps to articulate social demands and reinforce popular sovereignty. But if identi fi cation with the leader flowers into the state of “ being in love ” , the possibility for totalitarian power is opened. Democracy is endangered if personal identi fi cation, legitimacy by likeness, and unquestioned trust entirely displace accountability. In this case, the representational tie degenerates into mere authorization, accountability disappears, and the road is paved for totalitarian leadership. 
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				* 
				This chapter is a shorter and slightly modified version of “The Populist Twist”; in: Johannes Pollak/ Dario Castiglione (eds.): Making Present: Theorizing the New Politics of Representation, University of Chicago Press, forthcoming in 2018. 
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				www.youtube.com/watch?v=3lGXgiWYexk. 
			
		

		
			March 15, 2017. 
		

		
			
				2 
				Speech “Das Volk sein Recht” of May 1, 2012: 
				www.youtube.com/watch?v=KDFmb-264U4. 
				March 15, 2017. 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				Quoted by the newspaper El Universal, March 5, 2013. 
				www.eluniversal.com/nacional-y-politica/chavez-entro-en-la-historia/130305/chavez-es-como-tu. 
			
		

		
			March 15, 2017. 
		

		
			
				4 
				www.youtube.com/watch?v=WBcg7e_efFY. 
			
		

		
			March 15, 2017. 
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			The populist politicization of 
		

		
			inequalities and differences 
		

		
			Despite sharing a similar political logic, not all populists are the same. Kenneth M. Roberts argues that different types of crises of representation gave rise to different types of populism. In Southern Europe and Latin America populists politicized a rejection of neoliberal policies and the political elites that implemented them. Di ff erently from the politicization of programmatic issues around a market-state and right-left cleavage, rightwing European and American populists focused on cultural issues such as a rejection of migration, fears of globalization, and the loss of national sovereignty. Other populists like the Five Star Movement, he argues, promised a 
		

		
			qualitatively different type of political leadership – a leadership that is new and authentic, hailing from the ranks of “the people” itself and, above all, from outside the political establishment. Oftentimes, such appeals are combined with pledges to construct new forms of popular participation or direct democracy. 
		

		
			
				Whereas rightwing variants of populism are exclusionary, leftwing variants promise the inclusion of the excluded. 
				Chapter 
				10 
				by Raúl L. Madrid illustrate cases of mostly inclu-sionary populism. Madrid argues that in Latin America due to lower levels of migration, more fluid and less polarized racial and ethnic relations, and the increasing salience of social movements organized around ethnic and racial identities, inclusionary ethnopopulist appeals were used by several parties and leaders to get elected and to govern. 
			
		

		
			Vedi R. Hadiz uses a political economy approach to analyze the different class composition of Islamic populist parties in Indonesia, Turkey, and Egypt. He shows how populist appeals to the ummah (community of believers) “substitutes for the concept of the ‘people’ that permeates through more conventional kinds of populism”. The enemies of the ummah are the Chinese business community in Indonesia, the Coptic Christian community in Egypt, and Istanbul-based secular elites in Turkey. Some populists like the Islamic-oriented AKP ( Justice and Development Party) in Turkey that has been in power since 2002 “combined a religiously derived populist lexicon with the vigorous pursuit of a neoliberalising agenda in the economic sphere”. Other populists like the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt established dominance over civil society by delivering social services with an extensive network of charities and health facilities for the poor. 
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			Joseph Lowndes and Carlo Ruzza focus on ethnic exclusionary populisms in the U.S. and Europe. Lowndes shows how exclusionary white populism was a reaction to the Civil Rights Movement. “Exploiting white racial anxiety about civil rights by using a populist language of ‘the people’ versus the elites, this emergent populist discourse figured the enemies of the people as government officials above and people of color below”. Trumpism, the latest manifestation of white populism, he argues, links anxious racial standing to economic precarity, masculine worth, and political abandonment. 
		

		
			An idealized and imagined European Christian people, Ruzza writes, is opposed to an enemy defined in religious and ethnic terms. Populist parties created a dense set of organiza-tions in civil society to forge strong identities by opposing and fighting against ethnic and religious enemies. Populist civil society is organized in the name of “an undifferentiated self-evident and self-justified category of ‘the people’. This theory defines the rivals of ‘the people’ in essentialist terms (that is, on the basis of a theory of racially or culturally unchangeable features of specific populations)”. 
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			Although populism does not always find expression through a political party, it generally enters the electoral arena and challenges mainstream party organizations. In so doing, populism invariably claims to offer more authentic political representation for previously excluded or neglected popular constituencies. Populist movements and the leaders they follow are, then, properly located in the domain of political representation, as they purport to offer a corrective to failed or flawed forms of representation – in particular, those forms that are institutionalized in party organizations and the political elites who control them. Such corrective efforts redraw conventional lines of social and political cleavage and restructure partisan and electoral competition. Populism is, therefore, highly disruptive of conventional political alignments, at least where it is capable of generating mass support. Populism reshuffles the deck, and redraws the political map. 
		

		
			To date, however, little systematic attention has been paid to the diverse ways in which populist movements restructure political competition. This is especially problematic when scholars attribute populist characteristics to both left- and right-wing political expressions, as well as to movements that have no coherent or definable ideological expression. Beyond a shared anti-elite or anti-establishment bent, such diverse forms of populism respond to different types of representational deficiencies, and they restructure political competition in radically different ways. 
		

		
			Understanding the populist (re)structuring of political competition requires that scholars integrate the study of populism more explicitly with the study of partisan and electoral competition. Spatial models of competition, in particular, provide analytical leverage to assess how different types of populist leaders and movements reconfigure the competitive alignments of a given democratic order. This chapter draws from the literature on parties and party systems to differentiate left- and right-wing forms of programmatic or “positional” populist competition, and identifies the specific types of representational deficiencies to which they respond. In so doing, it distinguishes between orthogonal and “outflanking” variants of positional competition that occur along distinct issue dimensions. It then suggests that some types of populism eschew positional (or ideological) definition altogether by engaging in “valence” types of competition that do not stake out distinct issue stands, but rather contest the ability of a political establishment to achieve widely-shared social and political goals. These 
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			different ways of structuring political competition will be illustrated through references to paradigmatic examples like the nationalist right in Europe and the United States under Donald Trump, leftist movements like Spain’s Podemos and Bolivia’s Movement Towards Socialism (MAS), and Italy’s Five Star Movement as a form of valence competition. 
		

		
			Populism’s political logic 
		

		
			Scholars disagree as to whether populism is best conceived as a mode of political discourse, an ideology, a set of economic policies, or a particular type of political mobilization and leadership style. Virtually all conceptualizations of the term, however – at least those that eschew economic reductionism and insist on the phenomenon’s intrinsic “political logic” (Laclau 2005: 117) – rest upon an antagonistic division of political space between “the people,” however defined, and some type of elite or establishment “other” (Canovan 1999; Laclau 2005: 67–124; Panizza 2005: 3; De la Torre 2010; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012: 8). For Laclau, such an antagonistic division of political space has both structural and institutional preconditions. Structurally, populism presumes sufficient levels of social hetero-geneity such that there is no natural or hegemonic social subject (such as the industrial proletariat) whose particular claims can subordinate or subsume those of all others in a mass democratic project. Populism, therefore, entails the “symbolic unification” of a plurality of unmet demands or grievances; it constitutes a “broader social subjectivity” and constructs a new “popular identity” – i.e., “the people” – that is “qualitatively more than the simple summation of the equivalential links” (Laclau 2005: 73–77). Institutionally, then, populism becomes possible when there is “an accumulation of unfilled demands and an increasing inability of the institutional system to absorb” or respond to them separately (Laclau 2005: 73). As such, a “crisis of representation” is “at the root of any populist, anti-institutional outburst” (Laclau 2005: 137). 
		

		
			So conceived, there is little mystery as to why populism has been on the ascendance in contemporary global political affairs, from Europe and Latin America to the United States and parts of Asia (De la Torre 2015). Indeed, long-term processes of structural and institutional change that opened political space for populist alternatives have been compounded by more short-term, conjunctural disturbances, creating a highly favorable “opportunity structure” (Bornschier 2010: 7) for populist mobilization. Over the long-term, the pluralization of subjectivities has been fostered by increasing social heterogeneity, the weakening of organized labor’s central role in interest representation, the growing political salience of cultural and identity-based cleavages, and the socioeconomic and cultural differentiation of social groups that stand to benefit or lose out in the process of globalization (Kriesi et al. 2008). This pluralization, in turn, has loosened party system alignments structured by class cleavages, distributive conflicts, and state-market programmatic distinctions, contributing to a general-ized detachment of citizens from established parties and representative institutions (Dalton and Wattenberg 2000). These long-term processes of de-structuration and de-institutionalization of political representation have created fertile soil for populist mobilization in response to more recent, conjunctural disturbances, such as the economic hardships associated with the post-2008 global financial crisis and the war-induced surge of immigration to Europe from Africa and the Middle East. 
		

		
			Such fertile soil, however, can give rise to strikingly different forms of populism that respond to – or, perhaps better put, that politicize – distinct grievances or representational deficiencies. A useful starting point for differentiating sub-types of populist structuring of competitive space is Stokes’ (1963: 373) classic distinction between positional (or spatial) issue 
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			competition and valence competition in party systems. Adapted for the analysis of populism, positional competition requires that a populist movement take a stand on programmatic issues that divide an electorate, according to a given (but rarely if ever fixed) distribution of societal preferences along a particular issue dimension. Large-scale populist mobilization around positional issues is unlikely where established or mainstream parties effectively articulate and compete on the basis of rival stands that reflect the distribution of societal preferences. Positional populist mobilization, therefore, is a response to a particular type of representational deficiency: the neglect or ineffectual articulation by mainstream parties of positional stands that are broadly valued by a significant bloc of voters. Needless to say, such societal preferences may be latent or inchoate in advance of populist mobilization itself; it is precisely the role of populist mobilization to politicize, or increase the salience of, issue stands that are spatially located outside or on the margins of institutionalized partisan competition. 
		

		
			By contrast, valence competition does not occur along issue dimensions that divide or polarize the electorate on the basis of programmatic preferences. Instead, it occurs around values or outcomes that are consensually shared among citizens, but about which rival contenders compete to establish their credibility or competence to achieve. If distributional outcomes and their attendant state vs. market programmatic orientations create archetypal patterns of positional competition, values such as economic prosperity, public safety, and honest, responsive government are widely associated with valence competition. No party or candidate runs in opposition to these latter goals; all compete over their respective abilities to achieve them. Populist mobilization centered on valence concerns would emphasize the competence or commitment of a populist leader to achieve widely-shared goals that estab-lished elites have failed to deliver. 
		

		
			Positional and valence competition are not mutually exclusive; as shown below, some forms of populist contestation, like some patterns of partisan competition, may combine elements of both valence and positional competition. Like party organizations (Luna 2014), populist leaders and movements can craft different kinds of messages or linkages that appeal to distinct constituencies. Indeed, as Laclau (2005: 93–100) recognizes, the very internal hetero-geneity of the societal demands aggregated within any populist movement leads inevitably to an emphasis on the least common denominator that they share in common and, hence, a dilution of their particularities. Such dilution produces an intrinsic ideological ambiguity and malleability that militates against strict positional definition and nourishes more valence types of anti-establishment contestation. Nevertheless, as Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser stress (2012), the “thin” character of populist ideology allows it to be supplemented with a wide range of other ideological stands that lend programmatic content and substance to a populist project. It is often this latter content that “positions” populism in political space, transforming and restructuring political competition. The distinctions between valance and positional competition, and the orthogonal and outflanking sub-types of the latter, are analyzed in the sections that follow. 
		

		
			Orthogonal positional competition: politicizing the cultural dimension 
		

		
			In his influential study of new party formation, Simon Hug (2001) argued that new parties form when they succeed in articulating an issue position that resonates with voters but is not effectively covered by established party organizations. New issue positions may lie along a programmatic axis of contestation that is orthogonal to – and thus dissects – the conventional left-right axis based on distributive conflicts and state-market preferences. Orthogonal, cross-cutting issue dimensions are central to a large body of work that tries to understand the 
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			transformation of West European party systems in recent decades, in particular the “thawing” of party systems once thought to have been “frozen” by the crystallization of class cleavages and left-right programmatic structuring in the early 20th century (Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Bartolini and Mair 1990). Much of this work emphasized the growing importance of a cultural dimension of competition, one that was historically shaped by conflicts over religious values but gradually transformed by the “new social movements” arising in the 1960s and the eventual conservative backlash against liberal multiculturalism (Kriesi 2008: 13). 
		

		
			As Inglehart (1984) suggests, the transformation of the cultural axis was embedded within the larger transition from industrial to post-industrial society and the spread of post-materialist values. These developments encouraged the rise of new “left-libertarian” parties out of the ecological, peace, feminist, and other new social movements of post-industrial societies (Kitschelt 1988). Left-libertarian or Green parties challenged the traditional, more labor-based Socialist and Social Democratic parties on the left (anti-market) side of the spectrum, but largely competed along an orthogonal vertical axis of cultural contestation (see Figure 9.1 below). These parties relied heavily on the support of educated middle sectors and positioned themselves as defenders of universalistic values associated with cultural liberalism, multi-culturalism, and cosmopolitanism, at times putting them at odds with the traditional blue-collar constituencies (and centralized bureaucratic organizations) of the Social Democratic left (Kitschelt 1994). 
		

		
			Right-wing nationalist and populist parties – such as the National Front in France, the Austrian Freedom Party, and the Party for Freedom in the Netherlands – largely developed around the other, lower pole of this vertical axis of cultural contestation (Kriesi et al. 2008; Bornschier 2010). As Bornschier (2010) suggests, this pole was defined by cultural values of traditionalism, communitarianism, and nationalism, in contrast to the liberal-universalist-multicultural values on the other side of the cleavage. Parties that located around this lower pole differentiated themselves from traditional conservative parties through their politicization and staunch defense of national cultural identities, which they saw being threatened by processes of immigration, multiculturalism, globalization, and European integration. Indeed, this differentiation was given a populist twist and transformed, in Laclauian terms, into an antagonistic frontier that demarcated the nationalist and populist right from all other main-stream parties on both the left and right sides of the traditional ideological spectrum. In the discourse of the populist right, these mainstream parties belonged to a transversal political establishment whose pursuit of a multicultural pan-European project had caused it to lose touch with the politico-cultural identities of distinct national populations – that is, “the people,” as defined in nationalist, or even nativist, cultural terms (see Mudde 2007; Berezin 2009; Art 2011; Kriesi and Pappas 2015). 
		

		
			This politicization of a post-industrial cultural cleavage – by new left-libertarian parties on one pole of the axis, and by right-wing nationalist-populist parties on the other pole – has redefined the two-dimensional spatial configuration of democratic competition in much of Europe. The nationalist-populist right is located near the lower pole of the vertical (cultural) axis, but it is not located on the right (pro-market) side of the economic cleavage; instead, it cuts across this cleavage, as some of these parties have adopted free-market or neoliberal positions, whereas others lean toward more protectionist stands in keeping with their opposition to globalization. Indeed, many of these parties have appealed to less educated and blue-collar workers – often seen as the “losers” of globalization (Kriesi et al. 2008) – through protectionist stands and forms of “welfare chauvinism” that defend generous welfare states for traditional members of the national community, while excluding immigrants and outsiders from costly social services. In so doing, they have competed with social democratic parties 
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				(and, in countries like France, with traditional communist parties) for support in the lower-left quadrant of 
				Figure 
				9.1 
				– a quadrant defined by the combination of economic statism and cultural nationalism. 
			
		

		
			As Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser (2013) argue, this type of nationalistic populism can assume highly exclusionary forms in its conceptualization of “ the people. ” Recognized membership in the national community and the political and civil rights that are attached to it may be restricted to citizens that belong to the dominant culture, largely excluding immigrants and religious or ethnic minorities – the subordinate “ others ” that are allegedly protected by an alien political establish-ment. Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser contrast this exclusionary brand of populism, which is on the ascendance in much of Europe (and the U.S.) in recent times, with the more inclusionary, leftist forms of populism found in Latin America at the beginning of the 21st century. 
		

		
			According to Filc (2015: 269 – 270), these sub-types of populism are legacies of distinct colonial experiences: right-wing populism in modern Europe refl ects colonial understandings of natural racial hierarchies and their “ exclusionary notions ” of national political communities, whereas inclusive left-wing populism in Latin America is indicative of broad, anti-elite forms of struggle where “ the category ‘ people ’ is synonymous with the colonial subaltern. ” The recent emergence of inclusionary leftist populism in Southern Europe (Aslinidis 2016) as well as Latin America, however, suggests that more contemporary patterns of political and economic divergence between core and periphery areas of global capitalism may also be associated with distinct sub-types of populism. To understand the di ff erent characteristics and sources of these exclusionary and inclusionary variants of populism, however, it is fi rst necessary to locate the latter spatially and understand the very di ff erent type of positional competition that it represents. 
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			Positional outflanking and the populist restructuring of 
		

		
			programmatic competition 
		

		
			Positional populist competition need not entail the politicization of a new issue dimension that is orthogonal to the left-right economic axis. It may also entail the repoliticization of the economic dimension itself where mainstream parties have converged programmatically or largely ceased to contest the state-market divide, leaving at least one of the horizontal axis poles devoid of partisan representation. Under such conditions, positional outflanking can occur when populist mobilization articulates issue positions that lie closer to a vacant pole than those represented by established parties. 
		

		
			Such positional outflanking – on the left flank of mainstream parties – was common in Latin America in the late 1990s and early 2000s, when left-populist leaders and movements arose to challenge neoliberal policies around which mainstream parties had converged. Market-based structural adjustment policies were adopted across the region in response to the debt and inflationary crises of the 1980s, but they did not everywhere lead to major populist eruptions; societal resistance to market liberalization could be channeled into institutionalized outlets where a major party of the left remained in opposition during the period of structural adjustment. Populist outflanking was more likely, however, where center-left or labor-based parties that traditionally supported statist policies played a major role in the market liberalization process, essentially converging on the right-of-center programmatic positions of their conservative rivals. Such forms of “neoliberal convergence” vacated large swaths of political space on the left side of the spectrum; as societal resistance to market liberalization intensified in the post-adjustment era, this space was occupied by new populist and leftist contenders (Roberts 2014). 
		

		
			These new contenders articulated a wide and diverse range of societal grievances with the neoliberal model. Indeed, opposition to neoliberalism became a common reference point for the construction of an antagonistic frontier between “the people” and a technocratic, multi-party political establishment that took turns administering the economic model. In Venezuela and Ecuador, mass protest movements against neoliberal reforms weakened mainstream parties and demonstrated the depth of popular disenchantment (Silva 2009). These protests set the stage for the election of charismatic left-populist figures – Hugo Chávez and Rafael Correa, respectively – who promised to reverse neoliberal reforms, sweep aside the corrupt political establishment, and employ plebiscitary measures of popular sovereignty to convoke constitu-ent assemblies and refound regime institutions. In Bolivia, mass protest movements against neoliberal reforms toppled two presidents and swelled the ranks of a new “movement party,” the Movement Towards Socialism (MAS), which had been founded by the largely-indigenous coca growers’ union led by Evo Morales. The MAS used an ethnically-inclusive, multi-class left-populist discourse to stitch together diverse strands of opposition found in peasant, indigenous, labor, and community-based movements (see Madrid 2012; Anria 2013). With the election of Morales to the presidency in 2005, Bolivia put an end to five centuries of colonial and white minority rule, providing a rare example of the non-violent capture of state power by social movements and their partisan vehicle. 
		

		
			The singularity of the Bolivian experience warrants closer examination, as it provides important insights on the spatial and organizational structuring of socio-political competition. First, it is important to note that although the Bolivian MAS appealed to Andean indigenous identities, it also made explicit efforts to incorporate mixed-race (mestizo) groups into its fold, and it rejected ethnically exclusive conceptualizations of the Bolivian nation (see Madrid 2008). Indeed, the MAS did not politicize ethnicity along an orthogonal, vertical dimension 
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				of cultural contestation as depicted in 
				Figure 
				9.1 
				above. Instead, it absorbed indigenous cultural identities along with peasant and labor-based class identities and myriad forms of community-based claims within an overarching popular project that was clearly positioned on the left side of the horizontal axis in 
				Figure 
				9.1. 
				Consequently, while an ethnic cleavage surely exists in Bolivian politics, it largely overlaps rather than cross-cuts divisions structured by social class and state-market preferences. 
			
		

		
			Second, the strength and relative autonomy of grass-roots social mobilization in Bolivia inevitably created tensions between a plurality of social subjects, the partisan vehicle that sought to aggregate them around a common platform, and the party ’ s dominant personality who claimed to speak on behalf of the whole – that is, “ the people. ” These tensions were often submerged when Bolivia ’ s popular bloc united in opposition to an entrenched political establishment, but they percolated out into the open once this popular bloc had taken state power and assumed responsibility for managing a plethora of social claims. Indeed, the strength of popular mobilization “ from below ” and the transparent movement origins of the MAS di ff erentiated the party from most conventional forms of populism in Latin America, where the phenomenon has long been associated with top-down patterns of political mobilization centered around domi-nant personalities and their plebiscitary, rather than participatory, linkages to popular constituencies (see Barr 2009; Roberts 2015). 
		

		
			The Bolivian case illustrates how such distinctions can become blurred in practice, however, and also demonstrates how a populist discourse can be employed by strikingly different kinds of political movements. In part for this reason, scholarship on populism in both European and U.S. settings has been receptive to the possibility of social movement-based as well as personalistic forms of populist mobilization. The emphasis in the European literature on the role of ideology and discourse in the structuring of elite/popular divides clearly allows for both top-down and bottom-up – or plebiscitary and participatory – types of populist mobilization (Aslanidis 2016). In so doing, it also suggests that the differences between exclusionary and inclusionary forms of populism are not determined by distinctive regional characteristics of elite/popular divides in Europe and Latin America, respectively. Instead, they rest on more contingent national configurations of socio-political and partisan competition in concrete historical settings. 
		

		
			
				This is readily apparent when the political fallout from Southern Europe’s post-2008 financial crisis is compared to that in Latin America following the latter’s debt crisis and market restructuring in the 1980s and 1990s. As in Latin America, the financial crisis in Southern Europe created powerful international political and economic pressures on national governments to implement painful austerity and structural adjustment measures. Such mea-sures were adopted by social democratic or center-left governments in Greece, Spain, and Portugal as the crisis deepened, and by a technocratic government supported by the main center-left party in Italy. These reforms shifted mainstream parties of the left toward the pro-market positions of their conservative rivals – in essence, moving social democracy rightward along the horizontal axis in 
				Figure 
				9.1. 
				This programmatic convergence, as in Latin America, sparked widespread social protest, weakened established parties, and opened vacant political space on the left side of the axis for a diverse array of new or reconfigured leftist and populist alternatives (della Porta 2015; della Porta et al. 2017). 
			
		

		
			Most of these alternatives were sharply critical of austerity, market orthodoxy, and the cozy ties that linked economic elites to the political establishment. In Greece and Spain, they were positioned programmatically on the left flank of mainstream options, especially as traditional Socialist parties converged on pro-market positions. Nevertheless, several of these new 
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			alternatives were wary of explicit self-identification with the partisan or ideological left, fearing such definition would ultimately narrow their appeal. Instead, they opted for broader and more inclusive collective action frames that emphasized citizenship identities and the restoration of power to “the people” (Aslanidis 2016; della Porta et al. 2017) – ideologically ambivalent, catch-all designations designed to broaden the base of what were, in reality, leftist political projects that were sharply critical of market inequality. 
		

		
			The Spanish case is especially instructive for understanding how outflanking on the left may involve a fluid and complex interplay between social movements, populist discourse, and party development, not unlike the Bolivian case analyzed above. The adoption of orthodox austerity and adjustment measures by Spain’s Socialist government triggered a massive wave of social protest that began in 2011, when the so-called indignados (indignant) movement brought millions of people into the streets and public squares. The indignados protested against the social costs of austerity, the transfer of these costs to society at large following a crisis triggered by the financial sector, and the failure of mainstream parties to offer meaningful programmatic alternatives or provide effective representation for the bulk of the Spanish population (Romanos 2017). By early 2014, leaders from activist networks had joined with a small leftist party and a group of leftist intellectuals to found a new party, Podemos (“We Can”), that drew inspiration from the protest movement. As in Bolivia, mass social protest was then translated into electoral protest: in 2015 general elections Podemos earned 21 percent of the vote and entered parliament as the third leading party. The new movement party thereafter challenged the much-weakened Socialist Party for leadership of the opposition to Spain’s conservative party government. 
		

		
			Although Podemos sought to avoid conventional ideological labels, in practice it positioned itself in the vacant space on the left flank of the old order. Like Bolivia’s MAS, Podemos combined a leftist critique of market liberalism with an overarching rejection of traditional parties and the entire political establishment, which it colorfully labeled the casta política (political caste). In the discourse of Podemos, this political caste had ceased to represent the people of Spain; it was a corrupted and collusive elite which had bailed out the banks that brought on the crisis while passing the burdens of adjustment down to everyday citizens from diverse walks of life (della Porta et al. 2017). So conceived, Podemos structured political competition along a fundamental divide between the people and the elite, while pushing this antagonistic frontier in a leftward direction. This frontier was quite different from the one politicized by Europe’s right-wing nationalist-populist parties, as it was based on a far more inclusive conception of the people, the national community, and citizenship. Indeed, it was constructed along an alternative axis of identification and issue contestation that was largely orthogonal to that of the populist right. 
		

		
			Valence competition and anti-establishment politics 
		

		
			Left- and right-wing expressions of populism may structure competition along orthogonal issue dimensions, but both have a positional character that politicizes a specified pole on their primary competitive axis (whether cultural or economic). Both, however, combine this positional contestation with elements of valence competition as well. Populist discourse on both the right and the left is rife with charges that the political establishment is corrupt, self-serving, incompetent, detached from the common people, and unresponsive to their “true” interests – all common tropes of valence competition in inter-party settings. Likewise, the pledge to empower a more “authentic” set of representatives who are attuned and responsive to the interests and sentiments of a virtuous “people” has intrinsic valence properties. Indeed, 
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			since valence appeals are predicated on outcomes or values that are broadly (if not universally) shared among the public, they are especially susceptible to populist framing. 
		

		
			Some forms of populism may, in fact, offer little more than such valence considerations – the “thin” core of populist ideology as identified by Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser (2012). They do not, in other words, politicize a new issue dimension or outflank mainstream parties on an established dimension of competition. They adopt issue stands that lie within main-stream positions, or stands that are so ambiguous, ill-defined, or inconsistent as to defy positional definition altogether. What such forms of populism offer, then, is not so much a change in policies as a qualitatively different type of political leadership – a leadership that is new and authentic, hailing from the ranks of “the people” itself and, above all, from outside the political establishment. Oftentimes, such appeals are combined with pledges to construct new forms of popular participation or direct democracy that provide opportunities for “the people” to express themselves more directly in the political process. 
		

		
			Italy’s Five Star Movement (M5S) provides a telling example of this latter type of populism. Founded in 2009 by a prominent comedian and blogger, Beppe Grillo, M5S grew quickly to receive the largest share of votes in 2013 parliamentary elections, obtaining over a quarter of the vote in Italy’s deeply fragmented and increasingly volatile party system. Unlike Podemos in Spain or the leftist SYRIZA in Greece (Stavrakakis and Katsambekis 2014), however, the rapid growth of M5S did not constitute a leftist outflanking of mainstream parties, and the new movement did not politicize economic austerity and adjustment to the extent that Podemos and SYRIZA did. Although the M5S drew support from environmental and other traditional social movement networks, it did not clearly position itself along any of the conventional axes of competition. Indeed, it adopted a “post-ideological” discourse that claimed to be “beyond left and right” (della Porta et al. 2017: 126), in keeping with its catch-all identity. 
		

		
			The policy stances adopted by the M5S reflected this catch-all orientation, as it advocated an unusual mix of moderately left-libertarian and conservative positions. On the left, this mix included support for environmental protection, public goods, social welfare, and same-sex marriage, along with a critical stance toward large corporations and financial industries. The movement took more conservative positions on a range of other issues, however, including support for lower property taxes and small business owners, and a skepticism toward European integration, globalization, and immigration. Given this ideological eclecticism, the central focus of the M5S’ appeal – the least common denominator that bound together its varied strands – was its anti-establishment identity and its efforts to use social media to encourage non-traditional forms of citizen engagement in the democratic process. 
		

		
			Donald Trump and political realignment in the U.S. 
		

		
			Taken together, the Southern European cases suggest that the politicization of a sharp cleavage between a partisan establishment and common citizens can help a populist leader or move-ment cultivate support that would not be forthcoming on policy or programmatic grounds alone. In short, such a cleavage can provide political cover for more radical positional challenges, or divert attention from secondary issue positions that are otherwise obtuse or internally inconsistent and divisive. Indeed, it may allow for a basic dealignment, scrambling, and reconfiguration of partisan and programmatic lines of contestation in a given polity. 
		

		
			A dramatic example of this can be seen in Donald Trump’s stunning capture of the Republican Party nomination and his subsequent election to the U.S. presidency in 2016. Trump’s victory demonstrated that in a presidential system with internal party primaries, a 
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			mainstream party can become a vehicle for an anti-establishment populist outsider who is capable of mobilizing rank-and-file voters against the party elite. Trump’s “hostile takeover” of the party was preceded by, and ultimately drew energy from, the anti-establishment Tea Party movement on the right flank of the Republican Party (Parker and Barreto 2013). Trump’s outsider candidacy channeled much of this anti-establishment sentiment in order to displace not only traditional party elites, including the designated successor in the Bush family dynasty, but also the hard-line Christian conservative leadership of Senator Ted Cruz, an insurgent figure with Tea Party ties inside the party organization. 
		

		
			
				In so doing, Trump’s candidacy posed fundamental challenges to the Republican Party’s central ideological identities and the socio-political coalitions that had been built around them since the Reagan era. These identities were firmly located on the orthogonal economic and cultural axes depicted in 
				Figure 
				9.2. 
				These axes are the same as those shown in 
				Figure 
				9.1 
				for the analysis of Western Europe; what distinguished U.S. politics prior to the rise of Trump was the Republican combination of staunch market fundamentalism on the right (economic) pole of the horizontal axis with Christian fundamentalism on the lower pole of the vertical (cultural) axis. This combination clearly placed the center of gravity of the Republican Party in the lower-right quadrant of 
				Figure 
				9.2, 
				while that of the Democratic Party was diagonally located in the upper-left quadrant defined by social liberalism and (very moderate) statist/ redistributive preferences. 
			
		

		
			
				As Miller and Schofield (2008) recognized, two-party competition in such two-dimen-sional space is inherently unstable. Since the two dimensions create four quadrants, each party is forced to build a coalition among actors whose preferences overlap along one axis but diverge on the other. This is apparent in 
				Figure 
				9.2, 
				where the lower-left and top-right quadrants have no natural or obvious partisan referent. They are, in essence, the hunting grounds where the two parties compete for votes, as shown by the arrows pointing into these quadrants from the two parties in their primary quadrants. A wealthy, pro-market, socially-liberal voter in the top-right quadrant is likely to agree with the Democratic Party on one set of issues and the Republican Party on another, as will a socially-conservative blue-collar worker in the lower-left quadrant who supports more protectionist or redistributive economic policies. There is, in short, no obvious reason why moral traditionalists and social conserva-tives should also be market fundamentalists – or, for that matter, why social liberals should also be advocates for statist and redistributive economic policies. 
			
		

		
			Trump’s populist, outsider campaign demonstrated how fluid and contingent these align-ments can be when candidates have to compete for support in the lower-left and top-right quadrants. Indeed, his campaign was decidedly unorthodox within the Republican Party on both the economic and cultural dimensions of competition, and it clearly demonstrated that there is no such thing as a uniform conservative movement in the U.S., as opposed to distinct and potentially separable currents of market fundamentalism, moral traditionalism, and cultural nativism. Although the billionaire populist took pains to win over Christian social conserva-tives – largely by appealing to their concerns over judicial appointments – his lifestyle was deeply at odds with their cultural milieu, and he had long taken public stands on issues like abortion and gay rights that clashed with their core values and principles. As such, he downplayed (at least initially) the religious dimensions of the so-called “culture wars” (Frank 2005) and doubled down on their nationalist and nativist strands, taking highly inflammatory positions on Mexican immigration and Islam. Cloaked in the imagery of threats to national security, these positions entailed a populist construction of “the people” that was laden with ethno-nationalist symbols and identities, evoking a largely white and Christian “heartland” that excluded Latinos and Muslims. This brand of populism politicized a wide range of 
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			cultural resentments and drove a political wedge between “middle America” and cosmopoli-tan “coastal elites” with their liberal multicultural values. 
		

		
			
				Nativistic populism, in turn, fed into Trump’s departure from Republican market ortho-doxy on the economic dimension. Although Trump followed the traditional Republican script on deregulation and massive tax cuts for the rich, he combined such pro-market planks with support for a range of statist and nationalist positions, including trade protectionism, ad hoc industrial policies, and opposition to multilateral economic integration. These latter positions were integral features of a neo-mercantilist vision to use unilateral state power to put “America First.” Framed largely in terms of bringing back American industries and jobs, this neo-mercantilist vision helped to contest traditional Democratic terrain in the lower-left quadrant of 
				Figure 
				9.2. 
				In particular, it was targeted at blue-collar and less educated workers who felt threatened by immigration and global trade and recoiled at the liberal multi-culturalism of the Democratic Party (see Rothwell 2016). This strategy entailed a calculated risk that Trump could compete in the lower-left quadrant without losing too much ground in the diagonal upper-right quadrant, where pro-market social liberals were located, and where the Clinton campaign expected to make large gains. 
			
		

		
			Trump not only proved capable of containing these positional tradeoffs, but also, arguably, used his ideological heterodoxy – along with his contempt for political correctness – to accentuate his outsider qualities. Ideological heterodoxy demonstrated Trump’s independence from the Republican Party itself and reinforced his image as a leader who “broke the mold.” This image, moreover, was repeatedly burnished through Trump’s willful violation of the normal – that is, the establishment’s – rules and etiquette for political speech and behavior. Trump’s unwillingness to be scripted, to be polished, or to “act presidential,” and his frequent 
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			resort to coarseness and incivility were all means to authenticate that he wasn’t “one of them” (see Ostiguy 2017). He belonged, instead, to “the people,” in spite of – indeed, because of – his wealth and success outside the political arena. As he put it at the Republican National Convention, in remarkably redemptive terms, he had “seen firsthand how the system is rigged against our citizens” and 
		

		
			joined the political arena so that the powerful can no longer beat up on people that cannot defend themselves. Nobody knows the system better than me, which is why I alone can fix it . . . My pledge reads, “I’m with you, the American people.” I am your voice . . . I am with you, I will fight for you, and I will win for you. 
		

		
			(“Full Text” 2016 ) 
		

		
			For many of Trump’s supporters, the abstract promise of change represented by this displacement of an entrenched political elite by a powerful outsider who defended “the people” probably weighed more heavily than the content of any specific policy pledges he made. “Change,” however, may well be the most vacuous concept in the political lexicon; on its own it is almost entirely devoid of substantive content, and it can thus be inscribed with a plethora of different meanings. In that sense, Trump’s populist leadership was, as Laclau (2005: 67–124) surmised, a classic “empty signifier” to which followers could ascribe varied meanings and project myriad claims and aspirations. More remarkable, perhaps, was the celerity with which various elites and political entrepreneurs – including much of the Republican establish-ment – tried to ascribe meaning to this empty signifier by jumping on the bandwagon and transforming President-elect Trump into a vehicle for their own personal and ideological projects, from market and Christian fundamentalism to alt-Right ethno-nationalism. Given that Trump openly clashed with many of these currents during his campaign, the fluid process of partisan realignment and redefinition that gave rise to Trump in the first place is sure to continue into the foreseeable future. 
		

		
			Conclusion 
		

		
			Populist movements structure political contestation along an antagonistic divide between “the people” and an establishment, but they do so in many different ways. The people can be constructed along multiple competitive axes, including most prominently economic and cultural divides, and these vary in the extent to which they overlap or cross-cut each other. While some populist movements rely heavily on positional or issue-based contestation, others eschew positional definition and engage in valence types of competition that are largely centered on the differential attributes of established elites and populist outsiders. These factors heavily condition the nature of the relationships between populist leaders and mass constitu-encies, and they largely account for the differences between inclusionary and exclusionary forms of populism on the left and right sides of the spectrum, respectively. These differences are not clearly determined by geographical regions, however, as recent political and economic crises in Europe have spawned remarkably diverse populist expressions. The contemporary global political scene appears destined to do the same. 
		

		
			Note 
		

		
			
				1 
				It should be noted that the isolationist thrust of Trump’s nationalism also broke sharply with the Republican Party’s internationalist foreign policy orientation since World War II. 
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			Populist leaders in Latin America traditionally avoided ethnic appeals. The classical populist leaders in the region sought to win the support of indigenous people and Afro-Latinos, but they appealed to them as peasants or workers rather than as members of ethnic minorities. Beginning in the 1990s, however, many populist leaders, especially in the Andean region, introduced ethnic elements into their campaigns. They forged close ties with ethnic move-ments; they recruited indigenous and Afro-Latino leaders to their parties; and they embraced ethnic symbols and demands. Moreover, ethno-populist leaders in Latin America have typically reached out to indigenous people and Afro-Latinos without excluding whites and mestizos who have traditionally dominated politics in the region. 
		

		
			What has led to the emergence of ethno-populism in Latin America? Why has it been more inclusive than the ethno-populism found in Europe and elsewhere? And what are the implications of ethno-populism for democracy in the region? 
		

		
			
				I de fi ne ethno-populism as a discourse and political strategy that combines ethnic and populist appeals. Populist appeals, as de la Torre emphasizes in 
				Chapter 
				1, 
				are focused on the subaltern sectors: they seek to address the demands of the masses while disparaging the elites. Populist appeals also tend to be personalistic: they depict the leaders as the embodiment of the masses and center campaigns around them. And populists are anti-establishment: they denounce the existing institutional order and vow to overturn it. Ethno-populists wed ethnic appeals to these populist strategies, invoking the symbols, demands, and interests of speci fi c ethnic groups. Following Chandra and Wilkinson (2008, 517), I de fi ne ethnicity as a category “ in which descent-based attributes are necessary for membership. ” Ethnicity is typically organized around characteristics that are di ffi cult to change, such as native language or racial phenotypes, but people nevertheless often belong to multiple ethnic groups and they may switch their ethnic identi fi cation over time (Birnir 2007; Chandra 2006). In Latin America, the central ethnic groups include indigenous people, Afro-Latinos, whites, and mestizos, although as I discuss below the boundaries between members of these di ff erent groups are often vague and porous. 
			
		

		
			This chapter argues that populist leaders have embraced ethno-racial appeals in large part because of growing ethno-racial consciousness in the region. Democratization, the debt crisis, and the wave of neoliberal reforms that followed the crisis spurred the rise of indigenous and Afro-Latino movements that have helped revitalize indigenous and Afro-Latino identities. 
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			Populist leaders adopted ethnic appeals in order to woo increasingly ethnically conscious indigenous and Afro-Latino voters and gain the support of their fledgling movements. In many countries, indigenous people and Afro-Latinos constitute a significant portion of the electorate and they represent a natural constituency for populists, given that many indigenous people and Afro-Latinos are poor and politically disenchanted. 
		

		
			Ethno-populism in Latin America has been ethnically inclusive. Populist leaders in the region have reached out to whites and mestizos at the same time that they have sought support from indigenous people and Afro-Latinos. By contrast, in Europe and some other regions, ethno-populists have been exclusionary, seeking to drum up support from people of European descent by demonizing immigrants and ethnic minorities. Latin American populists have opted to be inclusive in part because widespread mestizaje, or ethnic mixing, has blurred ethnic boundaries and reduced ethnic polarization, making it possible for ethno-populists to win support across ethnic lines. By contrast, in some other regions, high levels of ethnic polarization and a paucity of ethnic mixing have made it difficult to assemble inter-ethnic coalitions. Moreover, the fact that the main ethno-racial minorities in many regions, but not in Latin America, are recent immigrants has encouraged populists in those regions to woo voters with exclusionary nationalist and nativist appeals. 
		

		
			Ethno-populism has had mixed implications for democracy in the region. On the one hand, the ethnically inclusive nature of ethno-populism in Latin America has strengthened democracy. Ethno-populist leaders in Latin America have sought to incorporate politically marginalized ethnic groups, recognize ethnic rights, and address ethnic inequalities. They have helped boost political participation and satisfaction with democracy among indigenous people and Afro-Latinos, without worsening inter-ethnic relations. On the other hand, the populist strategies that these leaders have employed have undermined democracy in the region. The efforts of these leaders to concentrate power and attack the political establishment have weakened horizontal accountability, debilitated the opposition and independent voices, and worsened political polarization. 
		

		
			This chapter is structured as follows. The fi rst section discusses the history of populism in the region and the emergence of ethno-populist leaders in recent years. The second section seeks to explain why the use of ethno-populist appeals has grown and why some leaders have used them more than others. The third section explains why ethno-populist leaders in Latin America have been ethnically inclusive, while in Europe and other regions they have often been exclusionary. The fourth section discusses the implications of ethno-populism for democracy in the region. The conclusion summarizes these arguments and discusses the future of ethno-populism in the region. 
		

		
			A brief history of ethno-populism in Latin America 
		

		
			Populist leaders have been commonplace in Latin America at least since the 1930s, but early populists, from Juan Perón in Argentina and Getulio Vargas in Brazil to Victor Haya de la Torre in Peru and Victor Paz Estenssoro in Bolivia, largely eschewed ethnic appeals (Conni ff 1982; de la Torre 2000; Dornbusch and Edwards 1991; Weyland 1999). The early populists almost never recruited indigenous or Afro-Latino people as candidates for important elected posts or for leadership positions in their parties. They rarely advocated indigenous or Afro-Latino causes, such as the teaching of indigenous languages, the combatting of ethnic or racial discrimination, or the extension of indigenous land and water rights. Nor did they promote ethnic identities and organizations. Instead, populist leaders, like most other politicians in Latin America prior to the 1990s, largely downplayed ethnic or racial di ff erences in their societies. 
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			Populist leaders sought, and sometimes won, the support of indigenous people and Afro-Latinos, but they appealed to them largely in terms of their socioeconomic class, rather than their ethnicity. Populist leaders wooed black and indigenous voters with populist platforms and rhetoric as well as clientelist handouts. They denounced the political and economic establish-ment; they presented themselves as the savior of the people and the embodiment of change; and they called for the nationalization of foreign companies, the redistribution of income, and the reform of their countries ’ constitutions. In short, populist leaders used the same strategies to appeal to ethnic minorities that they used to attract other working and middle-class groups. 
		

		
			During the 1990s, however, this began to change. Many populist leaders forged close ties to indigenous and Afro-Latino movements. They recruited a variety of indigenous and Afro-Latino leaders as candidates and nominated them for important leadership positions within their parties. They embraced many traditional demands of indigenous and Afro-Latino communities, including multicultural education, indigenous land and water rights, anti-discrimination measures, and the recognition of indigenous languages. They also undertook various symbolic measures, from using ethnic clothing, languages, and music in their campaigns to calling for their countries to be recognized as multilingual and multicultural. 
		

		
			Some populist leaders embraced ethno-racial appeals more than others. Evo Morales in Bolivia, for example, has made ethnic as well as populist appeals a centerpiece of his political campaigns as well as his governing policies. Morales, who is of Aymara descent, was a leader of the largely Quechua-speaking coca growers’ unions, which gained control of the indigen-ous movement in the early 1990s. In the mid-1990s, Morales and other indigenous leaders decided to form a political party, which eventually became the Movement Toward Socialism (MAS). This party initially focused mostly on opposition to coca eradication and other concerns relevant to its indigenous base, but in the early 2000s it moved in a broader, more populist direction. Morales came to dominate the MAS, which built its campaigns around his leadership. He denounced the political and economic establishment as corrupt and self-serving and vowed to work on behalf of the interests of the masses. He called for constitutional reform, redistribution of wealth and political power, and an end to neoliberalism and foreign intervention in Bolivia. Morales wedded these populist appeals to ethnic demands, however. He styled the MAS as the legitimate representative of Bolivia’s indigenous population and recruited numerous indigenous leaders as candidates. Indeed, typically at least half of the MAS’s legislative delegation was indigenous (Madrid 2012, 61). Morales called for tightening laws against discrimination, expanding multicultural education, and recognizing indigenous languages as well as indigenous forms of justice and indigenous land and water rights. Once elected president, he moved rapidly to convert many of these demands into policies. 
		

		
			Pachakutik, an indigenous-based party in Ecuador, similarly embraced ethno-populism during this period. Indigenous organizations founded Pachakutik in the mid-1990s and have played a central leadership role in the party. From the outset, the party employed widespread ethnic appeals. Pachakutik, like the MAS, nominated many indigenous leaders as candidates for important political positions and typically more than two-thirds of its legislative delegation was indigenous (Madrid 2011, 86). Pachakutik also endorsed many of the traditional demands of the indigenous movement in Ecuador, including multicultural education, affirmative action, indigenous autonomy and the recognition of indigenous collective rights. It comple-mented these ethnic demands with populist appeals, however. In 1996 and 1998, Pachakutik nominated a well-known television personality, Freddy Ehlers, as its presidential candidate and in 2002 it supported the leader of a military rebellion, Lucio Gutiérrez, as its presidential candidates. Both of these candidates ran traditional populist campaigns with some ethnic elements. Ehlers and Gutiérrez denounced the traditional parties and political elites and 
		

		
			Ethno-populism in Latin America 
		

		
			165 
		

	
		
			pronounced themselves the saviors of their countries. They attacked the neoliberal policies that previous governments had implemented and Gutiérrez called for the U.S. to give up its military base in Manta, Ecuador. Gutiérrez was elected president in 2002, but once in office he shifted the course, allying with the U.S. and adopting market-oriented policies. As a result, Pachakutik broke with the Gutiérrez administration, which helped lead to the party’s decline and paved the way for the rise of Rafael Correa. Correa adopted many of Pachakutik’s populist appeals. He made occasional ethnic appeals – he declared, for example, in 2006 that “I am an indigenista in the good sense of the term” (Zeas 2006, 225) – but he had rocky relations with the indigenous movement. 
		

		
			Populist leaders in Peru have also used ethno-populism, although ethnic appeals have been less central to their campaigns than populist strategies. Alejandro Toledo, for example, described himself as a cholo (an often pejorative term for an urban person of indigenous descent) and invoked numerous indigenous symbols, even going so far as to include an indigenous ceremony in Machu Picchu as part of his inauguration. Ollanta Humala similarly emphasized his indigenous name and Andean origins in his presidential campaigns and used various indigenous symbols, including indigenous clothing and the rainbow-colored indigen-ous flag. Toledo and Humala forged ties to some indigenous organizations and recruited some indigenous leaders as candidates and adopted some ethnic demands, but their ethnic demands and links to indigenous leaders and organizations were much weaker than those of Morales and Pachakutik. Both Toledo and Humala also used populist appeals extensively, denouncing the political establishment and elites and presenting themselves as the incarnation of the people and the defender of the poor. Toledo was more of a neo-populist than a classical populist, however. He supported market-oriented policies and maintained close relations with the United States, for example (Barr 2003). Humala, by contrast, started out as a classical populist, denouncing neoliberal policies and foreign intervention in Peru, but over time he, too, moderated his rhetoric and platform. 
		

		
			Hugo Chávez in Venezuela similarly combined ethnic and populist appeals. Chávez was the first president of Venezuela to recognize his African ancestry, and his government established ties to many Afro-Venezuelan, as well as indigenous, organizations and leaders (Embassy of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela to the United States 2011). Chávez also established laws to combat racism, recognized indigenous rights, promoted multicultural education, and created a Ministry of Indigenous Peoples, including a Vice-Minister for African Affairs (Angosto-Ferrández Forthcoming). Like Toledo and Humala, Chávez empha-sized populist appeals more than ethnic appeals, however. Chávez ran for the presidency as a political outsider, having previously tried to overthrow the government in a military coup. He railed against the traditional parties and the neoliberal economic policies that they had implemented and once in power he sought to dismantle these policies and institutions. He reformed the constitution multiple times, nationalized foreign companies, and sought to redistribute wealth to poor. He also relentlessly attacked the traditional parties, the economic elites, and the media. 
		

		
			The ethno-populist appeals have worked for the most part. Chávez, Correa, Morales, Gutiérrez, Humala, and Toledo all captured the presidency, and Chávez, Correa, and Morales were reelected multiple times. They drew a large portion of their support disproportionately from traditional populist constituencies, such as poor and politically disenchanted mestizos, who were attracted by their populist appeals (Madrid 2012). They also won large shares of the indigenous vote and, in some cases, the Afro-Latino vote as well (Madrid 2012; Jackson 2012; Van Cott 2005). Thus, their ethno-populist strategies helped them fuse together a winning populist and ethnic coalition of voters. 
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			The transformation of populism in Latin America 
		

		
			The Latin American literature on populism would not expect populist leaders to make ethnic appeals. As noted above, classical populist movements in Latin America did not employ ethnic appeals, but rather aimed to attract the undifferentiated masses (Weyland 1999, 383; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2013, 165). Traditional Latin American populists divided the world between the masses and the elites, not between different ethnic groups, and they emphasized anti-establishment, personalistic, and redistributive appeals. 
		

		
			The recent move by populist leaders to incorporate ethnic appeals is in large part a product of the growing ethnic consciousness and mobilization that swept the region beginning in the 1980s. For much of the 20th century, ethnic identities in the region were suppressed. Latin American governments carried out nation-building projects that aimed to assimilate indigen-ous people and Afro-Latinos and build a single national identity. Governments eliminated questions about race or ethnicity from their censuses and ethnic or racial terms largely ceased to be used in governmental operations (Loveman 2014). Indigenous people were recast as peasants and the teaching of indigenous languages was discouraged (Albó 1991; Yashar 2005). Many governments also actively promoted mestizaje or ethno-racial mixing and some of them encouraged immigration from Europe to whiten their populations. Social discrimination against indigenous people and Afro-Latinos led many of them to embrace mestizo identities, particularly those living in urban areas. 
		

		
			In the 1980s, however, ethnic identities and movements began to reemerge in Latin America. The rise in ethnic consciousness stemmed partly from the return to democracy in the region, which provided greater opportunities for self-expression and political organizing. Many indigenous and Afro-Latino leaders and communities took advantage of the increased political space to organize ethnic movements, and they were supported in many instances by international organizations that moved into the region on a large scale during this period (Yashar 2005; Brysk 2000). The market-oriented reforms that Latin American countries implemented in the wake of the debt crisis also provoked ethnic mobilization because these reforms negatively aff ected many indigenous and Afro-Latino communities. Trade liberalization policies, for example, led to a fl ood of agricultural imports that overwhelmed many indigenous farmers, prompting widespread protests. Both indigenous people and Afro-Latinos were also hurt by the cuts in social spending that followed the debt crisis, and they mobilized in some countries to resist these policies. 
		

		
			Indigenous movements have exhibited the greatest level of mobilization since the late 1980s. In Bolivia, important indigenous organizations emerged throughout the country. As noted, powerful unions of Quechua-speaking coca growers grew increasingly mobilized in the 1980s and eventually took over the main Bolivian peasant organization. The Katarista movement, an Aymara-based movement that dated from the 1970s, and a new Amazonian indigenous confederation, CIDOB, which was founded in 1982, also carried out protests against neoliberal policies. In Ecuador, indigenous organizations from both the highlands and the Amazon came together to found a national confederation, CONAIE, in 1986. In the years that followed, CONAIE demonstrated an impressive capacity to mobilize people, helping to overthrow two presidents and blocking some neoliberal policies. CONAIE played the central role in organizing Ecuador’ s indigenous population, but smaller federations, such as FEINE and FENOCIN, also engaged in activism. During this period, increasingly assertive indigenous movements emerged in Colombia, Guatemala, and Mexico as well, although they were not as powerful as the Bolivian and Ecuadorean movements (Albó 1991, 2002; Dary 1998; Van Cott 1994; Yashar 2005). 
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			Afro-Latino organizations also sprang up in many countries in the region beginning in the 1980s, although these movements have not yet achieved the strength of the more powerful indigenous movements (Hooker 2008; Paschel and Sawyer 2008). Brazil has one of the oldest Afro-Latino movements in the region and it has grown steadily stronger in recent years. Perhaps the most important Afro-Brazilian organization is the Unified Black Movement, which was founded in 1978, and has pushed for anti-discrimination measures, affirmative action policies and the incorporation of black leaders by political parties (Hanchard 1994, 1999). In Colombia, various organizations, such as Procesos de Comunidades Negras, Cimarrón, and the Afro-Colombian Working Group, have also arisen to defend the rights of Afro-Colombians, although the movement remains relatively fragmented. Similarly, the Afro-Venezuelan Network emerged in Venezuela and the Central American Black Organization (ONECA) was founded in Central America to lobby for the rights of Afro-descendants and to combat racial inequalities in those countries. 
		

		
			The ethnic movements have played an important role in revalorizing ethnic identities in the region. Indigenous and Afro-Latino movements encouraged people not only to become ethnically conscious, but also to organize, proselytize, and make ethnic demands. Guerrero Cazar and Ospina Peralta (2003, 164) described how a speech by the Ecuadorean indigenous leader, Luis Macas, led one young man to reclaim his indigenous identity and get involved with the indigenous movement: 
		

		
			In his speech, Macas had mentioned that it wasn ’ t possible to cease to be an Indian. You could cut off your braid and change your dress, but you would continue to be indigenous inside. And furthermore, to try to abandon what you were and what your parents had been was a mistake. You had to be proud of your origins, of your culture, of your way of living. 
		

		
			Although time series data on ethnicity in the region is scarce, the available data suggests that an increasing number of people are willing to identify as indigenous or Afro-Latino. Latin American Public Opinion Project surveys from Boivia, for example, found that the percentage of people who classi fi ed themselves as indigenous increased by 10 percentage points between 2000 and 2008 (Moreno Morales et al. 2008, xxxiii). In Brazil, the percentage of the population that identi fi es as black ( preto ) or brown ( pardo ) on the census has also increased steadily in recent years, and now exceeds 50 percent of the population. The size of the self-identi fi ed indigenous population has also expanded signi fi cantly in Brazil and a recent study found that most of the increase has stemmed from people reclassifying themselves as indigenous (Perz et al. 2008). 
		

		
			Populist leaders have sought to capitalize on the increase in ethnic consciousness in the region by establishing ties with indigenous and Afro-Latino leaders and movements, and by wooing indigenous and Afro-Latino voters with ethnic appeals. Indigenous people and Afro-Latinos represent an obvious constituency for populists because they are mostly poor and socially margin-alized. They are often politically disenchanted as well: indigenous people, for example, had weak ties to the traditional parties in many countries, which led to high levels of electoral volatility and party system fragmentation in indigenous areas (Madrid 2005a, 2005c). As a result, they have often proven receptive to the anti-establishment, clientelistic, and redistributive appeals of populist leaders. Moreover, the addition of ethnic appeals to the populist repertoire further enhanced the attractiveness of populists to indigenous and Afro-Latino voters. 
		

		
			The populist leaders that have emerged directly from ethnic movements, such as Evo Morales in Bolivia, have employed the most widespread ethnic appeals. By contrast, populist leaders that have emerged from non-ethnic parties or institutions, such as Ollanta Humala and Alejandro Toledo in Peru or Hugo Chávez in Venezuela, have used ethnic appeals only 
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			intermittently, preferring to focus mostly on traditional populist appeals. In both cases, however, the ethno-populist appeals have proven to be relatively successful, generating high levels of support for the populist leaders among indigenous people and/or Afro-Latinos. 
		

		
			Inclusive versus exclusionary ethno-populism 
		

		
			Ethno-populism in Latin America has been ethnically inclusive. Ethno-populists in the region have sought support not only from indigenous people and Afro-Latinos, but also from whites and mestizos. They have avoided exclusionary language, recruited ethnically diverse candi-dates, forged ties with organizations that represent a variety of ethnic groups, and developed broad and ethnically inclusive platforms. 
		

		
			By contrast, ethno-populists in other regions of the world have been highly exclusionary. Ethno-populists in Europe, such as Jean Marie Le Pen in France and Jorg Haider in Austria, have demonized immigrants and ethnic minorities, and roused nativist sentiments among the popula-tion of European-origin (Mudde 2007; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2013). They have sought not only to block more immigrants from entering their countries, but also to prevent recent immigrants from using state services and even to expel them from their countries. Exclusionary populists in Europe have often used highly charged language, portraying immigrants and ethnic minorities as terrorists, criminals, and parasites, among other things. With the rise of Donald Trump, exclusionary ethno-populism appears to have spread to the United States as well. 
		

		
			Ethno-populism has taken a more inclusive form in Latin America than in Europe or the United States for a couple of reasons. To begin with, immigration is much lower in Latin America than in Europe or the United States in part because Latin American countries are less developed and thus are viewed as less desirable places to immigrate. The principal ethnic minorities in Latin America are not recent immigrants, but rather groups with deep roots in the region. Indeed, indigenous people arrived in the Americas long before Europeans did, and Africans were brought to the Americas shortly after the European Conquest. By contrast, Europe and the United States have received numerous immigrants in recent decades. These immigrants have brought foreign customs and cultures to their new countries, they have competed with native citizens for jobs, and they have sometimes been associated with poverty, criminality or terrorism, all of which have provoked a nativist backlash. Populists in Europe have fed on this anti-immigrant sentiment, using exclusionary anti-immigrant appeals to woo political support among the native population, particularly from poorer and less educated sectors. 
		

		
			Ethno-populism has also been more inclusive in Latin America than in Europe because Latin America has much lower levels of ethnic polarization. High levels of mestizaje have blurred ethnic boundaries in Latin America and reduced ethnic polarization. Indeed, some scholars have argued that Latin Americans do not identify with specific racial or ethnic categories at all, but rather typically place themselves on a racial or ethnic continuum, ranging from indigenous or black on one side to white on the other side, with mestizos and mulattos in the middle (Morner 1967; Wade 1997). Various studies have found that many people in the region, particularly those with a mixed ethno-racial background, have fluid or ambiguous ethnic identities or identify with multiple ethnic groups. Some people who self-identify as mestizo, for example, maintain indigenous customs and are willing to identify with certain indigenous categories (de la Cadena 2000; Programa de las Naciones Unidas para el Desarrollo 2004). Latin American Public Opinion Project surveys in Bolivia found that many people who self-identified as mestizo spoke indigenous languages and identified to a degree with indigenous culture (Madrid 2008). Similarly, in Ecuador a 2006 survey found that less than 
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			3 percent of the population self-identified as indigenous, but 10 percent strongly identified with Quichua culture, and another 29 percent moderately identified with Quichua culture (Madrid 2012, 79–80). 
		

		
			The low level of ethnic polarization in Latin America has reduced the attractiveness of exclusionary ethnic appeals for populist politicians as well as for voters. Indeed, politicians and political parties that have used exclusionary ethnic appeals, such as Felipe Quispe and the Movimiento Indígena Pachakutik (MIP) in Bolivia, have fared poorly. In Europe, by contrast, ethnic polarization has been high in recent decades. There has been less mixing between recent immigrants and the native European populations who are commonly viewed as occupying distinct racial or ethnic categories, rather than different places on a continuum. The high levels of ethnic polarization in Europe have made exclusionary appeals attractive to many voters and ethno-populist politicians have used them quite effectively to win votes. 
		

		
			Ethno-populism and democracy in Latin America 
		

		
			To date, ethno-populism has had a mixed impact on democracy in Latin America (Madrid 2012). Whereas the ethnically oriented policies of ethno-populist leaders have largely had a positive impact on democracy in the region, the traditional populist strategies employed by these leaders have largely had a negative impact. Ethno-populist leaders have strengthened Latin American democracies by promoting greater ethnic inclusion and by addressing ethnic demands, without worsening ethnic polarization. They have also stimulated increased political participa-tion and support for democracy among indigenous people and Afro-Latinos. At the same time, however, some ethno-populist leaders have undermined democracy by concentrating power, weakening horizontal accountability, and attacking the media and the political opposition. These latter strategies were widely used by Chávez in Venezuela, Morales in Bolivia, and Gutiérrez and Correa in Ecuador, but much less so by Toledo and Humala in Peru. As a result, democracy has been stronger in Peru in recent years than in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Venezuela. 
		

		
			Minority ethnic groups traditionally had little political influence in Latin America. Indigenous and Afro-Latino movements, which were inchoate and fragmented prior to the 1980s, lacked political clout, as did their leaders. Indigenous people and Afro-Latinos occasionally served as mayors or council members in areas where they constituted a majority of the population, but few of them served in the legislature or occupied important positions in government ministries. Voter turnout and other forms of political participation also tended to be lower in areas where large numbers of indigenous people and Afro-Latinos lived, and indigenous people and Afro-Latinos often expressed low levels of support for and satisfaction with democracy (Madrid 2005b, 2012; Wray 1996; Ticona Alejo et al. 1995). 
		

		
			The rise of ethno-populism in Latin America has helped transform this situation. The number of indigenous people serving in the legislature and government ministries has sky-rocketed in some countries. In Ecuador, Pachakutik alone elected six indigenous legislators in 1998, seven in 2002 and fi ve in 2006. The MAS did even better. According to Loayza Bueno (2012, 8), indigenous people represented only 4 percent of the legislature in 1993 – 1997, but by 2009 – 2013, they constituted 25 percent, all of them belonging to the MAS. Lucio Gutiérrez and Evo Morales also appointed indigenous people to key governmental positions, including the Minister of Foreign Relations and the Minister of Agriculture in both countries. In addition, the Morales administration reformed the constitution to mandate ethnic represen-tation in the national legislature and the national and departmental electoral tribunals. Other ethno-populist leaders, such as Hugo Chávez, Rafael Correa, Ollanta Humala, and Alejan-dro Toledo, also brought in indigenous people and Afro-Latinos into their governments, 
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			although not as many as Morales or Gutiérrez. The Chávez administration’ s 1999 constitu-tion, for example, set aside three seats for indigenous people in the legislature. 
		

		
			Indigenous movements have also gained increased political in fl uence under ethno-populist leaders. The coca growers ’ unions in Bolivia have been particularly infl uential since Morales came to power and Morales continues to be the nominal head of the main federation of unions of coca growers. Other indigenous organizations also shape policymaking in Bolivia through their participation in state institutions or the MAS ’ s assemblies, but some indigenous organiza-tions, such as CIDOB and CONAMAQ, have broken with the Morales administration and are no longer influential. The main indigenous federation in Ecuador, CONAIE, similarly wielded signi fi cant in fluence at the outset of the Gutiérrez administration, but it lost that infl uence when it broke with his government. CONAIE remained marginalized during the Correa administra-tion, but some smaller indigenous and Afro-Latino federations, such as the Ecuadorian Federa-tion of Indians (FEI), maintained close ties to Correa (Becker 2013, 50 – 51). Indigenous and Afro-Latino federations have also wielded some in fluence under ethno-populist leaders in Peru and Venezuela, but these organizations are much weaker in the latter countries than in Bolivia and Ecuador. In Venezuela, for example, the Chávez administration created a Ministry of Indigenous Peoples (MINPI) in 2007 that provided a channel for the Venezuelan indigenous movement to shape government policy (Angosto-Ferrández Forthcoming). 
		

		
			Ethno-populist leaders, under pressure from indigenous and Afro-Latino movements, have adopted policies that promote ethnic rights and seek to reduce ethnic inequalities and discrimina-tion. In Bolivia, the Morales administration enacted a new constitution that recognized indigen-ous languages and symbols, declared the country to be plurinational, and granted the indigenous population various collective rights, including autonomy and land rights. Morales also tightened laws against ethnic and racial discrimination and enacted agrarian reform and social programs that disproportionately bene fi ted indigenous people. The Chávez administration in Venezuela, the Correa administration in Ecuador, and the Humala administration in Peru also sought to address ethnic inequalities through increased spending on social programs. Chávez and Correa also recognized some indigenous rights when they enacted their new constitutions, as did the Humala administration when it passed a law requiring prior consultation before undertaking development activities in indigenous areas. Nevertheless, these rights have not always been enforced rigorously and some indigenous organizations in these countries have criticized these governments for not doing enough to help them. 
		

		
			Indeed, growing tensions have emerged between populist leaders and indigenous movements, especially with regard to the populist presidents ’ extractivist policies and unwillingness to share power. In Ecuador, for example, the indigenous movement protested the Correa administration’ s 2009 mining law and its decision to strip the indigenous movement of its control of the country ’ s bilingual education program (Martínez Novo 2014, 114 – 121). Correa, meanwhile, harshly criticized some indigenous leaders, leading to a sharp deterioration in relations with the indigenous movement. The Correa administration maintained better relations with the Afro-Ecuadorian movement, but some scholars have argued that Correa coopted and weakened Afro-Ecuadorian organizations (de la Torre and Antón Sánchez 2012). Relations between some indigenous organizations and the Morales administration in Bolivia have also deteriorated in recent years, especially in the wake of the government ’ s decision to build a road through the TIPNIS ecological reserve. Similarly, in Peru, the administrations of both Alan García and Ollanta Humala repeatedly clashed with indigenous protestors over their extractivist policies. 
		

		
			Nevertheless, the available data suggest that political participation and support for democ-racy by indigenous people and Afro-Latinos have increased under ethno-populist rule. Ethno-populist leaders have worked to expand voter turnout in indigenous and Afro-Latino areas by 
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			pushing for the creation of more voting centers in these areas, the distribution of free voter identification cards, and the translation of electoral materials into indigenous languages (Madrid 2012, 169–170). These measures, along with voter enthusiasm for ethno-populist candidates, helped boost voter turnout in majority indigenous municipalities to the point that it exceeded turnout in minority indigenous areas in Bolivia and Ecuador (Madrid 2012, 170– 171). Support for and satisfaction with democracy also increased after the election of ethno-populist leaders in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Venezuela. Moreover, in Bolivia, regime support not only increased after the election of Morales, it rose significantly more among indigenous people than among whites and mestizos (Madrid and Rhodes-Purdy 2016). 
		

		
			Increased political participation and support for democracy under ethno-populist rule has strengthened democracy in the Andean countries. So, too, has the recognition of ethnic rights and the increased inclusion of indigenous people and Afro-Latinos in these countries. Under ethno-populist rule, democracies in Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, and Venezuela became more representative of and responsive to ethnic minorities than they used to be. Moreover, such progress was achieved without worsening ethnic polarization because ethno-populist leaders in the region reached out to all ethnic groups and were careful to avoid exclusionary language that might incite inter-ethnic conflict or hostility. 
		

		
			Nevertheless, ethno-populist leaders have also employed traditional populist strategies that have undermined democracy in the region. They have concentrated power, undermined horizontal accountability, and attacked the media and the political opposition. In some cases, these measures have more than offset the positive contributions that their ethnically inclusive policies have made to democracy in region. 
		

		
			Populist leaders have traditionally sought to concentrate power in themselves and the ethno-populist leaders have been no exception. When they took power, Morales, Correa, and Chávez all reformed their countries ’ constitutions in ways that strengthened their grip on power and weakened horizontal accountability. Morales ’ s constitutional reforms, for example, allowed him to run for re-election, expanded the legislature to tighten the MAS ’ s control of it, and created direct elections for the judiciary in order to stack it with his supporters. Morales also used various methods to gain control of the electoral institute, which supervises elections, and the depart-mental governments. Similarly, shortly after taking o ffi ce in Venezuela, Chávez oversaw a constitutional reform that expanded his powers, allowed the immediate reelection of the president, dissolved the legislature, overhauled the country ’ s electoral laws, and allowed the recall of o ffi ceholders. He subsequently expanded and stacked the Supreme Court, and asserted his control of the National Electoral Council, the Comptroller’ s Offi ce, and the Central Bank (Corrales 2010). Correa also initiated a constitutional reform process that shut down the legislature, stripped authority from mayors, enabled presidential reelection and expanded his powers, giving the president the right to dissolve the legislature and dominate constitutional oversight bodies (Madrid et al. 2010, 168; Montúfar 2008). 
		

		
			The ethno-populists have also undermined democracy by attacking the media and the political opposition. Chávez, Morales, and Correa not only denounced opposition leaders, they pursued criminal charges against them. The Morales administration has fi led criminal charges against most of the living past presidents of Bolivia, including Carlos Mesa, Jorge Quiroga, Eduardo Rodríguez, and Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada, as well as a variety of other leading political fi gures. The Chávez administration also attacked opposition fi gures, pushing some of them from their o ffi ces, and jailing others or driving them into exile. Rafael Correa, mean-while, passed a law allowing the government to shut down non-governmental organizations that changed their objectives or disturbed the public peace, and he subsequently used this law to shut down an environmental organization, Pachamama, that had carried out protests against 
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			his policies. All three ethno-populist leaders have employed mass mobilizations to intimidate their critics and political opponents. For example, the Morales administration used popular protests to put pressure on opposition prefects to resign and to intimidate legislators into approving the new constitution and enacting agrarian reform legislation. 
		

		
			Independent media and critics of ethno-populist presidents have also been the subject of attacks. The Chávez administration, for example, con fi scated some assets and declined to renew the license of RCTV, a leading independent TV channel and media fi rm. It also took over many media fi rms, used its tax agency to harass other media companies, and passed a law authorizing the state to break up large communication fi rms (Corrales 2010, 34). Morales similarly attacked the media, which he said was in league with the opposition, and he pushed for the passage of a 2010 anti-discrimination law that enables the government to shut down or fi ne news outlets that publish racist language even if they consist of quotes from news sources. Correa, meanwhile, harshly denounced and even sued some journalists, and he closed down or fi ned numerous television and radio stations and newspapers that were critical of him (de la Torre 2013). Correa also helped enact a controversial communications law in 2013 that critics argue endangers freedom of the press. 
		

		
			All of these measures have undermined democracy and exacerbated political polarization in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Venezuela. According to Freedom House, Venezuela had a rating of 2 in terms of political rights and a 3 in term of civil liberties when Chávez took offi ce in 1998 (a 1 is the best score on each of these indices). By 2012, his last full year in power, Venezuela earned a 5 in both of these categories (a 7 is the worst possible score on these indices). The Freedom House scores of Bolivia and Ecuador both began to deteriorate in the early 2000s before Morales and Correa came to power, but they have remained low during their administrations; both countries received a 3 in terms of political rights and civil liberties in 2016. By contrast, Toledo and Humala in Peru have shown more respect for democratic procedures. Indeed, Peru ’ s Freedom House score improved sharply after Toledo took power in 2001, dropping to a 2 in terms of political rights and a 3 in terms of civil liberties by 2003, and it remained at that level during the administration of Ollanta Humala. Thus, ethno-populist rule in Peru has not been associated with the democratic deterioration that it has experienced in Bolivia, Ecuador, and, especially, Venezuela. 
		

		
			Conclusion 
		

		
			As the preceding pages have shown, populist leaders in Latin America have embraced ethnic appeals in recent years. They have recruited indigenous and Afro-Latino candidates, they have invoked ethnic symbols, they have forged ties with indigenous and Afro-Latino organizations and movements, and they have embraced a wide range of traditional ethnic demands. They have done so in large part in order to take advantage of the growing ethnic consciousness in the region and to fuse together winning coalitions of white, mestizo, indigenous, and Afro-Latino voters. 
		

		
			Ethno-populists have a mixed legacy in terms of democracy. On the positive side, they have helped boost political participation and support for democracy among indigenous people and Afro-Latinos. They have promoted ethnic inclusion, ethnic rights, and ethnic equality. More-over, the ethno-populists in Latin America, unlike Europe, have been ethnically inclusive and, as a result, they have not caused ethnic polarization. On the negative side, however, ethno-populist leaders have used traditional populist strategies that have undermined horizontal accountability, worsened political polarization, and weakened democracy in the region. 
		

		
			Although some of the most prominent ethno-populists in the region have died or given up power in recent years, it seems unlikely that ethno-populism will disappear anytime soon. Ethno-populism has proven to be an effective political strategy in countries where ethnic and 
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			class cleavages coincide. In these countries, politicians have incentives to use ethnic as well as traditional populist appeals to woo members of marginalized ethnic groups. Moreover, as the Latin American cases illustrate, ethno-populist appeals do not have to be exclusionary. Indeed, where ethnic polarization is low, it is quite feasible for ethno-populists to assemble broad, multi-ethnic coalitions. As long as political and economic marginalization is widespread in Latin America and remains correlated with ethnicity, many politicians will continue to employ ethno-populist appeals and many voters will continue to respond to them. 
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			It is argued here that Islamic variations of populism, in their contemporary manifestations, have been shaped by the profound social transformations that have occurred in the Muslim world in the last several decades. These have been associated with new social tensions and contradictions brought about by the pressures of neoliberal globalisation. Such pressures have given rise to, or reinforced, widespread ideas about masses that are systematically peripheralised, or disenfranchised, by small groups of economically rapacious and culturally remote elites. In many Middle Eastern and North African cases, for example, the retreat of the state from delivery of social services and welfare roles in the face of fi scal crises opened up space for (largely middle class-led) Islamic groupings to gain access to teeming urban poor populations through civil society-based charitable activities (Clarke, 2004). As recently suggested (Hadiz, 2016), a distinctive feature of Islamic populism is its key concept of the ummah (community of believers), which e ff ectively substitutes for the concept of the ‘ people ’ that permeates through more conventional kinds of populism. 
		

		
			The evolution of Islamic populism is thus intertwined with an age of neoliberal globalisation that has been associated with extreme wealth disparities virtually all around the world. The popular press has been increasingly keen on reporting facts that, for example, just eight people living in the world today possess as much wealth as the poorest half of its total population, or 3.6 billion people. In Australia, where the author is based, it has been pointed out that two of the richest people currently possess wealth equivalent to the poorest 20 per cent of the population (The Guardian, 2017a). This is in spite of the country’ s strong social democratic and egalitarian traditions, which match those in many parts of Europe. In the United States, where no such traditions have ever been particularly strong and where the tendency towards escalating income disparities has been recognised longer, it is reported that just 400 of the richest individuals possess wealth equal to the poorest 61 per cent of population of the country (Holland, 2015). 
		

		
			Of course, this sort of phenomenon is not con fi ned to the rich and developed nations. In Indonesia, an almost consistently high-growth developing Muslim-majority country, the World Bank (2016a) has shown that the richest one per cent of the population have more wealth than the poorest 50 per cent of its more than 260 million people. Moreover, a mere four of its tycoons are worth as much as 100 million of their poorest countrymen (The Guardian, 2017b). In Egypt, arguably the most important of the failed ‘ Arab Spring’ cases, it has been estimated that the 
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			wealthiest ten per cent of the country’ s citizens are in control of 73.3 per cent of its wealth (Credit Suisse, 2014). It is signi fi cant that the experience of Egypt historically produced the model of Islamic struggle associated with the Muslim Brotherhood, which has been in fl uential around much of the Muslim world since the middle of the 20th century. Meanwhile in much of Latin America, where inroads had been made in addressing long-entrenched stark inequalities, a new period of ‘ stagnation ’ in such e ff orts has now set in (Molina, 2014). 
		

		
			One does not have to subscribe too closely to such classic ideas as Karl Polanyi’s (1994) ‘double movement’ to expect that such stark developments in the realm of the economy would elicit some quite vigorous social and political responses. It has been put forward, therefore, that contemporary populisms cannot be understood in separation from the contradictions brought about by neoliberal globalisation, of which the extreme disparities in wealth described is a major aspect. Moreover, it has been suggested that contemporary populisms are mainly a response to two closely related processes – growing frustration with prevailing modes of political representation and participation that preserve such inequalities as well as the development of new kinds of social marginalisation, as expressed, for example, in widespread precarious existence. The overall result is growing disillusionment with the broken promises of modernity (Hadiz and Chryssogelos, 2017) as growing numbers of people find their way to upward social mobility blocked within the social structures they encounter, or who find their material aspirations largely unfulfilled. Significantly, among the disillusioned are those whose social ambitions were fuelled by access to education and obtainment of skills, but whose life circumstances resemble people described by Standing (2011) as belonging to the ‘precariat’. 
		

		
			It is in this connection that the dramatic upsurge of populist movements in Europe in recent years should be understood, as should the shock of Brexit and the rise of Donald Trump in the USA. From this viewpoint, the evolution of Islamic populism represents but a speci fi c kind of response to many similar developments at the global level. Islamic populism can be seen as a variation in the more general phenomenon of the global rise of populist politics, which nevertheless always takes forms that are de fi ned by the relevant social and historical context. 
		

		
			But like the ‘people’ associated with more conventional populisms, the ummah of Islamic populism is made up of internally diverse social interests that are homogenised through juxtaposition against an identified set of elites. The latter are understood to be invariably exploitative economically and to be culturally distinguishable from the notionally pious members of the ummah itself. Thus, in Indonesia, the high profile of ethnic-Chinese citizens in economic and business activities, and from where a disproportionate number of the nation’s richest citizens are drawn, help give rise to prevailing definitions of who gets excluded and included in the ummah. Historical memories of the social position of the ethnic-Chinese in the colonial era serve to reinforce this definition. To some extent, the Coptic Christian commu-nity in Egypt – also traditionally associated with economically better-off segments of society and regarded as historically associated closely with the holders of state power – serve the same function, as object of juxtaposition, in the development of Islamic populism. In Turkey, however, where the multicultural Ottoman-era business class was destroyed in conjunction with events leading to the establishment of the modern Turkish Republic (Keyder, 1987), members of the ummah distinguish themselves from Istanbul-based secular elites who are regarded as being economically privileged as well as living a lifestyle that estranges them from the country’s more religious masses. 
		

		
			It is important to underline that the ummah is addressed by Islamic populists as being made up of those who possess virtue, much like the ‘ people ’ are considered to be the repositories of moral attributes in the more well-known populisms of Europe and the Americas (Abromeit et al., 2016; de la Torre and Arnson, 2013; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2012). Growing disparities in 
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			wealth in the neoliberal era, and what Max Weber (1978) called ‘ life chances’ , have no doubt accentuated their sense of widespread systemic marginalisation. For the purveyors of Islamic populism, the side-lining of the ummah has persisted from the period of Western colonial domination around the globe, to the development of secular nation-states in the Muslim world and all the way to the current era of neoliberal globalisation. 
		

		
			Finally, the understanding of Islamic populism offered here should be also situated within the existing theoretical literature. This is particularly so because of the variety of ways through which populism has been treated in the broader theoretical literature and because of the contentious (and often emotive) subject matter. Although much of this literature has focused on the experiences of Europe and Latin America, it has more obviously expanded to other regions like Asia (Mizuno and Phongpaichit, 2009) and Africa (Resnick, 2014) of late. 
		

		
			Among the major approaches are those that are mainly concerned with addressing populism discursively (Laclau, 2005), ideationally (Canovan, 1981) and organisationally (Mouzelis, 1985). In the discursive approach, populism finds ‘equivalence’ in varied sources of dissatisfaction with the existing social order through a common language of the oppressed. The result is to homogenise an otherwise heterogeneous ‘people’ against their elite oppressors. In the ideational approach, the emphasis is on the ideas and rhetoric especially of populist movement leaders, where the key feature is the conception of politics as conflict between the masses and elites (Mudde, 2004). The organisational approach focuses on the vehicles and strategies of populist movements, and their circumvention of established institutions of representation (Mouzelis, 1985) by more direct forms of political participation. Furthermore, recent contributions have addressed populism as political theatre – as a kind of performance of politics itself (Moffitt, 2016; – but also see Gill, 2013). Not surprisingly, the demagogic potential and irrationality of populist politics, and politicians, tend be emphasised here. This tendency is hardly a completely new aspect of the literature, nevertheless, as authors like Conniff (1999) have been keen to underline how populism leads to both irrational politics and irrational – i.e. non-market based – economic policies. 
		

		
			The approach that underpins this article is somewhat different. Its emphasis on divergent social interests bound together within populist social alliances that, at least temporarily, ‘suspend difference’, is infused with the assumptions of critical political economy (Hadiz and Robison, 2012). It also owes a perceptible debt to Oxhorn’s (1998) work on Latin America, where populism was viewed as being underpinned by ‘asymmetrical’ class alliances. In this view, those who are only relatively marginalised within a prevailing system of power, such as members of the educated middle class, may provide the leadership for cross-class social alliances that are put forward as expressions of the interest of the ‘people’. Another debt is owed to early endeavours to compare the varied social bases of a range of populist experiences in different contexts (see especially Ionescu and Gellner, 1969). 
		

		
			In a more general sense, the approach is also in fl uenced by authors like Halliday (2002) and Rodinson (1966), who understood positions associated with the Islamic religion, on matters social, political and economic, as having evolved along with processes of material and social change. In doing so, they rejected examinations of Islamic responses to the challenge of modernisation based on scriptural interpretation or on innate cultural dispositions in favour of historical contextualisation. 
		

		
			Another notable aspect of the approach off ered here is that it eff ectively seeks to provide a more concrete ‘ material base ’ for the way that theorists like Laclau (2005: 86) have sought to explain how particularistic demands become transformed into general ones. The Laclauian approach relies altogether on analysis of a discursive mechanism dubbed ‘ chains of equivalence’ in doing so. By contrast, the approach adopted here brings in a distinctively political economy dimension to the analysis, as well as consideration for the sort of historical trajectories that the 
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			theorist eventually came to eschew. It does so by examining how processes of social inclusion and exclusion through which the identity of the ‘ people’ (or ummah , as in the case being analysed) becomes de fi ned, relate to social con flict over time, especially involving competition over power and access to tangible resources. 
		

		
			Having now established its theoretical underpinnings, situating them within the broader literature, the chapter now proceeds with a closer historical and comparative analysis. The next section looks in particular at the changing social and material circumstances that have transformed the social bases of Islamic populism and yet produced significantly dissimilar outcomes in different countries. No less than a hundred years of evolution of Islamic populism is scrutinised, from its origins in the Western-dominated colonial world order of the early 20th century, through to the Cold War and into the phase of neoliberal globalisation. This is followed by a section that deals with tensions within contemporary Islamic populism as it addresses social contradictions that affect its broader constituencies in different ways. The contentious socio-economic problems that contribute to the political lexicon of Islamic populism are outlined. The chapter then closes with a concluding section about the significance of Islamic populism more broadly, using key findings from the cases cited. 
		

		
			Historical trajectories 
		

		
			The proposition that contemporary populisms are intricately related to the social contradictions associated with neoliberal globalisation does not mean that their social agents pose a fundamental challenge to neoliberalism or capitalism more generally. This should not be a surprise. In the recent past, for instance, we have seen how the populisms of Fujimori in Peru and that of Menem in Argentina have gone together with neoliberalising economic policies in their respective countries. As far as Islamic populism is concerned, we can witness today how the government in Turkey – run since 2002 by the Islamic-oriented AKP (Justice and Development Party) – has successfully combined a religiously-derived populist lexicon with the vigorous pursuit of a neoliberalising agenda in the economic sphere. It does so, in spite of privatisation policies that have shed jobs (Önis, 2012), by way of rhetoric that references religious concerns about morality and social justice – as well as duty to protect the virtuous masses from the machinations of their oppressors. The employment of such a lexicon has been a key aspect of its successful melding of a rising section of the bourgeoisie, pious segments of the new educated urban middle class as well as the vast urban poor. 
		

		
			It may be useful to draw a brief comparison with a non-Islamic case, that of India. Here the BJP has emerged at the head of a populist coalition in which divergent social interests are held together by recourse to a political lexicon that relies on ultra-conservative Hindu nationalist idioms and imagery. Led by a business class with growing regional and global ambitions and an upwardly mobile educated urban middle class – and supported by a global diaspora – this social alliance has been at the vanguard of a project to deepen economic neoliberalisation and to dismantle what is left of the lumbering statist economy constructed in the past mainly by Congress Party governments. The inevitable attendant new social dislocations and margin-alisations are partly defused by emphasis on the ‘Hindu nation’, juxtaposed against ‘alien’ elements that purportedly weaken it – specifically, the Muslim component of the Indian population. In the process, the BJP has reached out to the poor Hindu masses through delivery of social services and development activities carried out by grassroots organisations, including the Vanvasi Kalyan Ashram (Tribal Welfare Association), Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh (National Volunteers Organisation). The result is the aggressive assertion of Hindu identity that contributes to communal tensions (Thachil, 2014). 
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			Furthermore, there is of course nothing anti-capitalist about the populist agenda of Trump, the billionaire president of the USA who now purports to be fighting in the interest of the ‘people’ ignored by elites in Washington, New York – and Hollywood too. Arguably, the agenda – no matter how vague and chaotic at times – represents less an abandonment of neoliberal capitalism than an intent to exert more control by sections of American-based capital over the terms in which globalisation takes place. This is so in spite of the strongly inward-looking aspects of Trump’s rhetoric when directed at such issues as withdrawal from the Trans-Pacific Partnership brokered by the previous Obama administration (Baker, 2017). 
		

		
			Given this larger background, it is suggested here that the relationship between Islamic populism and neoliberalism is more historically contingent than fixed. The parameters of possibility of Islamic responses to neoliberalism are certainly not overly determined by supposedly immutable religious and doctrinal imperatives. This is especially so if one accepts that any politico-economic project is a shaped by the social circumstances encountered by its social agents. The same may be said about Islamic populism’s relationship with democracy, in spite of prevalent ideas about the intrinsic incompatibility between democratic principles and Islamic doctrine (Kedourie, 1992). These ideas have lately helped to fuel anti-Islamic hysteria in much of the West, to the point that the latter’s own political liberalism has been compromised by domestic policies that discriminate against Muslims and other immigrants. 
		

		
			The key to understanding this is to view Islamic populism in terms of its social bases, which inevitably shifts over time according to changing social and material circumstances. It is arguable that such matters a ff ect Islamic populism ’ s contemporary relationship with democracy, and with markets, more than pure issues of doctrine. This too should come as no shock given that modern politics is fundamentally about competition for control over the institutions of state power and the levers that govern access to, and the distribution of, economic resources. The caveat would be if one subscribed to an extreme version of the idea of Muslim exceptionalism, which would somehow cause ‘ normal ’ social science to be inapplicable for the case of 1.6 billion of the people who live on the planet today. 
		

		
			The fact that the social bases of Islamic populism have fluctuated over time has some important consequences, as should be made clearer when we look further into the cases of the three Muslim-majority countries already mentioned: Turkey, Egypt and Indonesia. The experience of the latter two countries especially shows that the Islamic populism of the early 20th century was very much driven by petty bourgeois traders and small manufacturers whose interests would nevertheless become identified with that of the population at large. This can be said about the Muslim Brotherhood of Egypt, founded in 1928 by the legendary Hassan Al Banna. The son of a small town religious scholar and owner of a watch repair shop (Mitchell, 1993: 1), he disparaged the social order that had left the Egyptian masses toiling for the benefit of British capitalism (Rutherford, 2008: 79). It was no coincidence that the petty bourgeoisie from which his family hailed were already in the midst of its long process of decline since European capitalism came to dominate the Egyptian economy from the latter part of the 19th century. It was in this context that the Muslim Brotherhood came to present the fate of the Egyptian masses as being roughly equivalent to that of this declining traditional class, and in the process, developed into a major force in the struggle against British domination. However, the social bases of the Muslim Brotherhood came to be quite fundamentally transformed. 
		

		
			A similar observation can be made about the less durable Sarekat Islam (SI) in Indonesia, founded in the 1910s in what then still known as the Dutch East Indies. This organisation was driven by the interests of culturally Islamic small traders and manufacturers whose economic domain was being encroached upon by nascent ethnic-Chinese petty capitalists who were more favoured by the colonial state. In spite of its relatively confined initial social base, the SI 
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			is recognised as having been the first mass organisation in modern Indonesia and a major instigator of the country’s nationalist movement (Shiraishi, 1990). It too projected the fate of the pious Muslim petty bourgeoisie onto the broader struggle for nationhood amongst the population of the then-Dutch East Indies before it largely gave way to communist, and later nationalist, streams of the anti-colonial movement. Today, the social bases of Indonesian Islamic populism have been significantly altered as well. 
		

		
			Meanwhile in Turkey, the disintegration of the Ottoman Caliphate after World War I and the subsequent experience of staving off Western military invasion, gave rise to a secularist Turkish Republic under the leadership of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk. His project involved the social and political marginalisation of Islamic forces in favour of the development of a modern state bureaucracy and society envisioned on the basis of European models. This is so even if the ‘population swaps’ of the 1920s had resulted in tremendous social dislocations affecting millions of people, as non-Muslims were forced out of Turkey into Greece and other countries while the latter expelled their own Muslim populations into Turkish territories. In the process, the means of production that had been largely controlled by Greeks, Armenians and Jews under the Ottoman Caliphate came to be taken over by a nascent Muslim petty bourgeoisie too newly ensconced to affect the forging of the modern Turkish state. It was only in the 1950s, first with the emergence of the Democratic Party, that Islamic petty bourgeois politics came to the fore in Turkey. But decades of suppression would occur before a social setting would develop to enable the rise of the Welfare Party, an Islamist party that was in power briefly in the mid-1990s, which was effectively the AKP’s precursor (Keyder, 1987; Hadiz, 2016). 
		

		
			The demise of the Caliphate was naturally of importance well beyond Turkey, no matter how corrupt and decrepit it had been. It activated a Pan Islamist political imagination in the Muslim world that equated the unification of the global ummah with overcoming Western colonial domination. But it was inevitable that any actual struggle would take place within the specific geographical confines defined by boundaries invented by colonial authorities across the Muslim world. Once new national states had emerged in rough accordance with such boundaries, the idea of establishing Islamic states that would protect the ummah remained appealing. The idea gained impetus especially where those who identified with it competed with forces newly ensconced in developing civilian and military bureaucracies for control over emerging modern states. 
		

		
			Today the social base of Islamic populism is much more diverse than it had been in the first half of the 20th century. This diversity brings with it potential internal contradictions. It should be noted, therefore, that there is a major difference in the conception of Islamic populism as employed here from that of ‘post-Islamism’ as compellingly suggested by Bayat (2013). For Bayat, the pressures of operating modern states and economies have induced those who would rule by Sharia (Islamic Law) to adopt the regularised institutions that are recognisable in any modern state – with the Islamic Republic of Iran being his primary example. But (Bayat, 2013: 219) conceives of a process of change that is largely unidirectional, towards ‘a more rights-centered and inclusive outlook that favours a civil/secular state operating within a pious society’. 
		

		
			By contrast, entanglement in the problems of the modern state and market governance is not envisaged here as moving Islamic populism in any predetermined direction. In fact, the conception of Islamic populism accommodates potential internal contradictions that may bring it to directions that are significantly illiberal. This is the case, for example, when the cross-class alliance it attempts to forge is less robust – as in Indonesia – where there is an historical absence of a big culturally Islamic bourgeoisie (Hadiz, 2016). The cause of this is the continuing 
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			dominance of large-scale private business activity by giant conglomerates owned by ethnic-Chinese businesspeople and other cronies cultivated during the long authoritarian rule of Soeharto’s New Order (1966–1998). 
		

		
			Under such circumstances, Indonesian Islamic populism has been ambiguous on support for market-oriented policies, with minor businesspeople strongly attracted to the old petty bourgeois idea of a state that would actively protect the interests of the ummah in the economic sphere. The lack of robustness of Indonesian Islamic populism is also reflected in the limited electoral successes that Islamic political parties have had in the democratic period following the fall of Soeharto in 1998. These parties – which are in mutual competition, without any achieving dominance – have been increasingly absorbed into the chaotic logic of Indonesia’s money politics-fuelled democracy. This clearly contributes to the incoherence of Indonesian Islamic populism. One Islamic party, the PKS (Justice and Prosperity Party), has done relatively well across the various general elections since Indonesia became a democracy; yet its best result was achieving just under 8 per cent of the popular vote in 2009. It is also the Islamic party that has most clearly tried to emulate the Turkish route by openly relegating the aim of establishing an Islamic state to the background and also supporting, though more hesitantly, market-oriented economic policies (Hadiz, 2011). Still, it remains encumbered by the lack of financial support that a strong support base within big business would supply and therefore, also suffers from a lack of capacity to cultivate the loyalty of the poor through large-scale charitable and welfare activities. 
		

		
			It is significant that such a situation leaves room for fringe ‘hard-liners’, unable to compete directly within Indonesia’s electoral democracy for lack of resources, to claim that they are the more genuine representatives of the interests of the ummah than Islamic parties corrupted by a money politics-infested electoral democracy. Such organisations often reject democracy itself by claiming adherence to the teachings of Islam that purportedly demand that matters of state be organised on the basis of Islamic law. They can take the form of mass organisations and paramilitaries (Wilson, 2015) – all the way to outright terrorist groupings – the most infamous of which has been the Jemaah Islamiyah that was responsible for the Bali Bombings (ICG (International Crisis Group), 2002). 
		

		
			It is instructive, however, that anti-democratic and violent tendencies appear to be lately emerging within Egyptian Islamic populism too. Elements of the Muslim Brotherhood have been accused, for example, of forming a new military wing that has been responsible for a range of violent actions. But given the failure of the democratic and pro-market route taken by the leadership of the organisation, in spite of earlier advances, it makes sense that disenchanted members have sought alternative strategies, especially in the context of sustained state repression (Al-Anani, 2017). Recent developments in Egypt therefore reinforce the notion that when the democratic and pro-market route only yields limited results, a fragmented Islamic populism is more likely produce highly illiberal political tendencies. 
		

		
			In Egypt, the purveyors of Islamic populism – as best represented by the social alliance led by the Muslim Brotherhood before it was smashed by the country’s military in 2013 – had sought to emulate the Turkish model in the way that the AKP came to gain power through electoral means (Hadiz, 2016: 111). In some ways, this represented a reversal of roles, given that the AKP’s strategy of mobilising the support of the poor for a larger project was largely based on one developed by the Muslim Brotherhood through its longstanding networks of social charities and civil society institutions. Such activities had become increasingly important in the context of economic austerity measures associated with neoliberal market reforms advocated by international development organisations during the Mubarak era, which affected more than just the poorest segments of society. 
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			Inspired by the AKPs electoral successes, the political party spawned by the Muslim Brotherhood, the now defunct Freedom and Justice Party (FJP), had asserted its support for free markets and democracy (Hadiz, 2016: 41), during the initial euphoria of the Arab Spring. Like the AKP, the party relegated the aim of establishing a state based on Sharia (Islamic Law) to the background in favour of an embrace of democratic competition. This was not surprising given that the Muslim Brotherhood appeared to be optimistic (excessively so, as it would prove) of its ability to win control over the institutions of the state and economy through democratic means and market competition once Mubarak was toppled in 2011, given its broad social bases of support. Because its reach now extended to those who could afford to entertain the idea of social advancement within the institutions of the existing secular state, the project of the Islamic state no longer appeared to be such a high priority. 
		

		
			This in fact reflected a major shift in strategy for an organisation that once had no less than Sayyid Qutb as its major ideologue (see Qutb, 2007). Executed by the radical secular nationalist regime of Nasser in 1966, Qutb was a vociferous exponent of the necessity of an Islamic state. His writings had become highly influential among Muslim activists around the world in ensuing decades, as they faced suppression by a range of secular authoritarian states. 
		

		
			Again, the key to understanding this change is to look at the transformations in the social bases of the Muslim Brotherhood, especially under the Mubarak regime, which took Egypt on the road of neoliberal reform as it grappled with continual economic crises. Although once most firmly established amongst the long-besieged traditional petty bourgeoisie, the Muslim Brotherhood had adapted to a newly developing environment by forging a cross-class alliance involving pious members of the new educated middle class, whose life conditions have been described as not much better than the masses of urban poor (Bayat, 2013); large sections of the latter that had benefitted from concerted efforts to gain their loyalty through welfare activities; and a section of the big bourgeoisie that was emerging from within the Muslim Brotherhood networks itself. In turn, the alliance had been facilitated by the accommodation, however often tenuous (Akbarzadeh, 2011: 6), with the Mubarak regime, whose austerity measures meant state retreat from the socio-economic roles that Nasserism had envisaged. 
		

		
			For a short period, the Muslim Brotherhood appeared to be on the cusp of gaining control over the state and its apparatus and to be in the position to push for an economic agenda that would benefit its social bases. This is so even if, due to the asymmetrical nature of cross-class populist alliances, such benefits would not have accrued evenly across the ummah. It was during this time that the Muslim Brotherhood-affiliated bourgeoisie – along with the FJP it supported – showed considerable zeal for global market competition. This was spurred by the fact that the rhetoric of market competition was a useful weapon to deploy against dominant business groups that had benefitted from cronyistic relationships with the Mubarak family. Muslim Brotherhood-affiliated businesses could validate this enthusiasm for market competition, however, by continuing support for social welfare activities that benefitted the poorer sections of the ummah. 
		

		
			In some ways, such enthusiasm shown for capitalist markets may seem odd given the idea, made prominent by Weber (1978), that certain features of the Islamic religion were not conducive for the economic behaviour required for the emergence of modern capitalism. But authors as varied as Rodinson (1966), Gellner (1981) and Nasr (2009) have re-examined the claim of incompatibility of Islam and capitalism (also see Introvigne, 2006: 23–48, specifically on Turkey). Rodinson suggested that there is nothing in Islamic scripture that inherently hinders capitalist development, and that lack of economic progress in Muslim societies could be better explained by reference to a host of sociological and historical factors. Gellner (1981) suggested that Weber had missed some of the ideational bases for capitalism that could be 
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			found in Islamic traditions. For Nasr (2009), on the other hand, it was profoundly clear that even if there had been resistance to capitalist development in the Muslim world in the past, it would be overcome in countries spanning from the Middle East to Southeast Asia because the fruits of joining the neoliberal globalisation bandwagon were so obvious. 
		

		
			But the position that Islamic doctrine inherently either supports or blocks the development of capitalism is misleading. It is more useful to understand Islamic responses to the advance of capitalism in their specific historical contexts. Such responses have vacillated over time along with the tensions and contradictions accompanying social change, issues of political exigency and prevailing constellations of power and interest. In Turkey, Islamic populism has provided the most distinctive example of success in gaining control over the institutions of state power through democratic means. This is so in spite of a more recent authoritarian turn, which has greatly tarnished the ‘Turkish model’ (Tuğal, 2016). It is also a case where, due to a major base of support within the Anatolian bourgeoisie, such control has been tied to the idea of advancing the ummah through unabashedly pro-market economic policies. The same sort of success was only fleeting in Egypt – and anyway – was followed by political disaster. In Indonesia, however, Islamic populism has never been close to achieving anything similar. 
		

		
			Islamic populism and social contradictions 
		

		
			The integration of various Muslim-majority societies within the processes of neoliberal globalisation have produced different outcomes. Today, Indonesia and Turkey are particularly seen as potential economic powerhouses. Indonesia has the largest economy in Southeast Asia and the 16th largest in the world. With less than one-third of Indonesia’s population, Turkey is the 18th largest economy in the world (World Bank, 2017), and like Indonesia, it is frequently referred to as a new BRIC – a term that refers to Brazil, Russia, India and China. Egypt’s economy, however, has been much less dynamic even prior to the tumultuous Arab Spring, after which it has been in a state of almost constant dire straits. 
		

		
			Yet it is significant that all three countries had embarked on almost parallel neoliberal economic reforms under deeply authoritarian conditions: Egypt under Sadat and Mubarak in the 1970s/1980s, Turkey under the technocratic government of Ozal (made possible by the military coup of 1980), and Indonesia under the New Order of Soeharto, which turned to export-oriented industrialisation following the end of the oil boom in the early 1980s. In Turkey, as underlined earlier, an Anatolian bourgeoisie was able to take advantage of this turn towards neoliberal globalisation, largely because of the export-orientation of its businesses and subsequently became a major pillar of the cross-class Islamic populist alliance led by the AKP. In Egypt, privatisation and the general socio-economic retreat of the state (but not including the non-transparent military-owned enterprises believed to be in control of large sections of the economy) provided opportunities for businesses within the Muslim Brotherhood networks to grow in confidence and ambition. In Indonesia, however, economic liberalisation only strengthened the stranglehold over the economy possessed by Chinese conglomerates and businesses connected to the Soeharto family, which are hard to imagine as being part of the ummah. 
		

		
			The changed circumstances ushered in by the end of the Cold War were important. In many ways, the post-Cold War environment facilitated the more overt embrace of capitalism by Islamic movements. Such an embrace had been previously obstructed by the presence of Leftist movements, which served as a reminder that modern capitalism was introduced to Muslim societies by colonial empires. In this sense, it was also a reminder of subjugation of the ummah by the non-Muslim West. 
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			Such Leftist movements, as represented by the once powerful Indonesian Communist Party (PKI) – violently destroyed in the 1960s by an alliance that prominently included the military and Islamic organisations in the context of the Cold War – had also vied for control of the institutions of the post-colonial state. Today, what little there is of a Leftist stream in Indonesian politics has no viable organisational vehicle capable of nurturing a sustainable social base. In Egypt, the broader Left was smashed together with Nasserism and much of its ideals in the 1970s – an act also involving an alliance between the military and Islamic social agents. In this case, President Anwar Sadat had turned to the Muslim Brotherhood for support in order to facilitate a turn to the West and unpopular economic reforms that pushed up the price of basic commodities. In Turkey, historical memories of invasion by European forces following World War I remain salient in the national narrative. As such, the Turkish Left, which has covered a broad spectrum of organisational vehicles (Ciddi, 2009), has traditionally combined various forms of nationalist and socialist ideas and aspirations. Militant trade unions associated with the Left had become especially a problem, however, by the time that neoliberal economic reforms were instituted by the Ozal government in the 1980s, which apart from its technocratic aspects embodied a synthesis between newly accommodated Islamic vehicles and the military. Today the Turkish Left remains vibrant largely in relation to the Kurdish movement, and therefore, suffers from being an easy target of accusations of being ‘unpatriotic’. 
		

		
			Yet even with – or because of – the moribund nature of Leftist politics in each country, a social justice element within Islamic populism has to be projected if its cross-class nature is to be sustained. Thus, members of the culturally Islamic Turkish bourgeoisie have considered their increasingly powerful position as advancing a ‘common good’ (Demir et al., 2004), largely envisaged as equivalent to the interests of the ummah. For the Muslim Brotherhood of Egypt, the narrative that its founding involved Al Banna bringing together a small group of workers exploited by British capital still serves to underline the organisation’s broad commit-ment to social justice. This is the case even if the organisation was involved in a struggle with the Left for influence over the nascent labour movement (Beinin and Lockman, 1998) and that, while in power, it paid little attention to labour issues. In Indonesia, the PKS has only attempted half-hearted inroads into labour organisations and charitable activity aimed at the urban poor, and so it remains predominantly the party of pious sections of the educated urban middle class (Hadiz, 2011). 
		

		
			The projection of social justice concerns is also important because Islamic populism faces the challenge of addressing combustible issues arising from social contradictions associated with neoliberalism. In many ways, Islamic populism has stepped into the vacuum created by the demise of the Left in circumstances where the onslaught of neoliberalism has meant growing inequalities and precarity. Volatility could be expected especially when such circumstances clash with aspirations that have grown together with the promises of modernisation, especially among now better-educated youths. In Indonesia, while official unemployment stands at around 6.18 per cent (BPS (Badan Pusat Statistik [The Central Statistics Agency]), 2015), underemployment affects close to 1/3 of the workforce (Tadjoeddin, 2014) while over 20 per cent of Indonesian youths are classified as being unemployed (OECD, 2015: 17). This is so even if absolute poverty in Indonesia has fallen considerably in recent years, down to around 11.2 per cent in 2015 from 19.1 per cent in 2010 (OECD, 2016: 17). 
		

		
			In Egypt, 13.2 per cent of the work force was reported to be unemployed in 2014, though underemployment is far more serious here as well (World Bank, 2016b). Significantly, youth unemployment is estimated to be very high, standing at 64.8 per cent for females and 32.7 per cent for males (World Bank, 2016b). Furthermore, although the Gini Index in Egypt was 
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			only slightly higher than 30.0 in 2013, the poverty rate was reported to be at over 25 per cent (World Bank, 2013). In addition, it is often ignored that the celebrated ‘youth uprising’ that brought the Mubarak regime to heel was preceded by a spate of labour protests, spanning from 2006 to 2009, in a range of industrial centres, like Mahalla and Suez. These protests took place under conditions of intense state repression of the labour movement in response to a ‘relentless neoliberal onslaught’ that had brought in privatisation, downsizing and diminishing entitlements for workers (Bayat, 2013: 227). 
		

		
			In Turkey, despite the much-lauded economic successes of the AKP, offi cial unemployment in fact stood at a hefty 12.1 per cent in 2016 (Trading Economics, 2017a). But even more seriously, in excess of 17.7 per cent of Turkish youths are classi fi ed as unemployed (Trading Economics, 2017b). In 2014, a substantial 22.4 per cent of the Turkish population was still living below the national poverty line according to the Turkish Statistical Institute (Doğ an, 2015). Of course, available statistics also show sizeable middle classes present in all these societies. What they tend not to reveal clearly, however, is the precarious nature of middle class status and the anxieties ensuing from everyday life struggles to maintain the associated lifestyles and aspirations. 
		

		
			The point to be underlined here is that Islamic populism is inherently an expression of tenuous – and internally asymmetrical – cross-class alliances that need to cater to a diversity of social interests. In some circumstances, it would need to relay the ambitions of sections of the big bourgeoisie that may identify with the ummah in spite of their socially privileged positions. The main organisational vehicles are typically manned, not surprisingly, by educated middle class activists with their own aspirations of upward social mobility and who are disdainful of the cronyism and corruption that characterise secular institutions of power within the much of the Muslim world. At the same time, such vehicles need to cultivate deep support bases amongst the vast urban poor, whose votes are so crucial for winning electoral contests. This is a substantial task given the economic problems outlined above, which are sometimes over-looked especially in the case of Turkey and Indonesia, where predictions of continuing future success tend to dominate the economic narrative. 
		

		
			Conclusion 
		

		
			Indonesia, the world’s largest Muslim-majority country, displays a case where democratisation has not meant the dominance of Islamic political vehicles over the state or civil society. In Turkey, Islamic populism has been far more successful on both counts. Egypt demonstrates another trajectory, that was – until the devastation of the Muslim Brotherhood – somewhere in between that of Turkey and Indonesia. Here, the organisation had been able to establish dominance over civil society largely through delivery of social services, an extensive network of charities and health facilities geared to assist the poor. Nevertheless, its short period of control over the apparatus of the state was to have catastrophic results. 
		

		
			The chapter has emphasised the contingent nature of the connection between Islamic populism and neoliberal capitalism. It has explored contexts within which the purveyors of Islamic populism may develop an interest in neoliberal reforms and those that ensure that this interest remains ambivalent. A further link to the presence or absence of support for democratic politics has been explored. It has been put forward that the major factor to consider is whether advocacy of neoliberal economic policies and democratic politics could advance the social position of those that take part, and play leading roles, in the broad social alliances that hinge on the notion of a homogenous and historically marginalised ummah. It matters greatly whether such a course could plausibly bring them to the corridors of state 
		

		
			Vedi R. Hadiz 
		

		
			186 
		

	
		
			power and within reach of the commanding heights of the economy. Of course, there would be some distance between what is claimed in the rhetoric of Islamic populism and reality. One obvious reason is that the components of ummah will not benefit equally from advances into economic and political power given the asymmetrical relations inherent in Islamic populism. 
		

		
			Note 
		

		
			
				1 
				It should be noted that estimates of the size of these middle classes are based on varying criteria and so figures, such as presented in the following, should be regarded as indicative. The Asian Development Bank (2010: 11) estimates that 43 per cent of Indonesians are middle class, while the African Development Bank (2011: 5) considers 31.6 per cent of Egyptians to be so. Yilmaz (2008: 7) considers the middle class to make up 45 per cent of the population of Turkey. 
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			Introduction 
		

		
			White racial populism has been an important force both inside and outside of mainstream electoral politics in the United States since 1968. White populists have been hostile critics of the GOP while providing a key source of the party’ s popular support. Driven by an ethnonationalism that opposes non-white immigration, racial egalitarianism and challenges to “ traditional” family structure, this identity has also been given political passion and direction through opposition to empire, fi nancialization, economic disparity and managerial rule. Prior to the 1960s, race was not a central focus of populist politics in the United States. Indeed, populism itself had not a prominent theme in US politics for most of the century. However, the emergence of the black freedom struggle as a mass movement in the late 1950s created an opportunity that was taken up by the political right over the next decade. White southerners seeking to maintain an order that denied African Americans basic civil and political rights made common cause with conservatives outside the South who sought to reduce the power of the national state to redistribute wealth and regulate the economy. Exploiting white racial anxiety about civil rights by using a populist language of “the people ” versus the elites, this emergent populist discourse fi gured the enemies of the people as government offi cials above and people of color below. 
		

		
			The post-1960s articulation of populism featured the white producer as the protagonist in American political life, as the deserving figure of protection and support (Berlet and Lyons, 2000). The social binary between notions of dependence and independence goes back to the early days of the republic. As historian David Roediger and others have demonstrated, industrial working-class formation in the 1830s was also race formation (Roediger, 2007). Struggles for worker rights and benefits in the emergent manufacturing economy were cast in Republican terms of political freedom, individual autonomy and civic virtue in contrast particularly to the degradation and perceived dependence of black slavery. 
		

		
			The cherished idea of Republican virtue was carried into the New Deal state of the 20th century and built into the two tiers of President Franklin Delano Roosevelt’ s social security plan separating what would be called earned “ entitlements ” from “relief ” – the latter which he claimed as a kind of dependence which induced “ spiritual and moral disintegration. ” (Gordon 
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			and Fraser, 1994; Disch, 2012) The structure of New Deal labor, agricultural and family policy often made African Americans ineligible for pensions and relegated them to relief as opposed to work programs or pensions. Thus formally race blind policies and concepts quite powerfully generated a notion of white citizenship wherein certain forms of state dependence or protection of which whites were the primary bene fi ciaries were made discursively invisible while others came to be overly visible, welfare in particular (Katznelson, 2006). 
		

		
			Demands for civil rights, voting rights, open unions, fair housing and welfare rights from the 1950s through the 1970s spurred Republican Party organizers to ensure white voters that their party would protect the gains they had made across the middle decades of the 20th century. Seen this way, rising GOP fortunes were not solely or even principally a result of a turn toward economic conservatism. Rather the party tapped into strands of producerism that could traverse Democratic Party liberalism and Republican Party conservatism by emphasizing issues of hard work, deservedness, and entitlement cast in racial terms. It was, as Richard Nixon said in his Republican Party nomination speech in 1968, “the voice of the great majority of Americans, the forgotten Americans, the non shouters, the non demonstrators. ” 
		

		
			George Wallace 
		

		
			Modern racial populism fi rst issued, however, not from the Republican Party, but from Democratic Alabama Governor George C. Wallace. Wallace entered into the open political moment of the 1960s by describing the main cleavage in society as one of productive members of society against parasitic elites and subversive protesters. He counterposed “ pointy-headed intellectuals, ” “bearded bureaucrats, ” “anarchists ” and “ law-breakers ” to “ this man in the textile mill, this man in the steel mill, this barber, the beautician, the policeman on the beat. ” Wallace ran in the Democratic primaries for President in 1964, where he won roughly 10 percent of the vote. He ran for President in 1968 as a third-party candidate of the American Independent Party, where drawing votes from both major parties, he won 11 million votes, or about 10 percent (Carter, 1996). 
		

		
			In northern states, Wallace tended to attract support from older white skilled workers who feared black incursions into their neighborhoods and schools and from young production workers who were drawn to Wallace’s antiestablishment attacks on liberal elites. But Wallace also drew support from middle-class, suburban voters. Linking race to economic conservatism, Wallace pledged to make the federal Congress change “these so-called civil rights laws,” which, he claimed, were “really an attack on the property rights of this country and on the free enterprise system and local government.” In an era that also saw the emergence of a powerful student New Left and antiwar movement, he also recommended that the “activists, anarchists, revolutionaries and Communists” who were responsible for all the civil unrest in the country “be thrown under a good jail” (Witcover, 1997). 
		

		
			Wallace’s political fortunes were boosted by a series of black urban uprising that became a regular occurrence in what came to be known as the “long, hot summers” of the late 1960s. His emphasis on “law and order” helped forge a unity out of his various themes. As he described it, government was doing nothing to protect the American people from the mounting chaos. In fact, he said, disorder was encouraged by government permissiveness. “President Johnson,” Wallace said in one speech in 1967, “wanted a crime commission report to tell him why they were burning cities down. Well I could have told him why they were burning them down like you could,” the candidate roared, “because you let them burn them down, that’s the reason they burn them down!” However, while Wallace was clearly referring to black rioters, he was careful to disclaim any overt racism. As he said in one speech, 
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			Well, it’s a sad day in this country when you can’t talk about law and order unless they want to call you a racist. I tell you that’s not true and I resent it and they gonna have to pay attention because all the people in this country, in the great majority, the Supreme Court of our country has made it almost impossible to convict a criminal. 
		

		
			(Carlson, 1980) 
		

		
			Richard Nixon 
		

		
			Richard Nixon, who was the Republican candidate for president in 1968, found himself competing for votes with Wallace, particularly in southern states. As the campaign season went on, Nixon adopted more and more of Wallace ’ s language about busing and “ law and order.” In this way populism becomes a force within GOP. Across the 1968 election season, Nixon drew increasingly on Wallaceite rhetoric. Using George Wallace ’ s style of bestowing populist dignity on the lives and occupations of his constituents in contrast to threatening parasites, Nixon spoke frequently of a populist middle he described alternately as “ Middle America, ” the “ Silent Majority ” and “ Forgotten Americans ” – people squeezed by government bureaucrats above and by welfare recipients, criminals and rioters below. 
		

		
			Nixon campaigned hard on the law and order theme in 1968, a tactic that was increasingly e ff ective, as it was with Wallace, given the growing social disorder across that the decade. Detroit, Newark and dozens of other cities had experienced major riots in 1967, growing more intense following the assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr., in April 1968. Nixon also angled for alienated, working-class Democrats who were neither conservatives of the Goldwater stripe nor fully comfortable with racial liberalism. In the immediate term, Nixon had to keep Wallace from getting enough votes sabotage his own candidacy. But Wallace also represented a potential political constituency that could be built into Nixon ’ s coalition. For his analysis of who these voters were and how he could appeal to them, Nixon relied on the work of a young elections analyst named Kevin Phillips, who laid out the election strategy that later became the book The Emerging Republican Majority (Phillips, 1968). 
		

		
			Phillips asserted that a combination of demographic changes and growing racial anxiety among whites would create new openings for Republicans to pull large numbers of voters away from the Democratic Party in all parts of the country. Based on the Wallace movement in 1964 and Republican gains in the midterm elections in 1966, Phillips saw a potential new racial alignment that would replace the old party division. For working-class urban white ethnics, votes could be reaped by exploiting discomfort with open housing laws and new union rules that were bringing blacks into white neighborhoods and job sites. For southern whites, it meant breaking their old attachments to the Democratic Party, which was now leaning toward racial liberalism. For the tens of thousands of new dwellers in the economically emergent “Sunbelt” cities across the South and Southwest Republican values of private enterprise, lower taxation and reduced government interference in the private sector along the lines promoted by Goldwater would get votes for Nixon. The key was bringing these perspectives into a common political language. As Phillips wrote after the election, 
		

		
			The emerging Republican majority spoke clearly . . . for a shift away from the socio-logical jurisprudence, moral permissiveness, experimental residential, welfare and educa-tional programming and massive federal spending by which the Liberal establishment sought to propagate liberal institutions and ideology. Democrats among these groups 
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			were principally alienated from their party by its increasing identification with the Northeastern Establishment and ghetto alike. 
		

		
			(Phillips, 1968) 
		

		
			Phrases like “Middle American” and “Forgotten American” became commonplace at the White House. Nixon aides began a “Middle American working group” for a presidency increasingly obsessed with identifying and winning over this group. 
		

		
			While Nixon was able to re-cast the Republican Party as populist, this orientation did not sit comfortably with all conservatives. The most prominent conservative writer in the United States at the time, National Review Magazine founder and editor William F. Buckley, was suspicious of the populist turn on the right. While Buckley supported Nixon’ s appeal to the Silent Majority, he sought to draw a sharp line between Nixon and Wallace. When Wallace appeared on Buckley’ s Firing Line television program in April 1968, Buckley put the matter fl atly: 
		

		
			I think that Mr. Wallace is trying to persuade a lot of people that he should appeal to (conservatives), but his background is that of a New Dealer, a person who is intensely concerned to multiply the functions of the state. 
		

		
			Addressing Wallace directly, he went on, 
		

		
			If I may say so you have a fanatical concern for using public money for certain functions. For instance you want to take care of hospitalization, you want to take care of old people, you want to take care of the poor. This is a free enterprise country and we have a tradition here of private philanthropy and programs that haven’t required the mobiliza-tion of the machinery of the state at the federal and local government. 
		

		
			(Firing Line, 1968) 
		

		
			Although Nixon won decisively in the 1972 election, Watergate soon disrupted his efforts to cement the populist Silent Majority. Lacking a clear center of gravity in the GOP, the elements of the Silent Majority were open for re-association. Kevin Phillips for his part was disillusioned at the direction of conservatism in the 1970s, believing that National Review represented only the interests of a wealthy, educated few. As Phillips said of Buckley in the run-up to the 1976 Republican primaries, “Hell, Wallace isn’t going to hook up with Squire Willy and his companions of the Oxford Unabridged Dictionary. Nor can we expect Alabama truck drivers or Ohio steelworkers to sign on with a politics captained by five-syllable-word-pushers” (Judis, 2001). 
		

		
			In his 1976 book A Plague on Both Your Houses, rightist Robert Whitaker ranted in Wallaceite tones, attacking those both above and below who aligned against the middle. “American society is . . . generally split increasingly into a coalition of the rich and poor against the middle.” On the one hand, he wrote, “One thinks of the Chicano with a picture of the enormously wealthy John Kennedy on the wall of his shack.” And on the other hand, “Republicans and conservatives make use of our patriotism to expand an already fat and inefficient Pentagon and to protect business from necessary public scrutiny” (Whitaker, 1976). Yet while Whitaker’s book had conservative and business elites in its crosshairs, it was anointed with a glowing foreword by National Review publisher William Rusher. 
		

		
			After the brief Democratic interregnum in presidential politics following Watergate, white working-class voters leaned toward the GOP again in 1980. Democratic pollster Stanley Greenberg identi fi ed this demographic speci fi cally among unionized workers outside Detroit, 
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			calling them “ Reagan Democrats. ” These voters, in the midst of a deep recession, were chie fl y animated by their resentments toward African Americans, particularly over issues of crime and welfare. Reagan rebuilt and expanded Nixon ’ s coalition among voters in all parts of the country. His appeal connected a sharp conservatism on social and economic issues to a revival of Cold War sentiment, delivered in a genial, folksy, optimistic tone. Reagan was far to the right of Nixon on many issues, and did not have to court union members or the white working class by appeals to Keynesianism or social provision. Nostalgic appeals to an America that was not saddled with (black) welfare cheats, criminals or an intrusive state, along with a commitment to combat international communism were enough: Reagan ’ s coded racial appeals and tough talk toward the Soviet Union kept populist voters in his coalition. 
		

		
			Unlike Nixon, Reagan began an era of deregulation and tax-cutting that would transfer wealth radically upward and begin to destroy the economic power of the middle and working class. Indeed, Reagan’s first acts as President was to break a federal air traffic controllers strike, which signaled a log-term decline in the political power of labor. Thus while Reagan had populist appeal, the policies he promoted began a long-term economic separation of white working and middle-class voters from ultra-wealthy elites who reaped the benefits of an emergent financialized economic order. 
		

		
			The populist promise of Jesse Jackson 
		

		
			Although the main thrust of US populism after George Wallace centered on antiblack animus among white working and middle-class voters, there was one significant attempt to produce a broad populism rooted in the black experience in the United States. Jesse Jackson’s Demo-cratic presidential campaigns in 1984 and 1988 attempted to revive an older economic language of populism and express it through struggles for racial equality of the mid-20th century. These campaigns drew from a legacy of black exclusion and protest politics, and extended it to include rural whites and Latinos as well. 
		

		
			Jackson sought to build a “rainbow coalition” that would be multiracial and focused on economic equality by bestowing dignity on the labor of those whose work is largely unseen. “We work every day, ” he would tell crowds, in the cadence of the black church, 
		

		
			And we are still poor. We pick up your garbage; we work every day. We drive your cars, we take care of your children, we empty your bedpans, we sweep your apartments; we work every day. We cook your food, and we don’t have time to cook our own. We change your hospital beds and wipe your fevered brow, and we can’t afford to lie in that bed when we get sick. We work every day. 
		

		
			(The Nation, 1988) 
		

		
			Yet the coalition of outsiders Jackson sought to represent – coal miners in Appalachia, African Americans in urban slums, migrant workers in agricultural production – did not easily fi t a recognizable political category in US politics, particularly as the Democratic Party was beginning to move in more conservative directions in regard to questions of both race and class. 
		

		
			Pat Buchanan 
		

		
			In 1992, when Republican President George H.W. Bush was running for his second term, fi ssures between populism and establishment conservatism emerged again. Pat Buchanan, the Nixon speechwriter who had focused so strongly on the idea of “ Middle America” decided to 
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			challenge Bush in the Republican primaries. Buchanan yoked working-class alienation to white identity in a politics that opposed free trade, immigration, a ffi rmative action and cultural decadence. Buchanan sought to draw Republicans, Democrats and independents into a political force to unseat the sitting president. Referring to Bush as “King George ” on the campaign trail, “Pitchfork Pat, ” as he came to be called, led a racial populist revolt in the party. 
		

		
			Buchanan already had a reputation for anti-Jewish sentiment, and he received support from Klan and Neo-Nazi groups. Although he repudiated their support, the political formation he engendered opened new territory in racial populism. As Leonard Zeskind from the hate-monitoring Center for Democratic Renewal wrote at the time, 
		

		
			What Buchanan has catalyzed is a racist movement, whether or not he is personally anti-Semitic. I don’t know exactly what it will produce, but one of the things I expect it to produce is an extremist, conservative movement, in which race, ethnicity, nativism, and nationalism, play a greater role than the anti-communism of the past. 
		

		
			(Applebome, 1992) 
		

		
			Although Buchanan never came close to winning the Republican presidential nomination in 1992, he did win over two million votes, which earned him a major speaking slot at the Republican National convention. There, in what came to be known as the “ Culture War ” speech, he famously thundered against feminism, lesbian and gay rights, pornography and liberal-ism generally. Tellingly, the metaphor he used was of taking America back “ block by block ” just as federal troops had done to quell the riots in South Central Los Angeles that year. 
		

		
			Buchanan ran again in the Republican primaries in 1996, where throngs of passionate “Buchanan Brigades ” in many states were drawn once again to his message weaving antiestabl-ishment rage with racism and nativism. He had an early win in the New Hampshire primary over the eventual winner Bob Dole. As he told a crowd in classic populist language: 
		

		
			We shocked them in Alaska. Stunned them in Louisiana. Stunned them in Iowa. They are in a terminal panic. They hear the shouts of the peasants from over the hill. All the knights and barons will be riding into the castle pulling up the drawbridge in a minute. All the peasants are coming with pitchforks. We’re going to take this over the top. 
		

		
			(Stanley, 2012) 
		

		
			Buchanan withdrew from the nomination contest, however, having won only about 20 percent of the vote in the primaries. He ran once more as a third-party candidate on the Reform Party ticket in 2000, garnering only about 500,000 votes nationally. 
		

		
			Samuel Francis, a close advisor to Buchanan, helped to his candidate to more radical racial populist elements to his right. Francis was an editor at the conservative Washington Times newspaper until he was fi red in 1995 for racist assertions in his editorial columns. Francis went on to edit the newspaper for of the Council of Conservative Citizens, a far right, white nationalist organization descended from the southern segregationist Citizens ’ Councils of the 1950s and 1960s. Francis was committed to white supremacy, but one that was yoked to a fairly complex view of twentieth century social organization that understood the administrative state and a growing managerial class as the immediate threat to “ Middle America. ” As he wrote in a 1996 essay “ From Household to Nation, ” 
		

		
			If the post-bourgeois middle class seriously wishes to avoid its own extinction, it will have to evolve a new group consciousness and a new identity independent of both the 
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			moribund bourgeois elite and the techno-bureaucracy of the global managerial order . . . and it must aspire to form the core of a new political and cultural order in which it can assert its own hegemony. 
		

		
			(Francis, 1996) 
		

		
			Francis’ s populist diagnosis would become central to later racial populist politics in the United States. 
		

		
			Meanwhile the Democratic Party, powerfully in fluenced by the centrist Democratic Leader-ship Council and its rising star Bill Clinton, began moving to recapture white populist working and middle-class voters it had lost to the Republicans in the 1980s. Clinton spoke sympathe-tically of “the angry white man ” and made federal crime legislation and the dismantling of the welfare system central features of his politics as president from 1992 – 2000. 
		

		
			The Tea Party 
		

		
			Following on both a major financial crisis in 2008 and the election of the first black president, a right-wing social movement with populist tendencies called the Tea Party movement emerged across the United States, which initially directed ire at both Wall Street and the federal government. The nascent movement solidified over the summer of 2009 with a focus directed solely on the Obama administration through the public spectacle of protests at town hall meetings across the country where elected officials at public fora discussed federal health care reform legislation. 
		

		
			Tea Partiers went back to the American Revolution in their theatrical enactment of popular sovereignty not just through protest but also costume. Early Tea Party rallies featured revolutionary-era iconography and costume. Reaching back to the founding authorized Tea Party activity as both regime founding and rebellion. It also romanticized an era when neither women, blacks or propertyless whites were enfranchised. Such gestures could bring together libertarians, who tended to opposed Bush, and culturally conservative activists – but more importantly provide a language and set of practices through which new agents could see themselves as an aggrieved people targeting both the state and its embodiment in a black president. 
		

		
			Obama was portrayed as both a figure of racial abjection and a symbol of totalitarian control on Tea Party placards and in supporters’ rhetoric, suggesting a powerful link between race and the state in Tea Party rage. Racism played out in regionally specific ways for the Tea Party: the South and Midwest showed the influence of neo-confederate politics, the South-west, and particularly in Arizona, anti-immigrant politics drove much Tea Party activity. Across regions, demonization of Obama was consistent. 
		

		
			Increasing links to racism between groups and individuals associated with the Tea Party movement led the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) to pass a resolution calling on the Tea Party movement to denounce racist elements in its midst. The NAACP also partnered with the Institute for Research and Education on Human Rights to analyze the presence of racism in the Tea Party movement. The resulting report, Tea Party Nationalism, showed that there are racists in the movement, and that in certain locales, particularly in the South, there is overlap between racist organizations like the Council of Conservative Citizens and Tea Party groups (Burghart and Zeskind, 2010). Professional Islamophobes such as Pamela Geller have close ties to some Tea Party organizations, and Burghart and Zeskind document hundreds of Tea Party blog posts expressing anti-Muslim sentiment. Nativist activity, particularly in Arizona around Senate Bill 1070, and the campaign to repeal birthright citizenship, has had Tea Party groups in the vanguard. Klan, neo-Nazi, 
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			militia and border vigilante groups have all tried to make inroads to the Tea Party movement at the local level as well. 
		

		
			For an antistatist populism that contrasts a virtuous white middle against black dependents below and controlling elites above, Obama represented both poles. Racial antagonism was extraordinarily productive for Tea Partiers in an age where antiblack animus could be directed at a head of state, as was evident at the notorious protest at the US Capitol Building on 19 March 2009 when black members of Congress were subject to racial epithets and spitting by Tea Partiers who were there to protest the passage of federal health care reform. 
		

		
			Obama’s taking office coincided not just with the rise of the Tea Party movement but also with what became known as the “birther” movement. Birthers argued that Obama held the office of the presidency illegally because of the constitutional requirement that presidents be born on U.S. soil. Beyond the geographic fact of his birth in the state of Hawaii, Obama successfully claimed political and cultural birthright through maternal forebears in the Amer-ican heartland, through the strivings of an immigrant father, and through his national creedal commitments to equality and pluralism redeemed by his blackness in a post-civil rights era. Thus his birther opponents sought to nullify his claims by locating him outside the boundaries of the nation not ideologically, but rather bodily. This movement which had strong resonance for Americans unable to accept a black president. 
		

		
			Trumpism 
		

		
			In the 2016 presidential election, real estate mogul and reality television star Donald Trump ran for the Republican nomination. Politically, Trump had been highly visible during the Obama administration as a promoter of birtherism. Trump announced his entrance into the 2016 race with an anti-immigrant speech in which he asserted, 
		

		
			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. 
		

		
			Throughout the campaign Trump elaborated his brutal nativism, directed not just at Latin American immigrants but also at Muslims. “ Islam, ” he said, “ hates America. ” 
		

		
			Producerism was a central element in the Trump campaign. He spoke of bringing manufacturing jobs back to the U.S., and sought to do so through criticism of free trade – an issue that ties criticism of unrepresentative elites to what the producerist ethic. Trump continually linked national decline to the absence of production. Throughout his campaign Trump told crowds: “We don’t win any more.” “We don’t make anything.” “We are losing so much.” 
		

		
			Stated in its barest form, Trumpism links anxious racial standing to economic precarity, masculine worth, and political abandonment. Each of these terms impacts and amplifies the other through circuits that are at once rhetorical, visual and emotional. Today, this formation can no longer sustain the dream of white majoritarianism in a demographically changing electorate, the comfort of economic security after decades of growing precarity, nor the perceived masculine virtue of producerism in an increasingly financialized economy. It was in this context that the billionaire deal-maker and reality television star yoked traditions of right-wing populism to contemporary mass-media skills to produce a singularly affective political 
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			campaign of rage, violence, melancholy and profound intra-party disruption that dramatically exploited fissures already present in the Republican Party. 
		

		
			Observers were continually startled by the open white nationalism that marked both Trump’s own actions and those of his supporters. Trump announced his candidacy by calling Mexicans rapists and criminals, and promising to build a wall across the border with Mexico. He continued to expand the dimensions of his racist platform by calling for the tracking of Muslims within the U.S. and a ban on those who seek to enter the country. 
		

		
			The 2016 presidential campaign of Donald Trump was also marked by violence in his rhetoric, at his rallies and among white nationalists more generally. Negative comments about Latino immigrants and Muslims drew people to his rallies, where physical assaults on black and Latino protesters were common. His rhetoric also inspired attacks, including two men severely beating and urinating on a homeless Latino man in Boston, one of whom said afterward, “Donald Trump was right; all these illegals need to be deported.” Far from denouncing the assault, Trump said when asked about it, “I will say that people who are following me are very passionate. They love this country and they want this country to be great again. They are passionate” (Walker, 2015). 
		

		
			The relationship between transgressive rage and racism is complex. Right-wing populism in the U.S. was conceived principally in opposition to the black freedom struggle of the 1960s, but also in opposition to changing politics of gender and family. The representative figure of populism was an aggrieved white man displaced from his centrality in politics, the workplace and the home. The moral force of what came to be called identity politics forbade this figure from expressions of racism, chauvinism, etc. Hence the extraordinary popularity of the phrase “politically correct.” Within this logic, any opposition to expressions of racism, misogyny or homophobia are acts of repression – indeed of “repressed truths.” 
		

		
			Racial violence underscored the campaign in numerous ways. While Trump unabashedly employed the language of white supremacy and misogyny, rage and even violence at Trump rallies was like nothing seen in decades. The number of assaults on people of color and Muslims spiked into the high hundreds during Trump’s campaign. From white racists shouting “Trump 2016” while shooting into a crowd and wounding two Black Lives Matter protesters in Minneapolis to the burning down of a mosque in North Dakota, Trumpism emerged as a social phenomenon beyond electoral politics. 
		

		
			This urge to violence toward protesters easily recalls that George Wallace in 1968 who threatened to run over any demonstrator who lay down in front of his car. Indeed, in a strategy that anticipated Trump, the Wallace campaign purposely held rallies in venues that were too small in order to encourage fistfights between protesters and supporters. It also echoes white populist Pat Buchanan’s 1992 GOP convention speech when he associated feminism, gay rights and pornography with the Los Angeles riots that year, and compared the GOP’s political task to the federal troops called in to Los Angeles, exhorting the party to “take the country back block by block.” Yet Trump was neither a third-party candidate, nor an inter-party insurgent who could be ultimately marginalized and contained, but the party nominee for president. 
		

		
			The other side of this rage was the language of permanent loss. While Trump’s campaign slogan was “Make America Great Again,” much more emphasis was placed on defeat. Unlike the leaders of past populist revolts, Trump seems less a champion of working people than a figure who confirms their debased status. Unlike past populists, Trump’s followers respond less to appeals to their value as producers, which in a financialized economy seems nostalgic anyway, than to brutal rage against immigrants and Muslims, and a new generation of black insurgents, who along with establishment elites are seen as the authors of the misery Trump 
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			supporters feel themselves as experiencing. In the Super Tuesday primaries Trump performed most strongly in the counties where middle-aged whites were dying the fastest. 
		

		
			Trump drew on many alienated white voters, many of them from outside of the GOP. And it is of course true that Trump’ s margin of victory in the Electoral College came from those states along the lower rim of the Great Lakes where globalization has hammered industrial jobs the worst. More generally, the conditions wrought by 40 years of neoliber-alism are central to the story – which have caused extraordinary economic and social dislocation and abandonment across U.S. society in what many scholars have called the second Gilded Age. 
		

		
			Trump was aided in the 2016 election by an assemblage of far-right ideologues known as the “alt right. ” This formation is distinguished by its overt commitment to both white nationalism and patriarchy. Adept with social media skills, alt-rightists associated with each other across internet platforms such as Reddit and 4Chan, and ultimately the right-wing commentary and opinion site Breitbart News. While not populist, many alt-rightists drew on the work of self-described populists such as the white nationalist writer, editor and advisor to Pat Buchanan ’ s campaigns, Samuel Francis; as well as on elements of the European New Right. 
		

		
			Former Breitbart executive chair Steven Bannon, who left that position to work as chief executive of the Trump campaign, became Trump’s White House Chief of Staff in January 2017. Bannon is a self-described populist, who links his strongly anti-immigrant and anti-Islam stands to an opposition to “globalist” elites who together with immigrants have launched an assault on white middle and working-class Americans. 
		

		
			After Trump was elected President, Pat Buchanan was asked why Trump had fared so much better than he had in the 1990s. Buchanan replied: 
		

		
			What’s different today is that the returns are in, the results are known. Everyone sees clearly now the de-industrialization of America, the cost in blood and treasure from decade-long wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and the pervasive presence of illegal immi-grants. What I saw at the San Diego border 25 years ago, everyone sees now on cable TV. And not just a few communities but almost every community is experiencing the social impact. 
		

		
			Buchanan clearly states here the worldview of the Trump populist – the particular way in which personal miseries are tied to public politics in racial populist discourse. It is a durable worldview, one that will likely shape U.S. politics both within and outside the electoral system for some time to come. 
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			Introduction 
		

		
			In recent years, politics and politicians have had to endure a great deal of negative press in several European countries. Corruption scandals, misappropriation of public funds, and illicit party financing have figured prominently in the news media of several countries, such as France, the UK, and Italy. In this climate, allegations that ‘the voters’, or more sweepingly ‘the people’, have been betrayed have abounded, raising the spectre of mounting populism. ‘Populism’, a word previously often associated with Latin American autocracies, has thus gained prominence, indicating a concern also connected to extreme right activism, racism, and mounting anti-immigrant sentiments. Extremist anti-political parties and movements have thrived, among them the English Defence League and the British National Party, which has made advances at local level in the UK, and several Eurosceptic parties throughout Europe. In southern Europe the financial crisis of 2007 and its aftermaths have lent support to right-wing extremist groups such as Golden Dawn in Greece. Similarly successful have been ethno-nationalist right-wing parties such as the Vlaams Belang and the Italian League promoting an anti-migrant platform. In the UK, the successful performance of forces focused on leaving the European Union in June 2016 has been related to their distinctive mix of anti-elitist and populist discourse and sweeping anti-migrant sentiments. The conjunction of anti-system and xenophobic tenets is therefore distinctive of recent European radical right parties and movements. While until recently xenophobic framings remained at the margin of politics, in recent years populist radical right parties have made significant inroads in mainstream politics; and in countries such as Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, and Switzerland, they have even taken the reins of government (Bröning, 2016). However, populism and xenophobia are not synonyms and the question needs to be asked as to why they seem to occur together so frequently. We will describe these two aspects of recent politics and examine their interconnections in the European context. We will point to a set of elements that distinctly connect these two constructs in the European context and we will specifically emphasize how widespread processes of disin-termediation have eroded traditional state–society linkages and provoked the emergence of new forms of political participation, such as exclusionary associations. Thus, we argue that to understand the success of populist parties in contexts of crises of political representation, researchers should specifically focus on the role of associations. 
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			Populism: historical trajectory, main perspectives, and debates 
		

		
			Analysts have often attempted to disarticulate the often all-encompassing concept of populism. As a concept, its historical antecedents are not European. Scholars connect it to Northern American, Latin American, and Russian movements and parties and not to advanced industrial and post-industrial economies. Populism is therefore not a modern phenomenon, nor is it a typically European one. The concept of populism has been used in a wide variety of contexts, notably in South America – particularly in regard to authoritarian regimes – and in North America (Conniff, 1981; Drake, 1978; McMath and Foner, 1993). Its origins are frequently connected to farmer movements with radical economic agendas, such as the US People’s Party of the late 19th century. Given this diversity of contexts, explanations of populism have tended to cite a heterogeneous list of causes. Considered here are only the factors most relevant to contemporary European societies. 
		

		
			In recent decades, a distinctive European type of populism has emerged. It has mainly been positioned on the right of the political spectrum, whilst its non-European versions have often espoused a left-wing ideology. However, in recent years, left-wing populisms and populisms that reject any right-left characterization are becoming more prominent. The main feature of populism has generally been identified in its anti-elitist character (Taggart, 2000). However, other features have been added as distinctive features thereby producing definitions of populism of different breadth and specificity. It would not be possible here to review all the various uses of this concept, but a few references to its relevance in the literature are useful. In recent years, the rediscovery of the salience of populism is often dated to Populism, a seminal book by Margaret Canovan (Canovan, 1981) which draws up a typology of populisms whose main types are agrarian and political. Canovan’s discussion of political populism is of particular importance in the European context. It points to the ideologically asserted unity of ‘the people’ and to the uses of populism by the right, which can use its anti-elitism and the notion of common sense politics to foster reactionary politics. The notion of populism, however, remains underspecified. This is partly because, as has been frequently pointed out, unlike other ideologies, populism is not an ideological identity which its proponents espouse. Populism is instead largely a concept analytically used by critics and scholars to explain features of often very different political contexts. It therefore lacks the extended elaboration and the additional coherence that other ideologies have often achieved over time through the scrutiny of their intellectuals. 
		

		
			Major doubts have been raised in the literature as to whether populism is an outright ideology, or whether it is mainly a political style without sufficient coherence to qualify as a full-fledged ideology. If it were an ideology, there is no doubt that its most distinctive feature would be its anti-elitism and a related, generally implicit, belief that the people have been betrayed by corrupt and self-serving elites. Another key feature would be its reliance on charismatic interpreters of the will of the people. As a political style, analysts often focus on populism’s symbolic rejection of social and political elites. These would include, for instance, a symbolic violation of the rules on appropriate political communication, such as the use of unusual language registers or refusal to recognize the legitimacy of the institutions of democratic politics. However, as a political style, populism’s actual manifestations of such symbolic violations are extremely variable. The literature on populism as a style describes it as a form of political communication which symbolically rejects representative democracy as generating chains of untrustworthy intermediaries (Mastropaolo, 2005; Norris, 2005). In its anti-elitism, populism often eschews the right/left axis, even asserting its irrelevance, because the political class is, by definition, corrupt in its entirety. 
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			To be noted is that whilst groups and parties characterize themselves by means of a variable mix of ideological elements, some of these are more central than others, and more recurrent. One can thus, following Freeden, characterize an ideology as constituted by a core consisting of the most frequent ideological elements and a conceptual periphery which includes a varying set of elements which change in association with other more coherent and developed ideologies (Freeden, 1996). The peripheral elements will emerge and disappear in di ff erent geographical and historical contexts, whilst the core persists largely unchanged. In this sense, the core element of populism is its anti-elitism, and hence its glori fi cation of ‘ the people ’ as a morally superior and undi ff erentiated category. This conceptual approach to populism has been used in the literature, as it allows one to explain the multifarious political framings with which the moral superiority of the people is associated (Mudde, 2004). It is then referred to as a ‘ weak ideology’ . 
		

		
			Although applied to both left and right-wing parties, in Europe populism is a concept more often used to characterize radical right formations. In this context, populists are characterized as typically viewing society as hierarchically ordered and threatened by corrupt self-serving ruling elites that have ‘betrayed’ their people. Populists glorify the ‘common people’ as the honest bearers of positive moral values, and they seek to have the ‘popular will’ reflected in decision-making processes. This is often accomplished through the action of a charismatic leader who alone expresses their concerns and values and directly represents them, thus bypassing social hierarchies. Useful recent definitions include that by Mudde: 
		

		
			an ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated into two homogeneous groups and antagonistic groups, ‘ the pure people ’ versus ‘ the corrupt elite’ and which argues that politics should be an expression of the volonté générale (general will) of the people. 
		

		
			(Mudde 2004) 
		

		
			It has also been noted that the relation between the leader and his/her people is often problematic. The leader sometimes embodies the traits to which the people should aspire. In other cases, the leader reflects the language, culture and stylistic traits that the people typically manifest (Ruzza and Fella, 2009). 
		

		
			Regardless of the speci fi c populist ideology and style adopted, populists often claim to promote the inclusion of ordinary citizens in the decision-making processes of social and political institutions, such as the judiciary, and/or through citizens ’ participatory and deliberative input to policy making, particularly at local level. Nevertheless, as Mudde notes, populist movements tend to be hostile to the institutions of liberal or constitutional democracy. They instead rely on charismatic leaders who can instinctively interpret and represent the will of the populist heartland (Mudde, 2004: 561). 
		

		
			Besides insisting on a key contraposition between corrupt elites and a virtuous ‘ people ’ , studies of populism have come to distinguish several subcategories of the phenomenon, which include, for instance, populism emerging in institutionalized party systems of Western Europe or in emerging East-European democracies, inclusionary and exclusionary types of populism, and deliberative or charismatic types. Several single-country studies have attempted to disentangle this complex set of variables by considering their interaction in delimited contexts. Comparative studies have focused on one or a few variables and attempted to utilize more systematic research designs. 
		

		
			Causes of populism 
		

		
			As said, a factor frequently also emphasized by the literature on Western political systems is the impact of perceptions of corruption and of politics as generally biased in favour of big 
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			corporate power, economically oppressive and insensitive to the traditional moral values of the ‘common people’. Populist reactions may thus be demands for more participatory democracy, particularly by left-wing populist movements, or by movements that reject a characterization on the left–right axis and merge aspects of each. An example from Italy would be the Five Stars Movement – a set of anti-political groups created by the maverick entertainer, blogger, and stand-up political comedian Beppe Grillo (Mosca, 2014). 
		

		
			The right, however, tends to remain distinctive because it emphasizes reactionary law-and-order values, anti-elitism, and an emphasis on charismatic leadership. The anti-political component has emerged through a media-driven distrust of elected representatives, together with distrust in, and professed indi ff erence towards, conventional political cleavages such as the right/left divide. The search for a charismatic fi gure able to bridge these divides characterizes much recent populist politics. Anti-political values are a pervasive feature of populists in all Western democracies (Rydgren, 2005). However, on the basis on survey fi ndings, some authors reject or qualify sweeping theories of a crisis of politics (Norris, 2002, 2005). 
		

		
			Secondly, the emergence of populism has been related to a crisis of the main ideologies of modernization (Betz, 1994). These ideologies have inspired European politics on the basis of various utopias, but they have all undergone a crisis. Keynesian liberalism, moderate republicanism, and social democracy have not well withstood the challenge of globalization. Populism has therefore arisen mainly as a reaction against a political system typically conceived by populists as marked by a set of ideologies in crisis. From this perspective, therefore, populism is mainly a di ff erentiated reaction against di ff erent types of politics dominant in di ff erent places. It is for this reason that populism is an ideology with a small core of common anti-modern ideological elements (where by ‘ modernity’ is meant an ideological construct which, of course, allows for the emergence of di ff erent visions of modernity) and a large periphery, which varies and is shaped by a speci fi c reaction against di ff erent versions of political modernity. 
		

		
			Thirdly, populism has also been related to the changing role of the state in an age of economic globalization and erosion of authority in favour of subnational and supranational levels of government. A weaker state allows, and may even need, links between citizens and decision-making processes that are complementary or even alternative to those taking place within the institutions of representative democracy. One of these potential links – but just one of several – is an unmediated connection between a populist leader and his/her electorate. This is often marked symbolically by the use of linguistic codes that pertain to the spoken and informal register of a language. A di ff erent link, one which is frequent in right-wing populism, consists in idealization of the role of the market, which replaces certain functions of the state, or – more frequently within the left – a strengthening and rede fi nition of the role of civil society, whether organized or unorganized. Even mythologized references to civil society can imply a redefi nition and even a restriction of democratic channels of representation (Mastropaolo, 2005). One can often identify populist undertones in the now recurrent calls for greater public deliberation at local levels, and other forms of political participation by non-state actors, such as promoting referenda, which incorporate the actors of protest politics, foster participation by social movements in decision-making, enhance the political dimension of third-sector activities, or increase and legitimize internet-mediated forms of decision-making. 
		

		
			These approaches are more or less viable according to the context in which their adoption is attempted. They are, however, connected to solutions that attempt to integrate, or less frequently to substitute, representative democracy. Idealized references to ‘the people’ and derogatory references to the political class often appear together, but their connection varies and, as said, the concept of populism as defined in the literature includes other features as well, such as a frequent reliance on charismatic leadership. 
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			Fourthly, populism can be seen as a consequence of a mounting exclusionary ethos due to loss of identification with the welfare state as a fair system of redistribution. As a weak ideology – in the sense previously discussed – populism acquires meaning in relation to other more completely formed ideologies of the right, particularly the exclusionary right. Vague appeals to ‘the people’ by populists often hide more exclusionary visions typical of the right (Mastropaolo, 2005). 
		

		
			Finally, among the causes of the resurgence of populism in Europe mention should be made of the special impact of the media. The role of the media and political communication has been particularly connected to populism by several studies (Mazzoleni, 2008; Mcguigan, 1992). Recent works view populism as a response to changes in the media and the key role of the social media (Engesser et al., 2017; Ernst et al., 2017). Populism as a strategy can be connected to a redefinition of the political space engendered by a new type of political communication. This consists, in the world of communication, of marginalization of political news in favour of the politicized reporting of social issues such as crime and immigration. These changes accompany a weakening of party loyalty and of issue-centred politics. A less politically aligned media system has led to demystification of political office, with more and more citizens claiming to have a good understanding of what politicians do and thinking that they can do it better (Mudde, 2004). At the same time, these changes in the structure of public communication are understood by politicians, who attempt to relate to the media in similar terms. Rather than to parliaments, leaders appeal directly to their electorates. Instead of relying on their parties and their channels of communication, they rely on the general media. The role of the media must therefore be considered in relation to the personalization of politics, which has sometimes been labelled ‘soft populism’. 
		

		
			In an age of the accelerated circulation of ideas through global media, and therefore of a globalization of political ideas, the adopters of populism as an ideology and as a form of politics can draw on an increasingly wide repertoire. They can seek to outbid each other in the adoption of ideological elements perceived as electorally rewarding, or by appealing to their activist rank and file. In so doing, they partially redefine the conceptual core and periphery of populism in such a way that one can identify different conceptions of populism responding not only to political logics but also to societal cultures: that is, to the mix of country-specific assumptions on who one’s friends and enemies are, who is part of ‘the people’ and who is not. Country-specific conceptions of populism articulate which policy areas are problematic in terms of key controversial themes such as the betrayal of the people’s will and abuses of its trust. The core conception of the elites’ betrayal of the people’s will may well re-emerge in similar terms, but the proponents of these variants of a ‘politics of the enemy’ will differ – they will be Europe and faceless bureaucrats in some contexts, or the Roma community, or more generally migrants and refugees, in other contexts. 
		

		
			Political representation and the success of populist formations 
		

		
			As the previous excursus on the causes of populism indicates, hosts of variables concur to make populist solutions relevant in contemporary Europe. While the macro-level historical developments discussed so far provide an explanation of the reasons why populist forces are gaining support in contemporary societies, they do not identify the contexts in which a populist voting bloc is more likely to emerge and the characteristics of voters likely to support populist parties. In effects, the history of each individual European country is typically so unique that populism as an anti-system and anti-elite reaction is equally likely to acquire distinctive features. The main feature that one finds with equal centrality in all European 
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			populisms is Euroscepticism. It constitutes a reaction against an elite-driven process increasingly rejected by the sectors of the population resenting the increased migration flows generated by European integration. 
		

		
			Nonetheless, while acknowledging di ff erences of intensity in di ff erent contexts, the literature has attempted to classify variables predicting a populist vote by classifying them in three main types. There are attitudinal changes of a population aggrieved by the loss of economic status and security. This has been called the syndrome of the ‘ losers of globalization’ . The literature points to the fact that the social groups a ff ected by this ‘ syndrome ’ are not generally the poorest sectors of the population. They are often skilled workers whose fi nancial wellbeing has been negatively impacted by processes of delocalization, industrial automation, and competition with migrants in a set of labour market segments. These social groups are often the groups that for decades supported the process of European integration and that in many instances have now come to identify it with policies that have not improved their standards of living. 
		

		
			Secondly, there are cultural explanations for the increase in the populist vote. In this case, populist sentiments have been related to increasing feelings of cultural homelessness rooted in reactions to globalization-related migratory flows. This concerns several aspects of the process of EU integration and related policies that have increased the social and cultural heterogeneity of European member states, ranging from Schengen agreements to rules governing the settlement of refugees, which by embedding the respect for human rights in European legal systems have fostered population movements from war-ridden areas of the world. 
		

		
			Thirdly, in order to account for populist preferences, scholars also consider supply-side explanations; that is, they look at factors pertaining to the availability of populist movements and parties in the electoral market, their strategies and the contextual political factors that strengthen them. Scholars working on these variables concentrate on the role of political entrepreneurs able to exploit emerging political opportunities to capitalize on mounting economic and cultural discontent. 
		

		
			Often these three kinds of explanations co-occur, and it is often difficult to disentangle them. For instance, in explaining the outcome of the Brexit referendum, that is the decision to leave the European Union (EU), scholars have pointed to the interaction of multiple causes. These include the role of populist formations, such as the UKIP party, as well as to the coexistence of economic considerations and cultural reactions to migration in the British population (Inglehart and Norris, 2016). 
		

		
			Each of these classes of explanations can be related to developments in EU politics and to strategies to counteract them, but also to impasses in the process of European integration. The ‘losers of globalization syndrome’ is seen as being generated or at least worsened by EU austerity measures, and there is a large body of literature exploring this connection. In this regard, there is a clear left/right split among political actors, but it has also engendered tensions between northern and southern European countries, which are often related to different approaches to the appropriateness of these measures. The cultural dimension is likewise interpreted in different ways by different EU political groups, and it has affected views on migration policy, which have also split northern and southern countries. The result is a resurgence of nation-state nationalism, which has connected a ‘sovranist’ ethos with anti-elitist populism. Of course, the process of European integration provides political opportu-nities for these forces to collaborate, which they do for instance within the European Parliament, where they are grouped together, and in coordinated political protest events such as those staged by leaders of nationalist populist parties in Koblenz in early 2017. 
		

		
			Nonetheless, while the ‘ losers of globalization syndrome ’ well explains the general availability of large sectors of the population to any type of anti-system parties, cultural explanations are better in 
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			explaining the frequent success of right-wing formations in Europe, since these are the ones that provide a stronger sense of common belonging in the current European contexts. They promise an imagined ethnically based alternative to the ‘ homelessness ’ that reactions to globalization have made more relevant and which was explored in the previous section. It is at the level of supply-side explanations of populism that, in the current European context, a broad array of right-wing political organizations and intermediary associations have emerged. 
		

		
			Whilst in the West many voluntary organizations have become bureaucratized organizations, with little interaction among members, and whilst mainstream parties have transformed into cartel parties to become state-supported and self-serving, the right has often re-established successful territorial bases (Skocpol, 2004; Katz and Mair, 1995). In this sense, they express a di ff erent vision of state – society relations, which is fundamentally opposed to the cosmopolitanism often embraced by the centre-left. This is often perceived as unacceptable by several constituencies in Europe and particularly by the ‘ losers of globalization ’ , who have arguably not been served well by developments embedded for instance in the European project as it has been pursued in recent decades and particularly since the economic crisis of 2007. A political programme of localism, economic protectionism, and territorially or ethnically based identities is better interpreted by the populist radical right parties, and it is often pursued through their network of intermediate bodies, but also ideologically proclaimed. This alternative state – society vision is pursued not only for economic reasons but also because it embeds a di ff erent vision of political representation that is increasingly relevant to the aggrieved constituencies of the losers of globalization. 
		

		
			These constituencies consider the globalized world of European nation-states as embedded in what they perceive to be the remote political dynamics of European Union politics. For them, the chain of political representation extending from mainstream politics up to the chain of governance and finally to the EU level is too long and too opaque. They often do not feel politically represented in this process and prefer the vision of the populist right, which promises to halt this process. 
		

		
			Whilst one approach to redefining political representation is through localism and local intermediary bodies, there are, however, other ways, and some are better expressed by the populist right. A second approach is through glorification of political deliberation. In the European context, this is typical of left-wing populist parties but also typical of parties that claim to position themselves beyond the left–right distinction. 
		

		
			Left-wing and right-wing populism have been seen as sharing a core ideology of anti-elitism, rejection of liberal democracy and plebiscitarianism (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2013). There are also other aspects that characterize left-wing populism. As obviously expected, on the basis of text analyses of electoral manifestos and other party materials of such di ff erent countries as the UK and Greece, left-wing populists are more inclusionary and also appear more focused on socio-economic issues (March, 2017; Stavrakakis and Katsambekis, 2014). 
		

		
			A similar emphasis on anti-austerity platform is often also espoused by other anti-system parties of the left and of the right. However, this focus is interpreted with reference to deliberative and participatory practices by newer political formations that claim to be beyond the left/right split. This is for instance the case of formations such as the Italian Five Stars Movement, but also the Spanish Podemos and Ciutadanos (Müller, 2014; Teruel and Barrio, 2015; Mosca, 2014). These formations constitute an innovation in European politics because they connect the glori fi cation of the people with a de-centred decision-making process – at least as it is stated as an ideological tenet. They also often reject the principled inclusionary stance of the left, and on issues such as migrant policy they are distinct from left-wing anti-system parties. 
		

		
			An alternative approach to political representation, which characterizes the populist radical right, is its reliance on charismatic leadership, rather than on extended forms of political 
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			participation. Thus for instance the Italian League’s current leader states, at least on occasion, his opposition to mechanisms such as ‘primaries’ which involve a participatory stance (Sacchi, 2016). Radical right formations prefer to be represented by charismatic figures, who are beyond the corrupt meddling of regular politics, are admired, and self-define in two typical ways. They present themselves either as ‘one of the people’ – that is, as representatives of the disenfranchised constituencies of the losers of globalization defined in ethnic or territorial terms. Alternatively, they may promote a model of charismatic leadership as again above corrupt political meddling, but not because they are ‘one of the people’ but rather because they are models to be admired. In both cases, these charismatic figures often extensively use communication strategies to build legitimacy for their representative claims (Saward, 2010). The success of the radical right therefore often stems from the means at the disposal of its leaders to articulate such claims, and from the historical legitimacy of reliance on single individuals, which is a tenet of the ideologies of the right. 
		

		
			Thus, for instance, substantial discontent with current democratic arrangements has been voiced by several political figures widely seen as populists, such as Pauline Hanson in Australia, Jörg Haider and more recently Heinz-Christian Strache in Austria, Evo Morales in Bolivia, Jean-Marie Le Pen, and more recently Marine and Marion Maréchal Le Pen in France, Umberto Bossi and more recently Matteo Salvini in Italy, Pim Fortuyn and more recently Geert Wilders in the Netherlands and Frauke Petry in Germany. Accusations of populism have also been levelled against mainstream party leaders such as Silvio Berlusconi and more recently Matteo Renzi in Italy, and Sarkozy in France, for whom the concept of ‘soft populism’ has been employed (Musso, 2008). 
		

		
			To sum up, the frequent emergence of charismatic leadership in relation to populist leaders and their parties illustrates how the relation between a ‘people’ and the political system is discredited, and how it is therefore often mediated by an individual acting as a direct channel of popular representation, which bypasses discredited representative institutions. Thus, the populist model of representation consists of a charismatic leader and parliamentarians as his/her spokespeople through whom the leader talks directly to ‘ the people’ . It consequently embodies the unmediated connection between a leader and his/her people which bypasses democratic representation and characterizes populism – particularly right-wing populism. 
		

		
			Populism, democracy, and xenophobia 
		

		
			If one feature shared by all populist actors is their anti-elitist rhetoric, as mentioned, an equally important and connected feature of European populism is its rejection of some of the aspects and institutions of representative democracy. Whilst the extreme right rejects liberal parliamentary democracy outright, the populist radical right retains a formal allegiance to the checks and balances of democracy but radically questions its workings. It often advocates the need to listen to ‘the people’ ignored by politics and politicians – whence derives the frequently used label of ‘populism’ in association with ‘anti-politics’. 
		

		
			Radical right leaders often argue that at present European democracy is dysfunctional because it is a form of politics uprooted from the social bases of European populations. Its elitist character is made possible by a dispersion of power along long chains of governance culminating in the self-serving political class of Europe neglectful of any effective political representation of the ‘European people’. The frequently employed concept of a ‘European people’ is typically qualified in terms conducive to a ‘politics of the enemy’ frame, particularly by defining the enemy in ethnic and religious terms, which in current times above all focus on the idealization of a Christian Europe set against a Muslim menace (Shryock, 2010). This 
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			political frame usefully generates a sense of cohesion among very different radical right parties, and it chimes with the feelings of homelessness in a still recent multicultural society in a Europe of defensive nation-states. Thus, the battle against Islam has become the defining element of a wide set of European radical right parties (Betz and Meret, 2009). It reinforces and seemingly self-evidently supports the view of a homogenous European people against an enemy that is intrinsically and radically different. 
		

		
			Manifestations of populism: ‘enemy politics’ as a populist 
		

		
			alternative to democratic representation 
		

		
			If anti-political sentiments spur populist alternatives to current representative politics, the emerging manifestations of populism are multifarious. As said, they include the personalization of politics by all parties, the relocation of power from parliament to the popular press, and political support for populist parties and for populist leaders. Another important manifestation, which is less explored, is the role of community networks as means to anchor politics to a collective sense of purpose, to ground political values in shared concepts, to recreate a sense of agency in a social context that increasingly deprives the ‘ losers of globalization’ from the perception of pursuing a common vision. This role used to be played by a set of intermediary institutions, which included mass parties but also trade unions, workers ’ associations, recreational associations and churches. A process generally known in social science as ‘ disintermediation’ has weakened these ties to local communities. Religious identities have been hit by processes of secularization; workers ’ associations have su ff ered from the individualization of work and its delocalization; trade union membership has generally collapsed in Europe following fundamental changes in the organization of work. In this context, only small parties are successfully attempting to recreate a sense of community among their associates. Among these parties, radical right parties are among those that seek to provide a sense of community conceptually, as mentioned, through the symbolic boundaries created as by-products of de fi ning and fi ghting enemies. In terms of action forms, this also implies the sense of community that emerges from participating in common action repertoires, which small radical right parties often encourage. They may include participation in vigilante groups, or demonstration. In addition, several radical right parties also create networks of associations. These similarly provide a sense of shared identity, which in several respects is no di ff erent from the sense of shared belonging generated by the new movements of the 1980s. 
		

		
			Associations as forms of political participation are intended to support, and sometimes to replace, some of the discredited and individualizing mechanisms of democratic representation. There are a number of civil society associations informed by populist ideologies and commu-nication styles which seek to perform a political role. 
		

		
			Right-wing associations of different kinds are often a legacy of the Fascist period in Europe, as in France, Italy, and Flanders. However, rich networks of associations, voluntary groups and informal activist networks have sometimes developed at different times. This is for instance the case of France, where the nationalist subculture expanded after and during colonialism. A similar expansion took place in Sweden and Norway, where small groups expanded during the 1970s and 1980s in connection with the expansion of ‘white music’ and related skinhead groups. During the 1960s and 1970s, these networks of organizations often adopted other issues. Art argues that this was done in order to recruit new members from nationalist subcultures (Art, 2011: 53, 40–41). These subcultures were often the background from which parties emerged. This was, for instance, the case of the Swedish Democrats that formed from pre-existing activist networks (Art, 2011: 88). These associations have often 
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			expanded in recent years, and in several contexts, the literature has shown their importance, as in France and Italy (Veugelers et al., 2015; Ruzza, 2010). In these two countries, but also elsewhere, these associations include sporting organizations, such as football clubs that are well known for insulting black players at football games, vigilante groups that supposedly patrol streets at night to protect citizens but that in fact regularly hassle members of minority groups, and those that provide recreational activities such as certain music groups. They also include groups that span the divide between cultural groups and social movements, such as Bloc Identitaire and their Youth wing ‘Generation Identitaire’, who in addition to protesting and being accused of perpetrating acts of violence, are involved in various cultural activities to celebrate and protect their French and European roots and their heritage. A June 2017 newspaper article noted that the number of far-right groups is difficult to establish, but as an indication, it reported that ‘Génération Identitaire has held demonstrations in France that drew around 500 people, while its Facebook page has 122,662 likes. Its Austrian counterpart, Identitäre Bewegung Österreich, has 37,628 likes on Facebook’ (Townsend, 2017). 
		

		
			Nonetheless, it should be noted that xenophobic associations are essentially examples of bonding social capital and not bridging social capital, and as such, they do not promote the kind of solidarity and social integration that other types of associations promote. As the literature argues, participation in civil society associations promote social solidarity because they promote interpersonal trust. The role of associations as tools for social inclusion has been generally established and is particularly relevant to the inclusion of marginalized groups of the population, such as migrants (Morales and Giugni, 2011). However, this positive role cannot be attributed to all kinds of associations, regardless of how they relate to society at large. Associations that only relate to likeminded individuals are not instruments of generation of trust (Uslaner, 2003; Putnam et al., 1993). They are in principle not different from the system of rules that govern law-social-capital, inward-looking societies based on familistic orientations and can easily become exclusionary. A distinction has then often been made between bridging and bonding social capital and trust-producing associations tend to abound in progressive inclusive societies (Wallace and Pichler, 2007). In this context, associations of the radical right are typically exclusionary and not likely to promote social capital (Ruzza, 2009). 
		

		
			The literature has typically examined these kinds of networks under the general heading of ‘bad civil society’ (Chambers and Kopstein, 2001; Ruzza, 2012). However, the mainly bonding character of populist radical right associations does not prevent them from expanding from the national level to the supranational and international ones. Like other social move-ment communities, they combine identity elements and activism, and like other social movements and voluntary associations they have learned to use the internet to build online communities that at times solidify into friendship networks (Caiani and Parenti, 2013; Caiani et al., 2012). An example of these networks is provided by the activities of Golden Dawn in Greece. This is a movement-party, which like other movement parties of the left-liberal tradition combines a communal ethos, friendship networks, identity-building activism, and a presence in elected institutions (Kitschelt, 2006). Networks of Golden Dawn have been involved in voluntary work on behalf of poor Greek citizens, while at the same time excluding and attacking migrants (Ellinas, 2013). Their activities have included for instance ‘Greeks-only’ soup kitchens, thereby joining two political frames: the civil society frame and the xenophobic one. 
		

		
			Associations similar to the one described above exist in several other national contexts. They include centre-right recreational associations, ethno-nationalist associations, and xeno-phobic ones. These include for instance music groups in Sweden and other Scandinavian countries, and sports fans clubs in Italy and many other European contexts, often in football 
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			(Love, 2016; Testa and Armstrong, 2013). Their prominence has been noted for decades and has sparked counter-movements specifically opposing them (Carver et al., 1995; Merkel and Tokarski, 1996). Here it is argued that they also reflect a desire for political activism and at the same time a rejection of the mechanisms of democratic representation and an attempt to build an exclusionary sense of belonging. They respond to a desire to establish a direct connection between individuals who conceive themselves as part of a homogenous concept of ‘the people’ and ‘the political’ as a separate institutional sphere. They clearly vary in terms of their tactics, the means used, and the boundaries between fully democratic means and groups that accept and practice violence. They differ from service-delivery associations, from social movements and from recreational associations, but they may have some of their features. They are now described with greater precision. 
		

		
			The expression ‘populist civil society associations’ refers to groups that assert a right to influence policy on the basis of an implicit theory of political representation in which influence on the policy process is justified in the name of an undifferentiated self-evident and self-justified category of ‘the people’. This theory defines the rivals of ‘the people’ in essentialist terms (that is, on the basis of a theory of racially or culturally unchangeable features of specific populations) and/or in ones which articulate the preferences of a charismatic leader said to express the preferences of ‘the people’. These associational features distinguish civil society from what can be termed ‘uncivil society’ (Ruzza, 2009); that is, associations which instead of producing bridging social capital strive to undermine it. 
		

		
			Considered now are two kinds of populist associations: those that conceptualize ‘the people’ in racial terms and those that do so in territorial terms. 
		

		
			Populist-xenophobic associations 
		

		
			The associations most clearly identifiable as uncivil are xenophobic groups, such as exclu-sionary extreme right associations. These will often claim to speak for an undifferentiated people whose only shared features are racially defined as ‘white’ posited against an often equally unspecific population of non-whites. They often situate themselves at the boundary between legal and semi-legal action or accept the costs of illegality with the organizational costs that this implies. 
		

		
			Xenophobic uncivil society is a broad category that denotes a distinctive feature of many uncivil society organizations in contemporary Europe. One may include in this category groups whose exclusionism is asserted at the individual level in racially essentialist, or at least in strong culturally essentialist, terms. Belonging to this category are neo-Nazi groups, which, according to Carter’s definition, are ‘radically xenophobic, adhere to classical racism and reject outright existing democracy systems’. Carter lists as also belonging to this category authoritarian xenophobic parties such as the Swiss Democrats (SD) and the French National Front (FN) which have a rich associational life (Carter, 2005: 50–51). Among the extremist right-wing parties, the populist label has also been extensively applied to the Austrian Freedom Party, which has a well-developed system of associations (Riedlsperger, 1998). A similarly extensive and articulated associational structure is exhibited by the Swedish Democratic Party, also frequently classified as populist. 
		

		
			The ideological extremism and marginal status of these groups tend to attract disaffected and violent youth and to produce a model of civil society close to the one explained by the ‘ills of globalization’ and the crisis of modernity model previously discussed. They are also present in sporting arenas such as football, where they have prominence in specific football clubs. 
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			Nationalist civil society and territorial groups 
		

		
			The second category comprises groups whose main concern is territory, in that the protection, glorification, and alleged homogeneity of their territories of reference is a constitutive trait of most types of nationalism, including ethno-nationalism. Even when their territorial principles are at odds with the dominant ones, as in the case of radical ethno-nationalist movements opposed to centralized nation-states, their distinctive effort to establish a correspondence between state and nation is similar in all types of nationalism. Included among nationalist civil society groups are then all territorially protecting groups, ranging from the nationalisms focused on uniting nation-states which were more frequent in the past two centuries, to the more recent independentist, separatist and regionalist associations, which also include Eurosceptic groups. 
		

		
			In both uniting and dividing nationalisms, the populist central frame of a struggle of people against the elites emerges as frequently as the assertion of a common interest of the entire population, regardless of class or geographical differences. Similarly, a ‘politics of the enemy’ frame is also frequent, given that the construction of the nation is facilitated by identification of its enemies. Thus, ascriptive belonging can still be a fundamental axiom for these groupings, although territorial identification is more flexible than racial categorization. In other words, xenophobic associations tend to be biologically essentialist, whilst territorial ones can be culturally essentialist, but in both cases they often claim to speak for an idealized conception of ‘the people’. 
		

		
			Some specific examples concerning the Italian League will help to clarify this type of territorially-related populist associations. The League has created a host of civil society groups which are controlled by the party and give political voice to certain social categories. They also include a mix of cultural and professional groupings with varying degrees of political relevance. The League’s organizations include language schools, where revitalization of the local dialect – ideologically promoted to the status of a ‘language’ – acquires political meaning: it includes indistinctly the community of speakers and excludes all others. Similarly politically-charged linguistic policy is frequent in other high-identity European regions. A concept of ‘the people’ is symbolically created, specific cultural traits are attributed to it, and its enemies are identified. 
		

		
			Besides language protection groups, the League has set up a large number of associations representing social categories such as hunters and drivers. Again, this is a channel to influence the political realm outside representational democracy. There are also associations of mountain hikers, Padanian women, Padanian boy scouts, Padanian Catholics, Padanian welfare groups, etc. There are economic protection associations such as trade unions, and finally commercial organizations such as travel agencies, banks, etc. All these associations are described on the League’s official website, where, on entering the ‘associations’ initial page, the internet surfer is greeted with the motto ‘the people is like a tree – without roots it dies’. The people is then represented by its associations, rather than by the institutions of elected democracy. As in other populist movements, it is also represented by Matteo Salvini, a charismatic leader whose personal style and language embodies a populist ethos. 
		

		
			However, it should be pointed out that ethno-nationalist groups increasingly face a dilemma. They can remain regionalist parties and this option is viable for parties that come from a distinctive and politically very salient background, such as the Catalan or Scottish parties. However, alternatively, if this is not the case, they can establish alliances or mutate into radical right parties, such as the previously mentioned League, the Flaams Belang, or the Ticino League (Mazzoleni, 2017; Chari et al., 2004). In the presently marked European populist context, alliances with the populist and nationalist radical right enable them to exploit 
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			a set of new political opportunities, which include electorally benefitting from emerging Eurosceptic sentiments and being more easily included in governing centre-right coalitions in subnational and national contexts. Ideologically, they can do so by combining a regionalist and a nationalist programme and by overcoming their signature region-state conflict by arguing that their region of reference can only flourish is their nation of reference also prospers. Additionally, they can claim that the distinctive cultural features of their region of reference is best served through the adoption of exclusionary right-wing policies. Clearly transformations such as these are often bound to appear unacceptable to uncompromising regionalist actors, and might well produce factious tensions within these parties, as it is the case in the Italian League (Huysseune, 2010). 
		

		
			Conclusions 
		

		
			To summarize, this chapter has argued that European populism is related to disenchantment with aspects of European politics and with the process of European integration in particular. It expresses a disillusionment with the dominant democratic model of political representation, often perceived as unjustifiably elitist in the face of recurrent corruption scandals involving politics and politicians. Among the manifestations of populism, it has been argued that a search for roots in organized civil society has emerged as a new form of political participation that is less elitist. Hence, support and participation in civil society can be used as crucial devices by populist parties and movements to link politics and society. 
		

		
			Political representation has traditionally taken place through elected institutions but also through intermediary bodies, such as trade unions and associations. It is argued that on the one hand widespread episodes of political corruption have undermined the credibility of electoral politics. As a previously marginalized component of European politics, radical right parties have remained relatively unscathed by these processes. 
		

		
			On the other hand, processes of disintermediation have undermined the representative character of intermediary bodies. In this context, the radical right offers charismatic mechan-isms of political representation that not only bypass the corruption of parties. Secondly, they offer an alternative vision of state–society relations in which a re-grounding of politics at territorial level is pursued through mechanisms of ethnic bonding, which, while exclusionary to minorities, offer a sense of territorial belonging previously eroded by changes in the social structure. The vision of the radical right parties encompasses the creation of roots in society through their networks of associations that give voice to an idealized concept of a unified ‘people’. These organizations generate and represent a constituency that perceives itself as marginalized in electoral processes. These, however, are of a nativist and exclusionary kind. They create a sense of common belonging which is solidified through a ‘politics of the enemy’, which marginalizes migrants and refugees. 
		

		
			The radical right parties recreate a sense of community in a context of perceived competition with migrants for jobs and resources of the welfare state. It is noted that currently emerging are new and di ff erent types of populist formations, which are less characterized on the left/right axis, but also express some of the exclusionary characters of right-wing formations. 
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			Populism and the media 
		

		
			
				Silvio Waisbord in 
				Chapter 
				14 
				sustains “that central dimensions of contemporary populism, including its causes and consequences for democratic politics, cannot be properly understood without addressing media and communication issues”. He argues that the media in itself does not explain the rise of populism, and challenges views that equate populism with the mediatization of politics. He writes, “contemporary politics as a whole, not just populism, is embedded in the dynamics of mediatization”. However, Benjamin Moffitt in 
				Chapter 
				15 
				disagrees, arguing that there is a convergence between populist actors and the populist media in appealing to techniques that lead to the “simplification, polarization, personalization, stereotypization, emotionalization, dramatization, and the prioritization of conflict”. Agreeing with Moffitt, Olivier Jutel in 
				Chapter 
				16 
				argues that politics and public life in the American polity are thoroughly mediatized. Donald Trump’s celebrity status and reality TV rhetoric of “winning” and “losing” corresponds perfectly to these values. 
			
		

		
			Waisbord and Mo ffitt agree that in Europe and the United States the tabloidization of the media, the “popular ” press, and “ talk radio ” favor content that fi ts certain traits of populism. They also agree that populists claim media hostility, and to be against the power of the media of the establishment. Waisbord writes that whereas left populists focus on issues of ownership and control of media empires, right-wing populist focus on the ideological sympathies of media workers for multiculturalism, cosmopolitanism, and in general a ffinities to liberal and progressive causes. Waisbord forcefully argues that populists are hostile to democratic communication. “ Populism negates the fundamental principles of reasoned and informed dialogue, solidarity and empathy, and consensus-building commu-nication. Instead, it embraces a combative, venomous rhetoric to lash out at opposition forces” . 
		

		
			Moffitt analyzes how the new media offered ample opportunities for populists. He writes that the 
		

		
			three main changes for Western European populists can be identified in this regard: a shift in their mode of communication for not only reaching but also mobilizing and organiz-ing “the people” using Twitter or Facebook; a potentially wider audience for populist actors that stretches beyond national boundaries; and the emergence of more segmented 
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			and partisan online “news” sites that provide favourable coverage to the Western European populist right. 
		

		
			Di ff erently from Waisbord and Mo ffi tt whose chapters focus on debates in the literature, Olivier Jutel writes a case study of the role of the media in the Tea Party and Donald Trump ’ s populism. He uses insights from political economy, and Laclau ’ s theory of the central role of a ff ect in populism. He writes, “ One of the innovations of Fox News was its early identi fi cation of a ff ective investment and labor as the key to media production and consumption in a fragmenting media environment ”. The ideal Fox News viewer is not simply an audience member but an active consumer that watches Fox as part of a broader movement logic associated with other acts of consumption that bolster the conservative media sphere. The labor of Tea Party activists “produced the spectacle of authentic protest for Fox which they then consume as part of the populist movement ” . With the decline of traditional political identities and party loyalties, publics are increasingly experiencing politics through an individuated a ff ective lens. Trump personi fi es the logic of mediatization, off ering himself as an ego-ideal, and “ mirroring our own hyper-active media labor of self-branding” . 
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			Introduction 
		

		
			In this chapter I argue that media and communication studies contribute to understanding key aspects of populism, including its tense and problematic relationship to democracy. Central dimensions of contemporary populism, including its causes and consequences for democratic politics, cannot be properly understood without addressing media and communication issues (Aalberg, Esser, Reinemann, Stromback, and De Vreese, 2017). 
		

		
			To analyze the relationship among populism, media, and communication, some basic conceptual ground-clearing is necessary for the simple reason that these concepts are semantically thick and remain the subject of longstanding squabbles. 
		

		
			Running the risk of oversimpli fi cation, it is possible to de fi ne media and communication in relatively succinct manner. “ The media” refers to organizations, technologies, and platforms that produce and distribute content to large publics, including news, information, fi ction, entertain-ment, and personal. “ Communication ” refers to forms of expression and social interactivity by which individuals and societies exchange ideas and values and develop a sense of individual and collective self. In contrast, it is exceedingly di ffi cult to de fi ne populism in similarly terse terms. We continue to lack a consensus de fi nition, as this volume amply demonstrates. In fact, it has become de rigueur to acknowledge the wide diversity of de fi nitions, perennial ambiguity, and confusion surrounding the concept of populism. The concept has been used loosely to characterize political phenomena across time and regions that, at least at a super fi cial level, are remarkably di ff erent, including the party that championed the nationalization of railroad and communication systems and opposed Wall Street in the 1890s in the United States, Latin American parties and movements that condemned the oligarchy and imperialism, contemporary right-wing, anti-European popu-lism obsessed with immigration, headscarfs, and burkinis, and US president Donald Trump obsessed with himself. 
		

		
			Populism as a communication phenomenon 
		

		
			What do different forms of populism have in common? To discuss populism as a media and communication phenomenon, it is necessary to recognize populism essentially as a political 
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			strategy and a discursive frame – a way of conceptualizing and communicating politics for strategic purposes rather than a particular set of ideological or policy proposals. Media scholars have defined populism as a “political communication style” (Mazzoleni, Stewart, and Horsfield, 2003) that conceptualizes and frames politics. For Jagers and Walgrave (2007, p. 322), populism is “a communication frame that appeals to and identifies with the people and pretends to speak in their name.” In this regard, Ernesto Laclau’s (2005) influential work is particularly helpful. Although Laclau’s approach is not grounded in communication theory, it advances an essentially communicative perspective on the nature of populism grounded in Althusserianisn and structural linguistics. Laclau views populism as a political logic that articulates “the popular” by unifying demands against the existing order. Populism produces the existence of “the people” – the basis of democratic politics, and by doing so, it constitutes “the political.” Populism gives existence to “the people” by interpellating “the popular.” 
		

		
			Populism is fundamentally a language that champions “ the people, ” denounces elites, and transcends common ideological categories. Populism views “ the people ” as the central actor of politics, and demonizes the elite in its di ff erent manifestations. Just as Turkey’ s Recep Tayyip Erdo ğ an affi rmed, “Enough is enough, sovereignty belongs to the people, ” Venezuela ’ s Hugo Chavez stated, “ Here I am standing. The people should order me, I know how to obey. I am a soldier of the people, you are my boss. ” In the aftermath of Trump ’ s successful presidential run, an exultant Vikotr Orban stated, “ We are moving back to reality, which means [respecting] the views of real people and what they think, how they approach these questions – not to educate them, but accept them as they are, because they are the basis of democracy. ” Populism conceives “ the people ” – what UKIP leader Nigel Farage often described as “ordinary, “little, ” “ real, ” “ decent ” people during the “ Brexit ” campaign, as the pure and noble embodiment of democratic politics, the true manifestation of the collective soul. 
		

		
			The discursive construction of “the people ” is inseparable from the articulation of “ the elites ” as the Other. A hallmark of populist discourse is an anti-systemic narrative. Populism fulminates against “ the system ” which is construed in multiple ways. The system can be capitalism or liberal democracy, the elites and special interests who bene fi t from the current order, the dominant political parties, the bourgeoisie, the oligarchy and transnational capital, metropolitan elites, and/ or minority and immigrant populations. President Viktor Orban called Hungarians to fi ght the failed “ Brussels ’ elite. ” Geert Wilders declared, “Unfortunately, Dutch political elites su ff er from the fatal arrogance of thinking they know better than the people. ” In his inaugural speech, Donald Trump said, “ For too long, a small group in our nation’ s capital has reaped the rewards of government while the people have borne the cost. Washington flourished, but the people did not share in its wealth. ” France’ s Marine Le Pen characterized the result of the Brexit referendum and Trump ’ s victory as the “awakening of the people against oligarchies. ” 
		

		
			What underpins these statements is the notion that the political and economic elites as well as “Others” (e.g. immigrants, foreigners) control the system for their advantage against “real” popular interests. A “rigged” system is illegitimate because it does not benefit “the people” who are the “ultimate source of legitimacy” in politics (Canovan, 2005, 80). 
		

		
			Yet neither “the people” nor “the elites” (or “the system”) is defined a priori in populist discourse. Both terms are quite vague – they are “empty signifiers” (Laclau, 2005; Mény and Surel, 2002) open for interpretation and definition. In this perennial flexibility to understand both actors according to unique circumstances lies the ideological flexibility of populism as well as its persistent confusion. They are de fi ned within speci fi c contexts by which certain demands are brought together under the concept of “ the people” according to di ff erent political actors and ideologies. Given the vagueness and fl uidity of its central tropes, populist discourse can be mobilized for di ff erent and even opposite purposes. This is why populism is not an ideology, 
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			but rather a vision of politics according to “the people ” are virtuous and righteous and in opposition to elites who are antithetical to popular interests, identity, and voice. 
		

		
			Right-wing movements define “the people” as “ordinary folk,” “the nation,” and “patriots” against the dominant elites represented by liberalism, leftist parties, the media, universities, and national and international organizations that champion globalism, cosmopo-litanism, foreign interests, and “others” groups (from racial minorities to immigrants) (Hogan and Haltinner, 2015). In contrast, leftist movements typically understand “the people” as workers, peasants, immigrants, and other groups in the “popular camp” against “the elites” represented by economic/financial powers, the oligarchy, the media, and international capital (Waisbord, 2014). 
		

		
			Populism ’ s binary conception of politics has no room for nuances in the characterization of “the people ” and “the elite. ” It sees both as homogeneous actors. All possible internal di ff erences are insigni fi cant within a conception of politics starkly divided in two sides. Populism does not deal with nuanced understandings of the formation of political subjects across multiple variables and confl icts. Any di ff erentiation inevitably undercuts its stark, simpli fi ed view of democratic politics that underpins populism ’ s core beliefs. Populism ’ s discursive construction of politics and actors are simpli fi ed, idealistic notions rather than tangible, real representations of reality. They are rhetorical narratives rather than accurate descriptions of politics (Mudde, 2004). 
		

		
			In summary, populism is a communicative strategy that articulates political actors and defines politics as a matter of irreconcilable interests between two actors. Such rhetoric is a defining trait of populism, regardless of other factors – ideology, type of leadership, policies, and so on. What binds together different historical and contemporary forms of populism is a discursive frame (Aslanidis, 2016), no matter its many incarnations, ideological prescriptions and changes, and particular contexts. 
		

		
			This de fi nition of populism sets the basis for comparative, cross-national studies of a political phenomenon that otherwise has important di ff erences in terms of ideology and policies. 
		

		
			The elements of populist rhetoric 
		

		
			Rhetoric is a sure tell-tale sign of populism. If someone talks like a populist, it must be a populist. Populist rhetoric is characterized by an agonistic, anti-systemic narrative about politics, and a transgressive language. 
		

		
			The binary discursive construction of “the people” and “the elites” articulates populism’s agonistic conception of politics. No reconciliation or compromise between political actors is possible insofar as those camps are in constant, inevitable conflict. Compromise and accom-modation are unconceivable given that the essential opposition between “the people” and “the elites.” 
		

		
			The roots of the conflict depend on the ideological wrappings of populism. For left-wing populism differences are grounded in socio-economic and national interests. Conflict is embedded in the social inequalities shaped by and perpetuated by capitalism. Capitalism and global order engender distinct and opposite camps: the popular-national against the elites linked to global transnational forces. In contrast, for right-wing populism, the binary nature of political discourse responds to social differences grounded in economics, nationality, race, ethnicity, and language. Overcoming such differences contradicts the established, correct order or, a former version of it that has been changed, displaced, upended by the elites. 
		

		
			Yet both ideological articulations of populism believe that the con flictive nature of politics cannot be overcome. Consensus is false and unrealistic for it presumes that social and political di ff erences can be settled or negotiated. This is impossible for it disregards the basic inequalities 
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			underlying democratic politics. Instead, agonistic politics is the true essence of democratic politics. It is logical outgrowth of social orders built upon di ff erence and exclusion. 
		

		
			Another element of populist rhetoric is that the current order needs to be cleaned by the “pure ” people, including the leader, who are excluded by the current establishment. Although not all forms of populism are represented by political outsiders, there is more than coincidence in the proximity between populism ’ s grand promises to overturn the system and the political status of novice candidates and politicians. They resort to a discourse that combats “the system ” and portrays themselves as truly “anti-political outsiders ” ready to overturn conventional practices and power hierarchies. Certainly, not all populists are political outsiders in the sense of political newbies without any experience or participation. Several examples of populist parties, such as Argentina ’ s Peronism or France ’ s National Front, have been a fi xture of political systems for decades. Yet they have continued to rely on a similar trope – the notion that they are positioned outside the system, unencumbered by dominant interests, and therefore are able to shake up the system. In this sense, populism is a form of protest politics that discursively expresses discontent with the current political order as put in evidence by the rhetoric that derides “ professional politicians ” and the elites for benefi tting from the current political order. Because they are not bounded by rules and commitments like “ establishment ” and “professional ” politicians, they are free, or so they say, to shake up “ the system ” and implement changes against the will of dominant elites. Populist outsiders promise to reestablish politics upon new foundations. 
		

		
			Another regular component of the populist rhetoric against “the system ” is a language that falls outside the conventions of legitimate, mainstream discourse. It is a rhetoric that upends the conventions of decorum, civility, and diplomatic language. Populist leaders resort to colorful, uncivil, undigni fi ed, emotional, “ frank ” language. They use blunt, crass, direct, harsh, emotional, colloquial language – that supposedly re flects the “people ’ s voice” in contrast to the arti fi ciality of conventional language that “ masks ” elite interests. They have a penchant for mentioning “ the unmentionable” by bringing up taboo topics in the context of mainstream politics (Forchtner, Krzy żanowski, and Wodak, 2013), such as wealth disparities, media concentration, poverty and other issues. Populist politicians praise everyman’ s language against intellectual pretensions (Canovan, 1999; Mo ffi t and Tormey, 2014). They frequently present their discourse as the way “real folk ” talk in contrast to, what populists argue, is the language of intellectuals, professional politicians, and elites. Certainly, not every politician who commonly uses homespun, improper, and/or harsh language is a populist. Populist language is more than a form or style of commu-nication yet it provides a window into a particular conception of politics. 
		

		
			Re flecting its self-appointed status as anti-political outsider, populism uses a transgressive language to condemn “ the system ” and its bene fi ciaries. It talks about subjects that are not commonly discussed in mainstream politics, and uses linguistic forms (words and expression) that are not typically in political discourse. The “ unspoken” subject refers to topics that populism believes are not mentioned or discussed because dominant interests are dead against bringing them up for open, public debate. Leftist populism denounces “ the system ” for maintaining silence about wealth gaps, exploitation, capitalism, the collusion between moneyed and political elites, and the machinations of the powerful to maintain the status quo. Instead, right-wing populism takes issue with “the system ” for championing “ political correctness ” , downplaying nationalism and patri-otism, and praising liberal-leftist ideals (Guardino and Snyder, 2012) 
		

		
			Populist critique of the media 
		

		
			Separate attention deserves a common element of populist rhetoric: the constant criticism of “the media.” Populism exhibits, what communication scholars call, the “hostile media” 
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			phenomenon – the perception that the media are biased against one’s convictions and ideological preferences. The media are construed as a central component of “the system” as in Rafael Correa’s constant diatribes against the “mercantilist press,” the Kirchners’ accusation of “multimedia generals,” and Donald Trump’s characterization of the press as “the enemy of the people” in reference to the opposition media and “the corporate media” allied with his election rival Hillary Clinton. During the 2017 French election campaign, Le Pen said: “[The media] take the moral high ground, pretend to only analyze the facts and then shout about the freedom of the press as soon as you criticize them.” 
		

		
			The media are characterized as a single, uni fi ed institution – the staunch allies and protectors of established powers. Indeed, populism generally sees itself of a victim of the media’ s complicity with the system, especially when it is defeated in electoral contests or fails to achieve intended political and policy goals. It inevitably attributes its lack of success to media coverage, whether minimal or negative coverage of the “ popular ” forces it represents. Instead, when triumphant, populists attribute the victory to the power of the “ people’ s voices. ” 
		

		
			In the populist mind, the quality of news coverage and the depiction of “ the people ” in various forms of content stands as conclusive evidence of the alliance between media organiza-tions and dominant elites. In populism ’ s view, the media reinforce the current order, distort reality, and ignore popular voices. The claim made by news organizations to be balanced and evenhanded is discarded as a mere pretense that masks their deeply embedded political, economic, and social goals. 
		

		
			Left-wing populism blames structural factors for the media ’ s anti-populist stance. Concentrated media ownership, the conservative sympathies of media owners, and intertwined business interests with large companies explain the media ’ s anti-popular slant. In contrast, right-wing populism commonly singles out the ideological sympathies of media workers (from leftism to multi-culturalism) and the ties between media organizations and intellectual, elite actors as responsible for why the media unanimously stand against the people. 
		

		
			Media and populist politics 
		

		
			Despite growing scholarly interests in the relationship between populism and the media, we still do not have su ffi cient evidence to draw categorical conclusions. Several important questions still lack convincing answers. Are the media instrumental in the rise of populism? Are there certain aspects of the media that contribute to populism – editorial standing, preference for certain content, anti-system reporting, appetite for confl ict over consensus, focus on person-alities over organizations and ideas? Are media organizations editorially identi fi ed with populist causes the catalysts for populist movements? Or are the media just the platform for the expression of sentiments that undergird populism? 
		

		
			Given mixed evidence, it would be wrongheaded to suggest a direct causal relationship between media and populism. We cannot affirm that the media single-handedly cause the rise of populist candidates, politicians, and movements. Even if there may be a strong link between specific media and populist insurgencies, it would be incorrect to suggest that the latter are solely the product of the media. The causes of the rise and fall of populism are too complex to draw such categorical conclusions. Because the causes of populism are exceedingly complex, and might not be similar across cases of populism in different regions and time periods, the relationship between media and populism should not be hastily characterized. Also, the fact that the media might have a minimal yet significant difference in the rise of populism and its electoral fortunes, particularly in the context of close and contested elections, should make us cautious about drawing big generalizations about the nexus between the media and populism. 
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			Even if the media alone do not lead to populist insurgencies and political victories, they (or some media, as we discuss below) might have sufficient importance to tilt the balance for or against populism. 
		

		
			We should not make the media solely responsible for the rise of populism. A media or communication-centric explanation is bound to confront the difficulty of being reconciled with the argument that populism is grounded in multiple factors, namely, a situation of political and economic crisis (De la Torre, 2010). Political crisis is manifested in serious cracks or the collapse of the party system, gridlock politics, and widespread public discontent, malaise, and alienation. Economic crisis refers to financial downfall and the negative impact of globalization on jobs, income and opportunities. Moffitt (2015) has argued that populism articulates a sense of crisis. Populist insurgencies express the crisis as they embody a politics of protest featuring a relatively simple way of understanding and tackling the roots of the problems. A more promising line of analysis is to consider several dimensions of the complex relation between the media and populism. 
		

		
			A point is to consider is whether there is a possible a ffi nity between populism and the “mediatization ” of contemporary politics. Given the recent upsurge in populism and the contemporary mediatization of politics, it is reasonable to suggest that there may be more than a coincidence. “Mediatization” refers to a process by which a certain realm, in this case politics, adopts central, distinctive elements of the media (Strömback, 2008). Mediatized politics refl ects the growing and pervasive in fl uence of the media in various aspects of politics – from the way citizens get information to the performance of democratic institutions. Although populism has existed before the increased expansion of “mediatization ” in contemporary politics, it is worth considering whether there are any connections between both processes. 
		

		
			Making a connection between mediatized politics and populism is tempting. It has been suggested that populism is an outcome of the mediatization of politics (Esser and Strömbäck, 2014; Mazzoleni, 2014). Just as populism generally represents an alternative to dominant party systems and “politics as usual,” mediatization has gradually eroded the traditional boundaries of democratic politics and shifted the rules of political mediation. It has essentially transformed political representation by constantly presenting politics outside the standard political struc-tures of liberal democracy. 
		

		
			To discern the relationship, it is important to distinguish two aspects in mediatization: the media as central platforms for gaining political visibility in the contemporary public sphere, and the prevalence of a particular “media logic” in contemporary politics. 
		

		
			On the first dimension, several populist leaders rose to public prominence by using the media as direct channels to appeal to citizens. They did not come through the ranks of party structures or electoral politics. Think of Silvio Berlusconi, Donald Trump, and other entrepreneurs-cum-politicians that shrewdly used media appearances to catapult themselves over democratic institutions. Charismatic and media-appealing politicians have used the media to build candidacies, cultivate public support and reach large numbers of citizens. They bypassed classic forms of political intermediation to the point that their political careers are unthinkable without media presence. The problem of this explanation is that, although media visibility seems a prerequisite for any politician or ordinary citizens with political aspirations, it is not obvious that mediatization necessarily favors populists. Not everyone who uses the media as launching pad for political career is a true populist or shares other key components of populism. 
		

		
			On the second dimension, some aspects of populism seemingly fi t well the “ media logic ” – that is, codes that are unique to speci fi c, popular forms of media content such as fi ction, news and entertainment. The media logic is characterized by spectacularization, personalization, sensation-alism, tabloidization, con fl ict-centered discourse, and simpli fi ed rhetoric – all common features in 
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			populism (Mazzoleni, 2014). One could argue that several aspects of populism match di ff erent elements of the media logic. Populism ’ s view of politics as permanent con flict dovetails with the inclination of news organizations to frame politics and public life in terms of confl ict and sensationalism. Also, particular traits of populist leaders are well suited for speci fi c media – whether getting incessant media attention or managing superbly media biases. Just as Juan Perón and Hugo Chavez mastered speci fi c codes of radio, Silvio Berlusconi ’ s telegenic image fi tted entertainment television. More recently, populist leaders such as Rafael Correa and Donald Trump have had a prominent voice on Twitter. They shrewdly used the platform to make news and reach out various constituencies. It seems as if populism ’ s personalistic leadership fi ts the personalization of media politics and ably uses social media to disintermediate political communication. 
		

		
			Therefore, it could be argued that two dimensions of mediatization offer propitious conditions for populism. The fact that it is difficult to imagine populist leaders without constant, massive media appearances suggests that there might be more than a coincidence between those two phenomena. Yet the nexus is not completely clear. Historically, populism has preceded full-blown mediatization. There were successful cases of populism before the media, specifically their own distinctive logic, dominated key aspects of contemporary politics. Latin America is a case in point. Even during times of stronger party systems and limited media development, populist leaders and movements were common in several countries. Likewise, early forms of populism in the United States, particularly its discursive narrative, preceded the emergence of modern mass media. 
		

		
			Nor is it obvious that mediatization as a structural development changing politics only tilts the balance in favor of populism. We do not have sufficient evidence to suggest that mediatization offers conditions that favor populism more than other political styles. Con-temporary politics as a whole, not just populism, is embedded in the dynamics of mediatiza-tion. Just because some aspects of populist rhetoric fit well media appetites or prominent populist politicians enjoyed significant media attention and mastered particular media codes, it does not follow that mediatization necessarily leads to populism. 
		

		
			Another issue to consider is whether the growing power of market-based media provides favorable condition for populist politics (Mazzoleni, Stewart, and Hors fi eld, 2003). As the argument goes, a mix of so-called “ down-market ” content guided by profi t-making goals and conservative editorial positions tills the ground for populist discourse, especially in the United States and Europe. The tabloidization of the media and certain media formats such as the “popular ” press and “ talk radio ” favor content that fi ts certain traits of populism. So-called “populist media ” typically features a simpli fi ed view of politics, sensational and coarse language, distrust and frustration with “ politics as usual, ” praise of “ ordinary folk ” against “professional ” politicians, raging nationalism, and stands on various matters such as immigration, crime, race and religion that closely match populism ’ s agenda (Cross, 2014; Krämer, 2014). Such content and messages, perpetually off ered and hammered by certain media outlets, shape a public opinion receptive to populist discourse (Burack and Snyder-Hall, 2012; Mazzoleni, 2008). 
		

		
			European scholars have found that key elements of populist discourse such “ tough on crime ”, “Euroskepticism, ” and “ anti-immigration ” resonate with the standard coverage in the “ tabloid/ populist ” media (Ellinas, 2010). Some studies concluded that popular support for anti-immigration candidates closely mirrors the levels of attention given to anti-immigration positions in the news (Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart, 2009). Not coincidentally, populist candidates and parties generally enjoy favorable coverage from popular/tabloid news and attract disproportionate support among audiences of those media outlets. Therefore, the “populist” media effectively function both as opinion makers and propagandists for issues and positions unmistakably 
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			associated with right-wing populism (Bos and Brants, 2014). They offer cues that mobilize and influence voting behavior (Sheets, Bos, and Boomgaarden, 2015). Furthermore, such discursive elements and positions eventually made their way into other media as well as mainstream politics. 
		

		
			US scholars have concluded that the consolidation of conservative media into a distinctive and popular “echo chamber” laid the foundations for contemporary right-wing populism (Hall Jamieson and Capella, 2008; Horwitz, 2013). The local and national visibility of populist politics and politicians, especially since the rise of the Tea Party, is unthinkable without the decades-long presence and popularity of right-wing media – news organizations and talk radio that jettisoned the “professional” conventions of mainstream journalism and embraced in-your-face, no-holds-barred conservatism. Right-wing media have proven to be extremely profitable as they captured an “ideological” audience and legitimized many ideas that used to be on the margins of US politics, including the Republican party. Talk radio and the Fox network have nurtured a distinctive and emotional attachment to right-wing positions on a wide range of issues such as taxation, government, guns, healthcare, race, law and order, and business policies. Issue positions as well as certain language popularized by right-wing media eventually became closely identified with the rallying cries of the Tea Party (Jutel, 2013) and the electoral rhetoric of the 2016 Donald Trump campaign. 
		

		
			The closeness between media organizations and fi gures (such as Rush Limbaugh and prominent Fox anchors such as Bill O ’ Reilly and Sean Hannity) with populist politics can be legitimately considered a case of “media/political parallelism ” (Hemmer, 2016). The media are not simply accessory or facilitators of right-wing populism just because there is an a ffi nity between populism and media codes. Rather, they have been indistinguishable from party and ideological politics. What is new is not the presence of right-wing media that explicitly defend core populist ideas. Such media have been features of media systems for decades, but they were generally relegated to the outer rings of the media landscape. What is di ff erent is that populism is central to the content of the corporate news media that attracts substantial audiences and advertisers (Guardino and Snyder, 2012). Certainly, to recognize the importance of the connections between market-based, right-wing media and populism does not mean that the rising tide of US populism in the past decades is only explained by media developments. 
		

		
			One issue of debate is whether the media play similarly important roles during the various phases of populist movements (Mazzoleni, Stewart, and Horsfield, 2003). In Europe, some studies suggest that populist parties attracted more media attention during the early phase, particularly from “populist” outlets, than subsequently after they gained parliamentary repre-sentation and/or became members of governing coalitions. Media attention became more stable and followed customary parameters in the case of populist parties in Nordic countries (Herkman, 2015). 
		

		
			More than particular ideological community between populism and certain media organi-zations, journalistic routines and political conditions explain changes in the amount and the content of media coverage. In Britain, for example, the intensity of media coverage of the UK Independence Party was largely due to its political gains and the party’s communication tactics rather than favoritism by the tabloid or elite media. Initially, the media did not show great interest in the party, but eventually it offered more attention (Deacon and Wring, 2016). Although tabloid media is more closely linked to populist discourse, electoral politics are a better predictor of the overall media presence of populism (Rooduijin, 2014). Studies about Dutch populism found no positive relation between the amount of populist rhetoric in the media and the electoral fortunes of populism (Bos and Brants, 2014; van der Pas, de Vries, and van der Brug, 2013). There is no conclusive evidence to suggest that the logic of certain 
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			media organizations benefited populist politics (Akkerman, 2011). The relationship between media and populism is more complex than initially believed. 
		

		
			A third dimension to consider is the relationship between digital media and populism. What is specifically about Internet 2.0 that might be conducive to populist communication? Are populist parties better at capitalizing on the technological affordances of digital platforms to organize and mobilize citizens as well as to articulate and disseminate their message? Are interactive platforms well suited for expressing the kind of citizen frustration with current politics that eventually becomes channeled into populist movements? Is there a direct correlation between the rising fortunes of populism and the growing presence of social media during the past decade (Bartlett, 2014)? 
		

		
			Although no evidence suggests a close connection between interactive platforms and populist politics, some aspects of social media and other interactive platforms seem favorably suited for populist communication. 
		

		
			Online platforms provided alternative media for the kind of populist discourse that news organizations downplayed or ignored either because it was considered too far removed from mainstream politics or too controversial and aggressive for standard news. Although they were located at the margins of media systems during the early stages of populist insurgencies, digital communication in websites, blogs and social media fostered the growth of populist discourse. 
		

		
			Populism’s uncivil, aggressive discourse finds a more suitable environment on the Internet than in the traditional media. Social media offer unlimited opportunities for political discourse unbounded by standards norms of decency and respect traditionally cultivated by quality/elite news media. Ordinary talk on social media is not hamstrung by the discursive conventions of mainstream journalism. It pushes the boundaries of accepted political discourse closer to the conventions of “talk radio” and tabloid journalism. It is a realm for freewheeling speech not grounded by the rules of truth-telling or restricted by, what right-wing populists dismiss as, “political correctness.” In the case of left-wing populism, digital platforms offer opportunities for public discourse and engagement outside the mainstream, corporate media. By offering opportunities for alternative communication, digital platforms may provide spaces for the cultivation of populist communication and strategies (Bartlett, Birdwell, and Littler, 2011). 
		

		
			Likewise, it can be legitimately suggested that the usage of social media fi t populism ’ s penchant for reinforcing in-group mentality against outgroups. Users ’ preferences coupled with the political economy of social media cement homophilic communication and identity-centered communication in digital spaces (Nilsson and Carlsson, 2014). Flattened communication structure among like-minded netizens provides constant opportunities for fostering in-group certainties and demonizing others. Such dynamics reinforce existing convictions and legitimize individual beliefs within ideologically homogeneous groups (Groshek and Engelbert, 2012). 
		

		
			In sum, the literature offers intriguing insights into various aspects of the relationship between media and populism, but it does not offer sufficient evidence to draw general conclusions. Because the approach has been typically idiographic, focused on specific national case studies, we lack comparative, cross-national findings to produce general propositions. 
		

		
			Populist communication and liberal-progressive democracy 
		

		
			A final dimension to consider is the relationship between populism, communication, and democracy. This question needs to be placed in the broad debate about the complex and uneasy relationship between populism and democracy. 
		

		
			Three lines of argument can be identified (Panizza, 2005). One position argues that populism is synonymous with democracy because it gives existence to “the people” as the 
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			ultimate sovereign political authority (Laclau, 2005). Instead, other scholars have argued that populism maintains a conflictive relationship with democracy and that it poses serious threats to basic tenets of democratic governance (Abts and Rummens, 2007). Populism’s “antiliberal” features are problematic, namely its thundering hostility to democratic institutions, the division of powers, individual rights, and the limitation of the power of the majority. Just as it rightly assails democratic institutions for many shortcomings, populism also takes ambiguous and, at times, negative standings vis-à-vis central pillars of constitutional democracy. Populism believes that the institutional scaffolding of democracy – the rule of law, political parties, division of powers, free press – is nothing but a pretense of true governance, designed to benefit political, economic, and cultural elites. This vision is crystallized in populism’s trampling of democratic mechanisms, including mechanisms to ensure pluralism, representa-tion and minority rights. Finally, a third position suggests that populism is neither the best expression of democracy nor the enemy of democracy. Although populism stands “on the edge of liberalism” (Arditi, 2007), not all forms of populism are equally problematic for democracy. Whereas some are compatible with liberal democracy, others are not. Just as populism can have democratic effects as it might correct deficits of popular representation, as it champions issues and actors that are typically sidelined, it can also worsen problems of weak accountability (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2012, 2013). 
		

		
			Within this debate, it is necessary to discuss populism’s uneasy relationship with liberal-progressive conceptions of democratic communication. By this I understand a model grounded in the existence of the public commons (that includes public, private and mixed, legacy and digital media), that facilitate and promote informed public dialogue characterized by civility, diversity, tolerance, reason, and facts. This model historically entailed the guarantee of constitutional rights and institutional settings to catalyze news and public debate. Populism has a troubling relationship with this model of public communication. 
		

		
			This model presupposes communication institutions with degrees of autonomy and inclu-siveness. Nothing could be farther from populism’s vision of public communication. Consider its contentious relationship with the critical press. For populism, the press is either the megaphone of dominant elites or the voice of truly “popular” national, patriotic interests, as they call sycophantic journalists and news organizations. Populists often use the trope of “the establishment press” to refuse to hold open press conferences and to castigate specific, critical news organizations. Some populist governments, as in the cases of Chavismo in Venezuela and Rafael Correa in Ecuador, showed disdain for press freedoms and the right to free expression. They persecuted dissidents in the press and the public sphere through myriad tactics – from a raft of new legislation to constant verbal denunciations. They show little sympathy contempt for dissident reporters and citizens who suffered verbal and physical attacks. They have constantly assailed the opposition press as well as citizen journalists for negative coverage. They supported proto-journalistic offline and online networks aimed at denouncing and harassing oppositional voices. Left-wing Latin American populism promoted media policies that, although were in principle based on communication rights, were intended to reinforce the communication power of governments as well as market and civil society supporters and curb the potential for criticism (Waisbord, 2014). 
		

		
			Populism’s impatience with the critical press accounts for why leaders preferred media management tactics such as broadcast talk shows, rallies, and tightly controlled press confer-ences. Such tactics allow politicians to avoid exchanges with reporters and citizens who might ask tough, uncomfortable questions. This is why populist leaders have found in Twitter a suitable platform for constant, one-way messaging that bypasses the press in order to reach political elites, reporters, and the public. Populist leaders might not be unique in opting for 
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			managed public appearances as the latter have become a feature of contemporary mediated politics. Yet their inclination for media strategies to avoid criticism is consistent with populism’s distrust and staunch opposition to fundamental press rights. 
		

		
			Another element of populism’s problematic relationship with democratic communication is its narrow view of pluralism and diversity. Populism claims to bring up popular views and demands in the public debate. In some cases, they have actually championed issues affecting the subaltern, such as poverty, human rights, social inequality, jobs, and criticized political and economic elites. By doing so, populism broadens the range of voices, puts the spotlight on issues, and shapes “counter-publics” in contemporary democracies. This is particularly important in the context of media systems tilted in favor of large commercial and political interests and disengaged from the lives of the large majority of the population. 
		

		
			Populism ’ s Manichean view of politics is ill-suited to address pluralism and diversity. Populism envisions “ the people ” as a homogeneous body, de fi ned by class, education, nationality, language, and race, rather than as a quite diverse actor in today ’ s multicultural societies. A totalizing, binary view shapes intolerant positions that reduce diversity to two possibilities – for or against “ the people. ” Any position not aligned with populism automatically becomes disquali fi ed as the enemy. Populism flatly discredits opposition and criticism by claiming to be the only political force that legitimately speaks in the name of “the people. ” It has no room for di ff erence and “otherness ” (Abts and Rummens, 2007), an attitude expressed in its tendency to charge outgroups for social ills, constantly divide the world between allies and enemies, and blame scapegoats for its mistakes and misguided policies. Populism ’ s visceral reaction against diversity is also re flected in its opposition to public media as a space for the recognition and promotion of diversity (Engesser et al., 2016; Horsti, Titley, and Hultén, 2014). In sum, diversity, a central feature of contemporary societies, is not something that populism is philosophically equipped to address in a democratic manner with communicative actions and policies to make pluralism a central component of public life. 
		

		
			Populism frequently boils down the complex matter of di ff erence to a question of realpolitik – whether certain voices and positions are aligned with its own goals, generally de fi ned by the leader. If they are, then they become part of “ the people. ” If they are not, then automatically they are attached to “ the elite. ” Loyalty to and faith on the leader are generally the acid test for the validity of any position (Canovan, 1999). “ The people ” often becomes a rhetorical subterfuge to determine the legitimacy of positions on the basis of political calculations and objectives. The abstract notion of “ the people” becomes a practical ruse for framing issues and actors rather than the source of a moral commitment to democratic pluralism. 
		

		
			Populism’s hostility to democratic communication is also reflected in its constant use of the language of conflict. In its mind, politics is nothing but conflict. No doubt, conflict is central to democracy, particularly in the context of wide political, economic and social inequalities as well as the existence of a wide diversity of views and positions in contemporary societies. Yet a purely agonistic view dismisses the fact that the politics of consensus-seeking through communicative action is also central to democracy. Pure conflict neither generates nor secures public communication and democratic governance. It sharpens divisions and polarization that threaten the stability and inclusiveness of political orders. A conflict-centered position has no room for the endless and challenging search for consensus through multiparty dialogue in the public sphere. 
		

		
			The politics of consensus-building in democracies is linked to efforts to shape “the commons” as a collective space for discussion and negotiation. Recovering common spaces in diverse societies is particularly salient amid today’s fragmented and divisive politics. The viability of inclusive and tolerant democracy demands communicative actions for producing 
		

		
			Populism as media phenomenon 
		

		
			231 
		

	
		
			shared agreements about basic matters. Because democracy demands both conflict and consensus, it requires communicative politics that fosters the affirmation of particular interests against others as well as the search for agreements. 
		

		
			Instead, populism’s illiberal model of communication deepens worrisome trends in con-temporary politics: intolerance and social exclusion, aversion to reasoned debate, misinforma-tion and the celebration of post-truth politics. Populism negates the fundamental principles of reasoned and informed dialogue, solidarity and empathy, and consensus-building communica-tion. Instead, it embraces a combative, venomous rhetoric to lash out at opposition forces. 
		

		
			Conclusion 
		

		
			Populism ’ s penchant for grandiloquent, simplistic narratives to de fi ne reality is antithetical to liberal-progressive public communication. Populism jettisons fact-based, reasoned arguments over common a ff airs. It opposes the politics of expertise in public life – from economics to environmental science, from health to history. It rides on sentiments that distrust science-based expertise. It taps into anger and skepticism against modern science and scienti fi c methods to produce knowledge. It dismisses experts as shills for the elites, especially when they challenge populist truisms. It does not conceive experts as legitimate producers of autonomous knowledge who might contribute to public action by informing debates and correcting ideas and percep-tions. Instead, it embraces the notion that beliefs grounded in personal and collective convic-tions are authoritative and as credible as expert knowledge to defi ne reality and truth. It shamelessly panders to public convictions regardless of whether they are sustained in facts or match real, evidence-proven developments. Fact-producing institutions such as journalism and experts are considered anti-democratic especially when they challenge populist standings. Populism refl ects the ascendancy of post-truth politics that prioritizes interpretations over evidence, belief over facts, and emotion over reason in public knowledge. 
		

		
			Equally problematic is the fact that populism does not believe in the communication commons as a core space for the formation of public will in democratic life, another fundamental condition of the liberal-progressive model. A democratic public sphere is anathema to its agonistic vision of politics. By embracing an essentialist conception of “the people, ” it negates the presence of wide-ranging di ff erences and interests as constitutive of contemporary democracy. It views multiple “others, ” de fi ned by socio-economic status, ethnicity, religion, nation, language, ideology, race, education, and lifestyle, as enemies rather than fellow members of a political community. Stuck in nostalgic notions of well-de fi ned, binary political actors, populism paints a simplistic and dangerous picture of communicative politics that rebukes the need for engagement and dialogue with di ff erence. 
		

		
			This is why populism is hardly conducive to addressing the current crisis of the communication commons driven by the fragmentation of public life, the commercialization and gradual break-down of large-scale media, and the proliferation of media spheres articulated around socio-economic di ff erences, cultural sharedness, and consumer lifestyles. With its brand of divisive politics, populism is not only symptomatic of the fraying of the communication commons. It also thrives in a toxic atmosphere of intolerance and impatience with diversity and criticism, and champions a communicative model that exacerbates the balkanization of the public sphere. 
		

		
			References 
		

		
			Aalberg, T., F. Esser, C. Reinemann, J. Stromback, and C. De Vreese, eds. (2017). Populist Political Communication in Europe. London: Routledge. 
		

		
			Silvio Waisbord 
		

		
			232 
		

	
		
			Abts, K. and S. Rummens (2007). Populism versus Democracy. Political Studies 55 (6), pp. 405–424. Akkerman, T. (2011). Friend or Foe? Right-Wing Populism and the Popular Press in Britain and the 
		

		
			Netherlands. Journalism 12 (8), pp. 931–945. 
		

		
			Arditi, B. (2007). Politics on the Edges of Liberalism. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 
		

		
			Aslanidis, P. (2016). Is Populism an Ideology? A Refutation and a New Perspective. Political Studies 64(1S), pp. 88–104. 
		

		
			Bale, T., S. Van Kessel and P. Taggart (2011). Thrown Around with Abandon? Popular Understandings of Populism as Conveyed by the Print Media: A UK Case Study. Acta Politica 46 (2), pp. 111–131. 
		

		
			Bartlett, J. (2014). Populism, Social Media and Democratic Strain. In: C. Sandelind, ed., European Populism and Winning the Immigration Debate. Brussels: European Liberal Forum, pp. 99–114. 
		

		
			Bartlett, J., J. Birdwell and M. Littler (2011). The New Face of Digital Populism. London: Demos. Boomgaarden, H. J. and R. Vliegenthart (2009). How News Content Influences Anti-Immigration: 
		

		
			Germany, 1993–2005. European Journal of Political Research 48 (4), pp. 516–542. 
		

		
			Bos, L., W. Van Der Brug and C. De Vreese (2011). How the Media Shape Perceptions of Right-wing Populist Leaders. Political Communication 28 (2), pp. 182–206. 
		

		
			Bos, L. and K. Brants (2014). Populist Rhetoric in Politics and Media: A Longitudinal Study of the Netherlands. European Journal of Communication 29 (6), pp. 703–719. 
		

		
			Burack, C. and R. Claire Snyder-Hall (2012). Introduction: Right-Wing Populism and the Media. New Political Science 34 (3), pp. 439–454. 
		

		
			Canovan, M. (1999). Trust the People! Populism and the Two Faces of Democracy. Political Studies 47 (1), pp. 2–16. 
		

		
			Canovan, M. (2005). The People. Cambridge, UK: Polity. 
		

		
			Cranmer, M. (2011). Populist Communication and Publicity: An Empirical Study of Contextual Differ-ences in Switzerland. Swiss Political Science Review 17 (3), pp. 286–307. 
		

		
			Cross, S. (2014). Mad and Bad Media: Populism and Pathology in the British Tabloids. European Journal of Communication 29 (2), pp. 204–217. 
		

		
			De La Torre, C. (2010). The Populist Seduction. Athens, OH: Ohio University Press. 
		

		
			Deacon, D. and D. Wring. (2016). The UK Independence Party, Populism and the British News Media: Competition, Collaboration or Containment? European Journal of Communication 31 (2), pp. 169–184. 
		

		
			Ellinas, A. A. (2010). The Media and the Far Right in Western Europe: Playing the Nationalist Card. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
		

		
			Engesser, S., N. Ernest, F. Esser and F. Büchel (2016). Populism and Social Media: How Politicians Spread a Fragmented Ideology. Information, Communication & Society 20 (8), pp. 1109–1126, DOI: 10.1080/ 1369118X.2016.1207697. 
		

		
			Esser, F. and J. Strömbäck Eds. (2014). Mediatization of Politics: Understanding the Transformation of Western Democracies. New York: Palgrave. 
		

		
			Forchtner, B., M. Krzyżanowski and R. Wodak (2013). Right-Wing Populism and Political Campaigning: The Case of the Austrian Freedom Party. In: M. Ekström and A. Tolson, eds., Media Talk and Political Elections in Europe and America. London: Palgrave, pp. 205–228. 
		

		
			Groshek, J. and J. Engelbert (2012). Double Differentiation in a Cross-National Comparison of Populist Political Movements and Online Media Uses in the United States and the Netherlands. New Media & Society 15 (2), pp. 183–201. 
		

		
			Guardino, M. and D. Snyder (2012). The Tea Party and the Crisis of Neoliberalism: Mainstreaming New Right Populism in the Corporate News Media. New Political Science 34 (4), pp. 527–550. 
		

		
			Hall Jamieson, K. and J. Capella (2008). Echo Chamber: Rush Limbaugh and the Conservative Media Establish-ment. New York: Oxford University Press. 
		

		
			Hemmer, N. (2016). Messengers of the Right: Conservative Media and the Transformation of American Politics. Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press. 
		

		
			Herkman, J. (2015). The Life Cycle Model and Press Coverage of Nordic Populist Parties. Journalism Studies 18 (4), pp. 430-448, DOI: 10.1080/1461670X.2015.1066231. 
		

		
			Hogan, J. and K. Haltinner (2015). Floods, Invaders, and Parasites: Immigration Threat Narratives and Right-Wing Populism in the USA, UK and Australia. Journal of Intercultural Studies 36 (5), pp. 520 –543. 
		

		
			Horsti, K., G. Titley and G. Hultén (2014). National Conversations: Public Service Media and Cultural Diversity in Europe. Bristol, UK: Intellect. 
		

		
			Horwitz, R. B. (2013). America’s Right: Anti-Establishment Conservatism from Goldwater to the Tea Party. Cambridge: Polity. 
		

		
			Populism as media phenomenon 
		

		
			233 
		

	
		
			Jagers, J. and S. Walgrave (2007). Populism as Political Communication Style: An Empirical Study of Political Parties’ Discourse in Belgium. European Journal of Political Research 46 (3), pp. 319–345. 
		

		
			Jutel, O. (2013). American Populism and the New Political Economy of the Media Field. The Political Economy of Communication 1 (1), pp. 26–42. 
		

		
			Krämer, B. (2014). Media Populism: A Conceptual Clarification and Some Theses on Its Effects. Communication Theory 24 (1), pp. 42–60. 
		

		
			Laclau, E. (2005). On Populist Reason. London, UK: Verso. 
		

		
			Mazzoleni, G. (2008). Populism and the Media. In: D. Albertazzi and D. McDonnel, eds., Twenty-First Century Populism. New York: Palgrave, pp. 49–64. 
		

		
			Mazzoleni, G. (2014). Mediatization and Political Populism. In: F. Esser and J. Strömbäck, eds., Mediatiza-tion of Politics: Understanding the Transformation of Western Democracies.London: Palgrave. 
		

		
			Mazzoleni, G., J. Stewart, and B. Horsfield, eds. (2003). The Media and Neo-Populism: A Contemporary Comparative Analysis. Westport, CT: Praeger. 
		

		
			Mény, Y. and Y. Surel (2002). The Constitutive Ambiguity of Populism. In: Y. Mény and Y. Surel, Democracies and the Populist Challenge. London: Palgrave. 
		

		
			Moffitt, B. (2015). How to Perform Crisis: A Model for Understanding the Key Role of Crisis in Contemporary Populism. Government and Opposition 50 (2), pp. 189–217. 
		

		
			Moffitt, B. and S. Tormey (2014). Rethinking Populism: Politics, Mediatisation and Political Style. Political Studies 62 (2), pp. 381–397. 
		

		
			Mudde, C. (2004). The Populist Zeitgeist. Government and Opposition 39 (4), pp. 541–563. 
		

		
			Mudde, C., and C. Rovira Kaltwasser, eds. (2012). Populism in Europe and the Americas: Threat or Corrective for Democracy. New York: Cambridge. 
		

		
			Mudde, C. and C. Rovira Kaltwasser (2013). Populism: A Very Short Introduction. New York: Oxford University Press. 
		

		
			Müller, J.-W. (2016). What Is Populism? Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press. 
		

		
			Nilsson, B. and E. Carlsson (2014). Swedish Politicians and New Media: Democracy, Identity and Populism in a Digital Discourse. New Media and Society 16 (4), pp. 655–671. 
		

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

		
			Rooduijin, M. (2014). The Mesmerizing Message: The Diffusion of Populism in Public Debates in Western European Media. Political Studies 62 (4), pp. 726–744. 
		

		
			Sheets, P., L. Bos and H. G. Boomgaarden (2015). Media Cues and Citizen Support for Right-Wing Populist Parties. International Journal of Public Opinion Research 28 (3), pp. 307–330, DOI: 10.1093/ijpor/ edv014. 
		

		
			Stanley, B. (2008). The Thin Ideology of Populism. Journal of Political Ideologies 13 (1), pp. 95–110. Strömbäck, J. (2008). Four Phases of Mediatization: An Analysis of the Mediatization of Politics. 
		

		
			International Journal of Press/Politics 13 (3), pp. 228–246. 
		

		
			Van Der Pas, D., C. De Vries and W. Van Der Brug (2013). A Leader without a Party: Exploring the Relationship between Geert Wilders’ Leadership Performance in the Media and His Electoral Success. Party Politics 19 (3), pp. 458–476. 
		

		
			Waisbord, S. (2014). Vox Populista. Buenos Aires: Gedisa. 
		

		
			Silvio Waisbord 
		

		
			234 
		

	
		
			
				15 
			
		

		
			
				Populism 
				and 
				media 
				in 
			
		

		
			
				Western 
				Europe 
			
		

		
			Benjamin Moffitt 
		

		
			It is now fairly uncontroversial to argue that Western democracies are in the midst of something of a ‘populist zeitgeist’ (Mudde 2004). This is particularly the case in Western Europe, where populist actors, particularly on the right of the ideological spectrum, have made significant inroads in terms of both electoral success and impinging on the political ‘mainstream’ (Akkerman, de Lange and Rooduijn 2016). Part of the reason that is often offered for this shift in the zeitgeist is the rapidly changing media environment, whereby the changing relationship between media and politics, as well as the rise of new media forms, has weakened citizen trust in politics and expertise, and thus abetted the rise of populist actors. Yet this taken-for-granted assumption is surprisingly under-analysed: for a pairing that seems obvious and ripe for investigation, there is relatively little written on the relationship between populism and media in the political science literature, even in the context of Western Europe, the region that has arguably had more coverage in terms than other parts of the world in terms of populism in the academic literature over the last two decades. As Aalberg and de Vreese (2017: 3) recently noted, ‘this sparsity is surprising since the populist zeitgeist, as signalled by Mudde (2004) more than a decade ago, was in part seen to be caused by the media’s preference for, and receptivity toward, populist actors’. 
		

		
			There are many possible reasons for this situation. The first is that studying media is something of a moving target – and has become even harder to pin down in recent years, given the rapidly shifting and accelerated media landscape. The second is that the proliferation of different forms of media has made it difficult to decide where to place one’s analytical focus when attempting to understand its relationship with populism – newspapers, television, radio, online or elsewhere? The third and perhaps most important reason is that the relationship between media and populism is not easy to parse, particularly in terms of causality: how does media coverage affect populism? Does populism affect media? What are the shared tendencies between populist and media logic? And where does media populism end, and political populism begin? 
		

		
			This chapter seeks to answer some of these questions, and to shed light on the complicated relationship between populism and media in Western Europe. It proceeds in four main sections. The first section examines the relationship between populist actors and ‘old’ media in Western Europe, particularly focusing on the role of newspapers and television. The second 
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			section then examines what the rise of ‘new’ media – and especially the prominent role of social and digital media – has meant for populists. While these two sections focus primarily on ‘political populism’, the third section switches its focus to ‘media populism’, considering populism by and through media. The chapter closes by drawing these insights together and arguing that we are witnessing something of a ‘hybridization’ of populist political commu-nication in Western Europe, in which we will not be able to distinguish populist actors who are easily located in the ‘old’ or ‘new’ media, but instead, will use a combination of such media channels to appeal to ‘the people’. 
		

		
			Western European populism and old media 
		

		
			
				When political scientists use the term ‘the media
				’ 
				when discussing its role in the rise of populism, they are usually referring to the forms of mass media that are generally considered part of the ‘traditional’ or ‘old’ media, like print media (newspapers and magazines) and broadcast media (television and radio). There are obvious reasons for doing this – such media are more easily accessible, more easily analysable using well-established methodologies, and traditional media still plays an extremely important role in mediating political news to citizens as well as establishing the ‘official’ or ‘accepted’ narrative of political events. In focusing on ‘the media’ in this regard, the extant literature usually deals with two main questions: how has ‘old’ mass media coverage affected the success of populists, and how do populist actors use or interact with mass media in Western Europe? 
			
		

		
			Answers to the first question are somewhat inconclusive. There is widespread agreement that mass media coverage is important when it comes to populist actors’ electoral chances: a number of comparative studies have found that populist parties are ‘more likely to thrive in those political contexts in the which the media is willing to grant [them] exposure’ (Ellinas 2010: 7), something that is particularly imperative for populist parties that may be newer, smaller or have less resources than other parties. Relatedly, those populist parties or actors that are less electorally successful are likely to receive less media coverage (Aalberg et al. 2017). None of this is particularly surprising, and is likely applicable to all parties: without media coverage, a new or small party is unlikely to do particularly well electorally, given that media is one of the key ways that people learn about or are socialized into parties, while an electorally insignificant party is also unlikely to receive much media coverage (unless they have some other ‘newsworthy’ feature or character). 
		

		
			However, the interesting related question when it comes to populist actors and parties revolves around the tone of mass media coverage. Is all publicity good publicity when it comes to populist actors? Or does negative publicity actually harm populists at the voting booth? The answers to this question have been debated by a number of scholars in Western Europe (Curran 2004; Koopmans and Muis 2009; Bos et al. 2010), and results are mixed. In perhaps the most systematic work on populism and media in Europe, the edited collection Populist Political Communication in Europe (Aalberg et al. 2017), the editors argue that their case studies show that negative media attention does not seem to affect many populist parties at the polls – in fact, in some cases, like in Sweden and Switzerland, it has even helped populist parties. Here, ‘the positive effect of increased visibility appeared to have trumped the negative effect of the tone of the coverage’ (Esser et al. 2017: 366). In the latter case, Albertazzi (2008) has argued such negative coverage from media has allowed the Swiss People’s Party (SVP) to paint mass media as being part of ‘the elite’ while presenting themselves as the unfairly criticized voice of ‘the people’ – a framing device that is used by populists across Western Europe. In terms of media relations, this benefitting in despite of – or even partly because of – negative coverage might be one 
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			of the things that separate populist parties from their more ‘ mainstream ’ brethren, although as noted, it does not necessarily operate in all media and political environments. 
		

		
			In this regard, Mudde has argued that the mass media should be seen as both a ‘ friend ’ and a ‘ foe ’ of populist radical right parties in Western Europe (Mudde 2007: 249). It is a friend in that it can prime an audience with a sympathetic public agenda for populists (by, for example, running stories on the threat posed by immigration or by making calls for tougher law-and-order), thus opening up something of a ‘ discursive opportunity structure’ for populist actors (Koopmans and Muis 2009). It can also be a friend in that it can play a large role in the legitimization of populist parties, where they are framed as part of the ‘ mainstream ’ and thus as palatable and acceptable, as opposed to being painted as pariah parties. At an obvious level, this can be seen in outright partisan support for populist actors – such as the unanimously positive coverage of Jörg Haider of the Austrian Freedom Party (FPÖ) by Austria ’ s main tabloid, Die Krone , in the 1990s, or the cheerleading for the UK Independence Party (UKIP) provided by British tabloid, The Daily Express (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2017: 114 – 115). Yet on a less explicit level, it can also be seen in more subtle framing of populist actors, in which they are presented in otherwise ostensibly ‘ non-partisan ’ coverage as ‘ a regular political adversary . . . “one of us ” ’ (Hellström and Hervik 2014: 463) by the mainstream press, as was the case of the Danish People ’ s Party (DF) in the mainstream Danish press. Yet the mass media can also be a foe in that they are often openly hostile and cynical about populists. Indeed, as part of the aforementioned edited collection on populist political communication, Esser et al. (2017) found that mainstream media in Europe is generally outwardly critical towards populists, as they are framed (whether correctly or not) as a potential threat to democracy. This is particularly the case in terms of the allegedly more respectable ‘ quality ’ print press rather than tabloids, although a number of studies have shown that tabloids can also often be hostile to populists, as in the case of Germany (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2017: 114 – 115) and the Netherlands (Akkerman 2011). 
		

		
			It is worth noting that the first part of this ‘friend or foe’ relationship is not particularly reciprocal: populists in Western Europe almost always claim to hate ‘the media’. Indeed, this is so pronounced that Jagers and Walgrave (2007) go so far as to code for it in their measurement of populist as a communication style. This brings us to our second question: how do populists interact with mass media? ‘The media’, as noted above, is here perceived a homogenous entity that is the tool of ‘the elite’ that marginalizes common sense, misrepresents the views of ‘the people’ and spreads propaganda – or, as it has been recently termed in a unique rhetorical twist, ‘fake news’. An example of this can be seen in the Alternative for Germany’s (AfD) former chair Frauke Petry calling German newspapers the ‘Pinocchio Press’ (Rohbohm 2015). This framing has also seen journalists being frozen out of media access to events and coverage of populists: an example of this targeting of mass media as hostile came in January 2017, when the ‘Freedom for Europe’ meeting held between members of the AfD, Front National (FN), Party for Freedom (PVV) and the Northern League (LN), banned major German media outlets, including the national broadcaster ARD, from reporting on the meeting due to these outlets having ‘failed to meet journalistic standards in past reporting’ according to the meeting organizers (Europe of Nations and Freedom group, quoted in Connolly 2017). A similar practice has also been used by the FN against television program Quotidien and online investigative site Mediapart, both of which the party has called ‘militant’ (AFP 2017) in their opposition to the FN. Perhaps the most extreme example of Western European populist attacks on (hostile) press come from Silvio Berlusconi, who sued several Italian and international media sources for libel. 
		

		
			Only when populist actors are given positive coverage – or their own show or segment – is it seen as a break or victory for the ‘truth’. Indeed, while we usually associate populist 
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			politicians having their own media outlet with the populist presidencies of Latin America (Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez and Ecuador’s Rafael Correa both having had their own television shows), it is certainly a phenomenon in Western Europe as well. A number of populist actors are able to balance their political duties with significant media demands in this regard. Despite being a UKIP MEP, Nigel Farage hosts an hour-long talkback radio show, The Nigel Farage Show, four nights a week. Podemos’ Pablo Iglesias is also an adept media host, coming to public prominence in Spain as a host of current affairs chat show, La Tuerka, which he still appears on. Since early 2013, Iglesias also hosts Fort Apache, another panel show on politics, for the Iranian state-run Spanish network HispanTV. Meanwhile, the SVP parliamentarians Ulrich Schlüer and Roger Köppel split their time between politics and giving favourable coverage to their party in the nationalist newspaper Schweizerzeit and conservative Weltwoche, of which they are respectively the editors (Esser et al. 2017). A number of populists have also ‘come from’ the world of media, including Sweden’s Bert Karlsson, who was a record company executive before forming New Democracy (NyD) in the early 1990s, and Italy’s Beppe Grillo, who was a famous comedian before venturing into politics. 
		

		
			A more extreme version of how Western European populists use old media is presented by Silvio Berlusconi. While Berlusconi did not host his own television or radio show, his influence on the Italian media was (and remains) vast. His company, Mediaset, owns three of the seven major television stations, and Berlusconi was accused of interference with the national broadcaster RAI whilst Prime Minister. As a result, he has been the target of criticism by Reporters Without Borders on a number of occasions (Reporters Without Borders 2009), and Ginsborg (2004: 10) has called his case ‘the most ambitious attempt to date to combine media control and political power’ (although it is fair to say that the more recent example of Trump likely ‘trumps’ this case thirteen years later). Keane has lumped Berlusconi together with another media-magnate-cum-populist, former Thai Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra, as problematic examples of ‘pathological reactions to monitory democracy’, and argued that their ‘vital priority is executive control of political communication’ (2009: 766). While examples of this are rarer in Western Europe than compared to Central or Eastern Europe, where cases of political success and media ownership from populists like Romania’s Dan Diaconescu or the Czech Republic’s Andrej Babiš are more common, they speak to the porous relationship between populism and media. 
		

		
			Western European populism and new media 
		

		
			If academic study of the links between populism and old media in Western Europe is somewhat unsystematic and sparse, this is even more so the case for the links between populism and new media. New media has opened a number of opportunities for populist actors, and several populists in Western Europe have taken advantage of social networks, the ubiquity of mobile devices and the turn to the more interactive ‘Web 2.0’ in novel and effective ways. While this is most obvious in the cases of the ‘technopopulism’ (Deseriis 2017) of the 5 Star Movement (M5S) and Podemos (PODE), these changes have also affected populist actors less associated with the internet and digital media. At least three main changes for Western European populists can be identified in this regard: a shift in their mode of communication for not only reaching but also mobilizing and organizing ‘the people’; a potentially wider audience for populist actors that stretches beyond national boundaries; and the emergence of more segmented and partisan online ‘news’ sites that provide favourable coverage to the Western European populist right. 
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			Let us take these shifts in turn. The first is that Western European populists are no longer as reliant on traditional media for coverage of their representative claims: they are now able to reach their ‘people’ in a far more ‘direct’ way – and in a much cheaper way, as well – through social networks like Twitter or Facebook. It is evident that some of the most prominent populist figures in contemporary Western Europe are quite effective at this – on Twitter at the time of writing, Geert Wilders has 950,000 followers, Nigel Farage has 1.12 million followers, Marine Le Pen has 2.1 million followers, Pablo Iglesias has 2.27 million followers, while Beppe Grillo has 2.52 million followers. Indeed, Wilders, Farage, Grillo, and Iglesias’ number of followers dwarf those of the Prime Ministers of their respective countries – only Le Pen is out-‘followed’ by the French President, Emmanuel Macron. While the number of a populist actor’ s Twitter followers doesn ’ t automatically equal political power – if this were the case, pop stars Katy Perry and Justin Bieber would be the most powerful people in the world – the fact that the majority of these populist actors can garner a substantially larger following on Twitter than those who run their countries is indication at least of the reach aff orded by the platform, especially to those who may be operating in a hostile media environment, as discussed above. In short, while it may have once upon a time have been possible to deprive populist actors of the ‘ oxygen of publicity’ by cutting them o ff from traditional media coverage, this is simply impossible now. The proliferation of online platforms that connect populists with their ‘ people ’ without the mediation of traditional media has off ered previously unimaginable opportunities for connection in this regard. 
		

		
			
				Yet new media has not only a ff orded populists a way of connecting with their ‘ people ’ – it has also served, in some cases, as a vehicle by which to organize and mobilize followers. The most prominent case of this is Beppe Grillo and the M5S. The M5S ’ s roots can be traced to Grillo ’ s blog, launched in 2005 which called for his supporters to organize offl ine local meetings through the 
				meetup.com 
				platform. These culminated in large events entitled ‘ V-Day ’ in 2007 and 2008, and the M5S was offi cially launched in 2009 (Bordignon and Ceccarini 2013). Since then, the M5S has used online voting for candidates as well as the decision of which group to join in the European Parliament, and its political rhetoric has revolved heavily around messages of cyber-utopianism and the democratic promise of the web (Natale and Ballatore 2014). Podemos has also fashioned itself as something of an ‘ online ’ populist movement/party, having used online voting platforms for the selection of their executive committee and their European MPs. It has also used Reddit as a virtual ‘ Plaza Podemos ’ for online conversation – to the extent that initial media attention called Podemos ‘ the world ’ s fi rst Reddit party ’ (Blitzer 2014) – and has experimented with participatory platforms such as Loomio, an online decision-making platform, to gauge the opinions of their members (Frediani 2014). One can also think of the ‘ transnational populist ’ movement DiEM25 (Moffi tt 2017; Panayotu 2017), headed by former Greek Minister of Finance Yanis Varoufakis, which has similarly used online forums to build community, and lists contacts and links to individual Facebook groups for what it terms ‘ DIEM Spontaneous Collectives ’ in countries across Europe, stating that their aim is to combine ‘ physical meetings at Town Halls (where Coordinating Committees eventually emerge) with digital “platoons ” of DiEM25 members doing their bit to promote our Manifesto ’ s goal’ (DiEM25 2016b). Even if such platforms are only used by a small number of constituents – as Gerbaudo reminds us, ‘ [t]hese are undoubtedly all interesting experiments. But they are still small group phenomena that involve only a core of activists ’ (Gerbaudo 2014: 84) – they still help to maintain the appearance of closeness, immediacy and intimacy between populist leaders, movements and followers. 
			
		

		
			While these attempts to tap into the ‘ logic of connective action ’ (Bennett and Segerberg 2013) enabled by social media might be expected in these prototypical cases of ‘ online 
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			populism ’ , what is perhaps more surprising is that more traditional and established populist parties who are not particularly associated with digital politics have also somewhat attempted to follow suit. Esser et al. (2017: 377) point to the FN ’ s professional online presence, the FPÖ’ s turn to web media as its main channel of political communication, the British National Party’ s reliance on the web, and the Norwegian Progress Party ’ s adoption of Facebook ahead of all other Norwegian parties as evidence of this. Similar comparative research by UK think tank Demos profi led the Facebook followers of a number of Western European populist parties, fi nding that many of these followers ’ political activism was not merely online, but also extended into the ‘ real world ’ as well (Bartlett et al. 2011). There is also the key example of Geert Wilders using online channels of distribution to share his anti-Islam fi lm, Fitna , which caused a great deal of outrage in the Netherlands: it was released via video-sharing website LiveLeak, and despite being taken down due to threats to LiveLeak sta ff and copyright violations, has since been re-uploaded on numerous video-hosting sites. The point here is not that all populists are now moving online, but rather that the distinction between ‘ old media’ and ‘ new media ’ populists is becoming far more permeable, with the rise of social and digital media o ff ering opportunities for new and established populists alike. While of course one form of mediation has replaced another here – shifting from the mediation of the traditional mass media to social media platforms – the novelty of social and digital media in this case for populists stems from the ability it gives such actors to present themselves as being ‘ directly’ in touch with ‘ the people ’ . 
		

		
			The aforementioned case of DiEM25 also speaks to a second rapid change enabled by the rise of new media for populist actors: ‘the people’ they speak for no longer need to be contained within the boundaries of the nation state. Populist performances can leak across boundaries, with geographical and temporal limits evaporating when it comes to accessing content, meaning that audiences anywhere with an internet connection can watch Fitna or participate in DiEM25’s forums. Indeed, DiEM25 uses its website to proclaim that it speaks for ‘[w]e, the peoples of Europe [who] have a duty to regain control over our Europe from unaccountable “technocrats”, complicit politicians and shadowy institutions’ (DiEM25 2016a: 7). This is explicitly an attempt to construct a transnational populism – ‘a cross-border pan-European movement’ that rather than building up from the nation-state level, instead ‘start[s] at the European level to try to find consensus and then mov[es] downwards’ (Varoufakis 2016: 33), and technology is key to the construction of this cross-border populism. Similarly, but on a more minor level, M5S has also made failed attempts to set up a European-wide M5S (Moffitt 2017). Even Wilders has shown a tendency to use social and online media to speak to and for a wider ‘people’ than those within the Netherlands – he translates many of his tweets into English, uses his website to publish his talks that he has given to groups in Australia, Canada, the UK and the US (again, all in English) warning of how ‘we are in the process of losing our culture, our identity, our freedom’ and speaking of ‘our Western culture’ and ‘our common Judeo-Christian and humanist heritage’ (Wilders 2013). 
		

		
			The final shift to be discussed here is the emergence of increasingly influential partisan online news sites that have not only provided favourable coverage to the Western European populist right, but in some cases, even provided them column space. The most prominent example here is Breitbart News, the far-right news and opinion site now famous due to former White House Chief Strategist Steve Bannon’s former position as executive chair of the site. Both Wilders and Farage have written a regular column for the website, and at the same time have been covered with breathless admiration from other Breitbart columnists, with Farage being called ‘the greatest British politician since Margaret Thatcher’ (Delingpole 2016) and Wilders being lauded as ‘our proxy – the West was on trial’ (Geller 2011) following his 2011 trial for the incitement of hatred. Other Western European populists have also been praised, 
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			with Bannon expressing support for Marine Le Pen, and having seemingly been in contact with Marion Maréchal-Le Pen – called ‘Europe’s New Rockstar of the Right’ (Lane 2015) by the site – who tweeted in November 2016 that ‘I answer yes to the invitation of Stephen Bannon, CEO of @realDonaldTrump presidential campaign, to work together’. While Breitbart is by far the most well-known of these partisan sites, other similar sites include the British Westmonster (which has run pieces by UKIP’s Nigel Farage and Paul Nuttall, Sweden Democrats’ leader Jimmie Åkesson and former FN Vice President Florian Philippot), headed by Nigel Farage’s former press officer Nigel Heaver and Arron Banks, the co-founder of the Leave.EU campaign; the French François Desouche and Égalité et Réconciliation, and the Italian TzeTze and La Cosa. The latter two sites have come under criticism for reposting content and spreading disinformation from the Russian news agency Sputnik, generally seen as a propaganda source (Bjola and Pamment 2016) – a claim made even more damning given the sites are run by Casaleggio Associati, the technology consultancy that was founded by the M5S’s co-founder Gianroberto Casaleggio (and that handles Grillo’s blog) (Nardelli and Silverman 2016). With Breitbart announcing intentions to launch German and French sites combined with the seeming proliferation of ‘fake news’, it is unlikely that the influence and readership of these sites are going to decrease anytime soon. Populists are in a good position to profit from their spread. 
		

		
			Political populism versus media populism in Western Europe 
		

		
			Thus far we have focused primarily on what the political science literature usually associates with populism – populist political actors, whether they are movements, parties, or leaders. However, the political communication literature has recently turned to examining populism from another actor – this time from the (usually mass) media. In this literature, the former is labelled ‘political populism’, while the latter is labelled ‘media populism’. Esser et al. (2017) have argued that media populism is used to refer to three distinct, yet interrelated phenomena. 
		

		
			The first is populism by the media – that is, when media actively ‘performs’ populism themselves, aligning themselves with or actively celebrating ‘the people’ whilst attacking ‘the elite’. This definition aligns with the work of Krämer (2014: 48), who defines media populism as the use of the 
		

		
			stylistic and ideological elements [of populism] by some media, viz. the construction and favouritism of in-groups, hostility toward, and circumvention of the elites and institutions of representative democracy, reliance on charisma and (group-related) commonsense, and appeal to moral sentiments (thus on an emotionalizing, personalizing, and ostentatiously plain-spoken discourse). 
		

		
			In Western Europe, this can be particularly seen in the ostensibly anti-elite, ‘voice of the people’ line adopted by tabloid newspapers like Germany’s Bild, Denmark’s Ekstra Bladet and the UK’s Daily Mail and Daily Express, in particular their coverage of issues like immigration and law-and-order. It can also be seen in the genre of talk radio, whereby talk radio hosts 
		

		
			purportedly stand above ordinary politics, at some kind of meta standpoint that allows them to judge critically and independently, and then to support the more ‘reasonable’ position. At the same time, they supposedly stand below politics, solidary with common people – advocates and delegates of the masses, legitimized by the plebiscitary mechanism of ratings and the approval of callers. 
		

		
			(Krämer 2014: 50–51) 
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			The second is populism through the media. As opposed to the above form of ‘media populism’, which can operate independently of the presence or coverage of any political populism, this specifically refers to the way that media cover, promote and ‘set the stage’ for political populism. The key notion here is that there is some kind of ‘media complicity’ (Mazzoleni 2008: 50) in the success of political populists, or that there are key links between media logic and political logic at this particular historical juncture that favours populist actors. While this can be intentional – for example, a tabloid newspaper can openly editorialize in favour of a populist party – Mazzoleni (2008: 54) points out that ‘[t]his convergence of goals between the populist media and populist political movements is normally unintentional’. Indeed, as I have argued elsewhere (Moffitt 2016: 75–76), this convergence of goals is inscribed in the increasingly pervasive spread of media logic taking place under processes of mediatization, whereby values and techniques including simplification, polarization, personalization, stereo-typization, emotionalization, dramatization and the prioritization of conflict become more common and widespread in both media and politics. These values and techniques line up effectively with populism’s dichotomization of the political space between ‘the people’ and ‘the elite’, its denial of expert knowledge, its disregard for ‘appropriateness’ and its general distaste for complexity. While these processes of the mediatization of politics have been going on for some time, they have been accelerated by the rise of digital media, with ‘[t]he newly established online media . . . having a high affinity to populism’s rhetorical persuasion because both aim for the “quick kick/click” with a broad audience’ (Esser et al. 2017: 365). 
		

		
			The third is what Esser et al. (2017: 367) call ‘ populist citizen journalism ’ . What they are referring to here is when news organizations include or open up their stories to populist messages from their audiences, usually in the form of reader comments on websites, thus purportedly directly representing the voice of ‘ the people ’ . As the authors note, this is a way that ‘ quality ’ media can ostensibly have it ‘ both ways ’ – ‘ newspapers may formally abstain from populism on the editorial level but allow dissemination of populist and even racist discourse through the blogosphere, with the presumed intention of increasing the website ’ s viewership and pro fi ts from the accompanying online ads ’ (2017: 371). This is particularly the case when comments are unmoderated and/or anonymous – some comment sections have become so full of racist and hateful vitriol that several major media publications have dropped comments entirely. However, this ‘ populist citizen journalism ’ also operates in o ffl ine media, in genres such as vox-pops, talk radio, talk shows and letters to the editor, where the voice of ‘ the man on the street ’ / ‘ common man ’ / ‘ the people ’ is given the chance to be voiced in the otherwise rare fi ed and controlled setting of the mass media. 
		

		
			It is unclear how widely these forms of media populism are spread in Western Europe. In some senses, they seem intuitively correct and easily identifiable: populism by and through the media, for example, seems to be clear in many countries in Western Europe (see Mazzoleni 2014; Aalberg et al. 2017). Yet some studies have pointed the opposite way: Bos and Brants (2014) actually found ‘a slight decline in media populism’ in their longitudinal study of Dutch media over twenty years, and even found that the main tabloid, de Telegraff, did not display much media populism in the kind we expect from tabloids. Both Akkerman (2011) and Rooduijn (2014) similarly found that there was not a great deal of difference between the ‘level’ of media populism displayed in elite and tabloid newspapers, yet in the Nordic countries, Herkman (2017) claims there is a clear difference in the way that tabloid and quality newspapers cover populist parties. To add to this muddied picture, Rooduijn’s comparative study of opinion pieces in five Western European countries’ newspapers overall argued that ‘public debates in Western European countries have become more populist in the last two decades . . . [and] that a correlation exists between the success of populists and the degree of populism in public debates’ (2014: 740). 
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			Until more systematic comparative research of the type exemplified in Aalberg et al. (2017) is undertaken, this might be as strong a claim as we can make about the relationship between political populism and media populism. While it appears that there is some correlation between the two, the directionality of the correlation is unclear, and further research would need to disambiguate the three separate analytical dimensions of media populism to delineate more clearly what is actually meant when speaking of this relationship. At present, the term ‘media populism’ is likely covering too much ground – for example, much of the second dimension of media populism discussed here, populism through the media, seems to be used synonymously with ‘media logic’ or ‘mediatization’, terms that have more conceptual purchase and a longer history (Strömbäck and Esser 2014) and might be more useful in such cases. More so, the different usages of the term collapse the adoption of populism by media (populism by the media) together with the processes that have led to the ‘media complicity’ that favours political populists (populism through the media) and the actual channels of communication between media and their audiences (populist citizen journalism). While media (and its own forms of populism) are key to understanding political populism in contemporary Western Europe, media populism deserves more conceptual attention and disambiguation to do this complex relationship justice. 
		

		
			The hybridization of populist political communication in 
		

		
			Western Europe 
		

		
			Where is the con fluence of populism and media heading in Western Europe? Let us take their separate trajectories fi rst. In regards to the former, populism in Western Europe seems to be on the rise – and if one does not wish to subscribe to such a strong claim, it is at very least in the process of being ‘ mainstreamed ’ , having proven itself to not be a temporary phenomenon, but rather a seemingly permanent feature of contemporary democratic politics in the region. In regards to the latter, the contemporary media landscape in Western Europe (and elsewhere) is in serious flux. Traditional or old forms of media are facing decreasing circulation or viewership, changing modes of consuming news, less advertising profi ts, and more broadly, less trust in ‘ mainstream ’ outlets that previously held a fair degree of prestige as purveyors of ‘ the truth ’ . On the other hand, the rise of the internet, ‘ fake news ’ , social networks, on-demand viewing, Web 2.0, the proliferation and ubiquity of mobile devices and more generally a more multi-directional and segmented media landscape has disrupted the media and political landscape irrevocably. 
		

		
			Drawing these two disparate trends together, it is clear that populists have not been immune to changes in the media landscape. We can still, to some extent, identify a divide in Western Europe between ‘ old media ’ and ‘ new media ’ populists – the former including fi gures like Silvio Berlusconi or parties like the SVP, who rely heavily on television, newspapers and the mass media; the latter including M5S, Podemos and DiEM25, whose appeal to ‘ the people’ strongly relies on appearing as ‘ directly’ in touch with ‘ the people’ through online channels. To some extent, this divide appears to be generational as well as ideological, with the old media populists mainly appearing on the radical right, while new media populists tend to appear on the left (or in the case of M5S, as more ideologically ambiguous) (see Bennett et al. 2017). 
		

		
			This old media/new media divide is unlikely to hold for much longer when it comes to populism: the likely trajectory is that these modes of political communication by populists are going to necessarily converge. Populists who have relied on old media – particularly television and talk radio – will unavoidably also have to adopt an online presence, especially if they wish to court younger, more technologically adept voters who are increasingly eschewing television for on-demand viewing or social network platforms. Similarly, we can likely expect to stop 
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			fetishizing ‘online’ parties as somehow novel or unusual – online populist parties like Podemos and M5S (as well as non-populist online parties like Pirate Parties across Europe) are now relatively well-established and have been around for around a decade, proving themselves less as flash-in-the-pan parties and more as parties with electoral staying power. These parties are similarly realizing, however, that online mobilization and communication with their ‘people’ is not enough, and that ‘mainstream’ coverage by traditional media is important in reaching new voters and legitimizing the party in the eyes of those who may not have the tech-savviness, financial resources or internet literacy to engage online. In short, we can expect to see the hybridization (Chadwick 2017) of the political communication of populist actors in Western Europe. 
		

		
			This is very much in line with the argument made by Engesser et al. (2017: 1113), who argue that Western European populists use a hybrid communication strategy in their study of how populism is spread on social media: 
		

		
			On the one hand, they may address the mass media in order to distribute official statements to larger audiences. These messages have to comply with the mass media logic and may be modified by the journalist accordingly . . . [on the other hand] the populists may turn toward social media in order to circumvent the media institutions and journalistic gatekeepers. In this way, the populist messages do not have to follow the news values and are frequently more personal and sensationalistic in nature. 
		

		
			In short, this multi-pronged strategy will likely serve populists well, as it allows them to reach mass media audiences (which will likely be larger) while also addressing their ‘ people’ through social media channels. Interestingly, populist messages on social media are increasingly being reported as news in the mass media – something that is most noticeable in the case of US President Donald Trump, but has also been the case in Western Europe for Geert Wilders and Nigel Farage. 
		

		
			And what of the wider context? Are current trends in the media landscape likely to bolster populist success? Summing up the twenty-four case studies on populist political communication in the edited collection Populist Political Communication in Europe , Esser et al . (2017) argue that there are five discursive opportunity structures that currently favour the dissemination of populist messages in Europe. The fi rst is the widespread in fluence of media logic (including the mass media’ s interest in confl ict framing, strategic framing and personalization). The second is politically motivated media ownership – particularly when populist actors have a hand in owning media. The third is commercially motivated media ownership (the assumption being that commercial television stations and tabloid newspapers are more likely to disseminate and amplify populist messages than public broadcasters or ‘ quality ’ broadsheets). The fourth is party issue ownership, whereby media can either intentionally or unintentionally support populist parties by emphasizing an issue they have ‘ issue ownership’ over. The fi fth is event environment and national issue culture, whereby scandals, crises and political malaise set up a favourable milieu for populist messages (see also Mo ffitt 2015). None of these discursive opportunity structures seem to be letting up anytime soon: in regards to the fi rst three, media logic is widespread, including in political life; media ownership is becoming increasingly (and openly) partisan; and media ownership is equally at the whims of commercial motivations. In regards to the last two, immigration and law-and-order – two issues ‘ owned’ by many populists in Western Europe (Smith 2010) – are continually focused upon by media, often in the context of a crisis, scandal or breakdown. In other words, the discursive opportunity structure in the Western European media landscape looks good for populist actors. 
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			Conclusion 
		

		
			As can be seen, there is nothing straightforward about the relationship between populism and media in Western Europe. What looks on the surface to be a perhaps relatively taken-for-granted question is far more complex when we delve down into it. Numerous questions arise: whose populism are we talking about – political actors or media? What media are we talking about – new media or old media? Is there even anything called ‘the media’ anymore? And what is the directionality of the relationship? While this chapter has not answered all these big questions, it has sought to provide an overview of the literature on populism and media in Western Europe, while also keeping a keen eye on where things might be heading. It first examined what the extant literature on populism has to say about media, focusing on the role of traditional media in populist electoral success, while also examining how populist actors use traditional media. It then turned to the still relatively novel – at least for the political science literature – use of social media by populist actors, examining how populist actors use such media to appear to be in ‘direct’ touch with ‘the people’, sidestepping the mediating channels of the mainstream media, which is construed (perhaps rightly) as being owned and run by ‘the elite’. This section also examined what the rise of partisan news sites like Breitbart has meant for populist actors. The next section then shifted its focus from ‘political populism’ to ‘media populism’, a broad term that takes in populism by the media, populism through the media, and populist citizen journalism. The final section of the paper then argued that we are likely to see the hybridization of populist political communication in Western Europe, whereby the lines between ‘old media’ and ‘new media’ populists become increasingly blurred, and the current discursive opportunity structures for populist actors in the Western European media landscape continue to become more intensified and favourable. 
		

		
			While the relationship between Western European populism and media is complicated, multi-faceted and at times hard to parse, scholars of populism who continue to ignore media do so at their own peril. While we should certainly still focus on the usual material that is used when studying populist actors – party manifestoes, policies, speeches and the like – there is also a need to pay attention to populists’ media presence and strategies, particularly as these increasingly hybridize mass and digital media. Likewise, more studies of how media deals with and covers populist actors are needed, especially in the era of ‘fake news’ and ‘post-truth’ politics. In sum, the argument set out by Mazzoleni in the introduction of his seminal co-edited 2003 volume The Media and Neo-Populism: A Contemporary Comparative Analysis still stands: ‘[a] full understanding of the populist phenomenon cannot be achieved without studying mass communication perspectives and media-related dynamics, especially not with-out using a comparative approach’ (Mazzoleni 2003: 2). Well over a decade later, we would do well to heed his advice. 
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				While there are now many overlapping categories that can be used to describe the plural types of media in the wider media field – mass media, news media, social media, broadcast media, print media, electronic media, mobile media, online media, digital media and so forth – for the purposes of simplicity I have chosen to divide the chapter between ‘old’ and ‘new’ media. While these terms are not without their own problems – see Chun (2016) – they encapsulate many of the categories noted above and allow us a wider rubric to trace what shifts in the media landscape have meant for populism in a relatively clear and concise way. 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				On challenges to the construction of the singular noun ‘the media’, see Couldry (2009). 
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			Olivier Jutel 
		

		
			Introduction 
		

		
			This chapter will consider the way the transformation of media values and political economy has driven the resurgence of right-wing populism in America. Broadcast media have been central to American right-wing populism and movement conservatism in the last thirty years. Fox News and conservative personalities from Rush Limbaugh, Glenn Beck and Alex Jones do not simply represent a new political and media voice but embody the convergence of politics and media in which affect and enjoyment are the central values of media production. The consumption of Fox News is not a dispassionate exercise drawing on critical faculties, but an affective investment in movement politics and branded conservatism. This audience spans traditional and new media forms as an individuated public primed to the populist politics of affect and alienation. This has been a fecund space for media entrepreneurs and right-wing populists who use access to politicized, conservative audiences to make an end-run around the traditional disciplines of politics and journalism. Donald Trump is the synthesis of a media politics in which affective intensity and enjoyment are the principle political-economic values. He is not simply a media-savvy showman; he offers himself as a subject of enjoyment and elicits affective identification. 
		

		
			In order to properly identify the manner in which affective media engender populism, it is necessary to theorize populist political ontology. Affect is central to psychoanalytic and discourse theories of populism (Žižek, 2008; Laclau, 2005). The populist division of the social space between an organic people and its enemy is a defining feature of theoretical accounts of populism (Canovan, 1999). What psychoanalytic theory offers is an understanding of the irrational affective investments of populism and the centrality of enjoyment to populist political logic. The populist division between a “real America” and its rapacious enemies is not simply a matter of rhetorical style but a necessary precondition for the political “subject of enjoyment” to emerge (Glynos & Stavrakakis, 2008: 257). What Donald Trump reveals is that the various iterations of right-wing American populism have less to do with a programmatic social conservatism or libertarian economics than with enjoyment. Whether the Moral Majority, the Tea Party or Trump, populist leaders offer the promise of reclaiming enjoyment and social wholeness from the hands of an overdetermined enemy. Lacan calls this stolen 
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			enjoyment “ jouissance” (Johnston, 2002) and it licenses obscene transgressions and a conspiratorial obsession with the enemy. It is in this way that we can understand Trump and other media fi gures like Alex Jones and Glenn Beck as permissive agents of jouissance off ering the obscene enjoyment of degrading their enemies through an unbridled conspiracy that speaks to the irrational drives of the libidinal. 
		

		
			The centrality of media to right-wing American populism owes to a confl uence of media deregulation, the diminution public political institutions and a well-funded conservative political network. The resources of conservative think tanks and foundations have been used to create a media infrastructure to popularize a revanchist conservatism, subsidise the cost of conservative media production and establish career pathways for activists, research fellows and media fi gures. Fox News emerged as the key public interface for this broader conservative network and the grassroots, articulating a populist politics of perpetual outrage. The success of Fox brings with it irreducible tensions between the political ambitions of a policy elite and a populist base driven by the immutable forces of antagonism and enjoyment. The success of far-right media fi gures like Glenn Beck and Alex Jones who style themselves as movement leaders, is staked on a populist authenticity and loyalty to jouissance. Through his simultaneous transcendence of the conservative media sphere, and his connection to its wild outskirts, Donald Trump is able to sequester this a ff ective element of populism from Fox for his own ends. In doing the unimaginable, attacking Fox News and establishment “ Never Trump ” Republicans, he wields a libidinal power that earns him a loyal following of disparate conservative strains, from Paleocons, Evangelicals to the alt-right, that constitute themselves as a populist people around him. 
		

		
			The emergence of this powerful conservative media sphere also coincides with broader shifts in the polity and the process of “mediatization” (Strömbäck and Dimitrova, 2011). Mediatization captures the way in which media values have become embedded across social and political fields. With the decline of traditional political identities publics are constituted in media space with political participation shaped by individual affective investments. In this space affect functions as a media capital that may be used for indeterminate ends by media figures like Sarah Palin or Donald Trump in order to bypass the meritocratic strictures of party politics and journalistic scrutiny. In conforming precisely to the media values of spectacle and reality-TV drama Trump is afforded wall-to-wall coverage and access to the field in his own terms, whether appearing on Meet the Press in his private jet or turning a press conference into an infomercial for Trump Steaks. However, Trump is not simply a media celebrity; he embodies the injunction of mediatization to throw oneself into circulation through social media in crafting a personal brand and becoming an object of desire and enjoyment. In this way he offers himself as an ego-ideal to an individuated public of enjoyment that coalesce around his media brand as part of their own performance of identity. 
		

		
			Concurrent with the process of mediatization and the proliferation of media values across social fields has been the transformation of media political economy in a manner conducive to the populist logics of enjoyment and antagonism. One of the innovations of Fox News was its early identification of affective investment and labour as the key to media production and consumption in a fragmenting media environment. The Fox News brand is not built upon the authoritative cultural values of journalism but the active participation in and affective experience of politics. This satisfies both the imperatives of movement conservatism and the economic logic of affective media production. In the case of Tea Party viewers their labour produces the spectacle of authentic protest for Fox which they then consume as part of the populist movement. For a media entrepreneur like Glenn Beck this allows him to sell his own books as canon and use pseudo-political events and rallies to sell populist lifestyle commodities. For Trump this mediatized constituency of a ff ective labour enabled him to overcome the lack 
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			of a traditional political “ground game” , party support and a massive shortfall in campaign spending. The people of Trump ’ s populism are invested in his enjoyment as their own off ering up their a ff ective labour at rallies or sharing memes and personal testimony to fi ll the empty signi fi er “ Make America Great Again” with meaning. Trump successfully channelled the online spaces of the so-called alt-right in constructing a pure politics of jouissance. Where new media cultures are commonly treated in academic and journalistic discourses as democratizing Trump channels the pathological enjoyment and libidinal frustrations of fascism arising from this space. 
		

		
			Populism, antagonism and enjoyment 
		

		
			In order to identify the way in which new forms of affective media have accelerated right-wing American populism it is necessary to, following Enresto Laclau, recognize populism as a particular political logic (2005). This logic is discursive in constructing a people through hegemonic chains of difference and equivalence in order to enjoy and affectively invest in political identity. This is in contrast to understanding populism as a set of ideological and political forms or a rhetorical style (Moffitt, 2016) and appeal to “the people” whether by insurgent and professional politicians alike. Populism’s lack of fixity in content or form owes to its close proximity to the unruly forces of the libidinal in political ontology. The explosion of passions that accompanies populism is not the pathological outside of democratic politics but its repressed symptoms, what Arditi borrowing from Freud calls “internal foreign territory” (2005: 89). Mouffe (2005) writes that “the people” of democracy are defined by an antagonistic division of the social space as in Republicans against monarchists or citizens and aliens. Naming a “people” is an act of negation which enables identity and its associated affective investments. The global surge of populism is a return of antagonism and the libidinal in response to stubbornly persistent neo-liberal post-politics (Mouffe, 2005). In opposing the formal politics of consensus, rationalism and technocracy, populism expresses the ontological necessity of antagonism and enjoyment in political identity. 
		

		
			The populist subject is the psychoanalytic “subject of enjoyment ” (Glynos & Stavrakakis, 2008: 257) shaped by trauma, irrational drives and desires. Populist ontology is analogous to Lacanian symbolic castration in which the loss of the primordial mother, “ allows the subject to enter the symbolic order” ( Ž i ž ek, 1997: 17). The populist emerges through this fundamental antagonism and sense of lost enjoyment. Populist political identity and discourse are the perpetually incomplete process of recapturing this primordial wholeness of mother and child. The Tea Party’ s rally cry to “Take our country back ” or Trump ’ s quest to “Make America Great Again ” should not be seen as political projects built on policy, but an a ff ective and libidinal appeal to the lost enjoyment of a wholly reconciled America. This experience of a shared a ff ective investment in being part of a people surpasses the importance of any essential ideological content. In Trumpian discourse America stands in as an empty signi fi er able to embody a sub-urban community ideal, military strength or the melding of Christianity and capitalism, depending upon the a ff ective investments of followers. The endeavour to recapture this American identity or the partial object of desire, what Lacan calls objet petit a , is never attainable. However, this very failure produces an incessant drive and “desire structured around the unending quest for the lost, impossible jouissance ” (Glynos & Stavrakakis, 2008: 261). It is in this way that we can understand populism as a sustained antagonistic drive pursued and enjoyed for its own sake. 
		

		
			The key distinction within Lacanian psychoanalytic theories of populism is whether it constitutes the political as such (Laclau, 2005) or obfuscates the political (Žižek, 2008). For Laclau there is no difference between left formulations of the people vs the 1% or the nationalism of right-wing populism, the act of defining a people as universal against an enemy 
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			for Laclau represents “political logic tout court” (2005: 229). In populist ontology “the people” is a potent signifier for an organic virtue as the redeemer of politics. In Kazin’s seminal work on American populism he identifies the discourse of “Americanism” (1995: 12) in this vein. This term denotes an idealistic conservatism and stasis with the virtuous productive middle beset by enemies. Thomas Je ff erson’ s frontier ideal of the yeoman small-holder is exemplary here as they are counterposed to the “ canker ” and “ mobs ” of the city (1975: 216). Even within the labour movement of the New Deal this discourse emerged in the AFL-CIO to imagine the working class as “ between the rapacity of the robber barons of industry of America and the lustful rage of the communists ” (John Lewis in Kazin: 142). The pliability of this discourse accounts for its incarnation in various American populisms including the Tea Party and Donald Trump. It is the appeal to a besieged people and the obfuscation of the economy through producerism that allows Trump to appropriate a working-class politics in the service of oligarchy. The fetish of an organic people in populism leads Dean to claim in a recent polemic against Mouff e that “ there is no such thing as a left populism ” (Dean, 2017: 43) so long as the struggle with capital remains the measure of emancipatory left politics. 
		

		
			What Trump reveals about the logic of populism is a trajectory to fascism in the politics of jouissance. Where populism exceeds the a ff ective pleasures of solidarity universal to the political is in jouissance as “ pure enjoyment, [and] absolute pleasure undiluted ” (Johnston, 2002) by ego, rationality and societal constraints. For Ž i ž ek the libidinal dependence upon an enemy “ whose annihilation would restore balance and justice ” ( Ž i ž ek, 2008: 278), is a fascist logic which leads to a politics of jouissance. Following Lacan’ s thesis that enjoyment always belongs to the other, populist identity requires a rapacious other “ who is stealing social jouissance from us ” ( Ži ž ek, 1997: 43). At its zenith populism ’ s enemy is analogous to the construct of the Jew in anti-Semitism as a contradictory, overdetermined evil that is de fi ned by excessive enjoyment. In Trump ’ s formulation American greatness is threatened by the jouissance of inner-city gangs and immigrants. The people of right-wing populism are squeezed between the excessive enjoyment of the Davos, Bohemian groove and “limousine-liberal ” elite, or the welfare recipients, from bankers, immigrants and the poor, who “ enjoy ” the people’ s hard-earned tax dollars. 
		

		
			Trump was able to unify the populist energies of the Republican base, from Tea Party libertarians, evangelicals and paleo-conservatives in offering the transgressive enjoyment of ruthlessly attacking those that would thwart American greatness. His speeches were suffused with the blood of innocents and “American carnage” (Trump, 2017) but also of the promise of love and redemption (Parenti, 2016). The large crowds his events drew captured this dichotomy of jouissance between a cumulative effusive solidarity and the spectre of political violence (Berenstein, Corasaniti & Parker, 2016). Trump’s refusal to adhere to political decorum, whether rejecting the official vote tally, his call to arrest Hillary Clinton or jokes about her assassination, marked him as a populist agent of jouissance. There was a vicarious enjoyment in his lashing out against minorities, fellow Republicans and even boasts of sexual assault (Stuart, 2016); all of this signalled that he was unrestrained by super-ego prohibitions. The politics of jouissance means that it is pursued as its own end and is analogous to political power as such. Trump is able to claim a populist anti-elitism not in spite of his gaudy billionaire lifestyle but because of it. As Mudde explains populism is not a left politics of reflexivity and transformation aimed at “chang[ing] the people themselves, but rather their status within the political system (2004: 547)”. Trump offers the promise of seizing power and the oligarchy in the name of jouissance. Whether bragging about having political rivals in his back pocket as a donor (Fang, 2016) or appointing his children to positions within the White House, there is a vulgar acting out of the political status quo that shatters decorum and allows the people to feel in charge at an affective level. 
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			Conservative networks and media populism 
		

		
			In the rise of right-wing America populism, media have been central to a conservative movement strategy to roll back the gains of the New Deal and mid-century civic reformers. In this task there has been an irreducible tension between an institutional conservative elite and a populist grassroots activated through a media which renders the battle for capitalism and the Republic in antagonistic terms of freedom versus tyranny. Donald Trump’s ascendance to the presidency as a thoroughly mediatized politician represents the libidinal excess which defies has defied this conservative network of media, think tanks and lobbyists. Trump has understood the manner in which affect and spectacle function as a form of media and political currency that allow him to bypass the disciplines of party. He has been able to benefit from a heavily funded conservative media infrastructure that has sought to channel popular energy for explicitly ideological purposes, however he has sequestered the affective element for his own ends. While a uniquely incompetent figure with little ideological bearings or political machinery, Trump realized and expanded the unruly populist logics of enjoyment and antagonism embedded in conservative media publics. 
		

		
			A defining feature of American right-wing populism has been the key role played by media figures such as Rush Limbaugh, Glenn Beck, Andrew Breitbart and Alex Jones. While Father Caughlin comparisons beckon this is not the story of particular demagogues but the function of media within a conservative a political nexus of think tanks, founda-tions, non-profits, lobby groups, professional associations and academic research centres (Meagher, 2012). The seminal blueprint for this conservative political network was laid out in the “Powell Memo” to the US Chamber of Commerce by corporate lawyer and future supreme court justice Lewis Powell (1971). In it he urged business to organize politically through media campaigns, campus activism and lobbying in order to roll back the regulatory gains of reformers and new left activists who represented an “attack on the American free enterprise system” (ibid.). What subsequently emerged in American politics was the increased political activism of conservative magnates and scion’s, such as the Koch Brothers, through the formation of foundations funding think tanks like the Heritage Foundation and the Cato Institute. These think tanks and foundations would provide the intellectual grist to the class project of a libertarian and revanchist conservatism and offer student activists training, funding and a career path in publishing, politics and media. Media like the Weekly Standard, Washington Times and National Empowerment Television, the fore-runner to Fox News, were heavily subsidised by the conservative foundations (Meagher, 2012: 473). This media nexus catapulted the careers of pseudo-intellectuals like Dinesh D’Souza, authors such as Ann Coulter and popularized the dubious scholarship of researchers like Arthur Laffer and Charles Murray. 
		

		
			Fox News emerged as the key mechanism of articulation between these networks, the Republican party and a politicized conservative public. Fox paired the notoriously conserva-tive media magnate Rupert Murdoch with Roger Ailes a long-time Republican media operative and strategist. In the project of creating a coherent countersphere of conservative news Fox was able to rely on both a subsidised pool of conservative pundits, scholars and think tank residents, and the free labour of activists and the conservative grass roots. Fox also benefitted from media deregulation with the repeal of the Fairness Doctrine and the Telecommunications Act of 1996 helping bolster the conservative media sphere. Right-wing talk served as a training ground for eventual Fox talent like Sean Hannity and Glenn Beck, and honed the populist style of broadcasting that would come to define Fox. Key to its political and commercial success has been channelling the populist libidinal logic of drive 
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			endlessly recycling and engineering outrage and indignation with the liberal media and the left. From the “ War on Christmas ”, the spectre of Marxism on campus, George Soros-sponsored voter fraud, fear of terrorism and Hollywood culture wars Fox ’ s programming is a self-fecund circuit of overdetermined outrage. 
		

		
			The populist fervour that Fox elicits has brought with it irreducible tensions between the professional coterie of establishment Republicans that attempt to instrumentalize the populist base and media figures like Glenn Beck who see themselves as movement leaders. The Tea Party movement that Fox News effectively coordinated, along with advocacy groups like Freedom Works, brought these competing wings into conflict (Jutel, 2013). This Populist anger elected a wave of insurgent candidates who would go on to engineer a government shutdown in defiance of the US Chamber of Commerce (Josten, 2011). Beck himself would be let go by Fox as his continued apocalypticism after the Republicans 2010 midterm success made his highly rated program unsellable to advertisers (Carusone, 2011). Donald Trump’s candidacy represented a high-point of this inter-conservative tension as he made Fox News hosts, fellow Republican candidates and “Never Trump” conservatives targets of populist derision. Trump’s grotesque attacks on Fox’s Megan Kelly were jouissance as power personi-fied. Responding to journalistic scrutiny from Kelly for his record of sexism he railed against “political correctness” and decorum before launching a shockingly misogynistic attack on Kelly the next day (Rucker, 2015). For a large part of the campaign Trump threatened to boycott Fox causing Roger Ailes, one of the most important power brokers in conservative politics, into panicked negotiations with the campaign. Trump refused to apologize, as with most of his indiscretions, demonstrating that the power he wielded though his base was predicated on a fidelity to jouissance. Trump’s unique position as a media entrepreneur within and outside this space allowed him to channel the jouissance of populism in defiance of the disciplines of Fox and his party. 
		

		
			Mediatization and individuated publics of enjoyment 
		

		
			The ability of Fox to dominate conservative politics and create a populist public is not simply a result of intense politicization but also the concurrent diminution of public political life in neoliberalism. The development of neoliberalism in America included both the rebirth of conservative activism and the emergence of Third Way Democrats facilitating “the growth of individualism undermin[ing] trade unions and . . . the types of politics they used to foster” (Mouffe, 2005: 49). Third Way neoliberals have ceded the antagonistic political terrain to the populists replacing the values of solidarity and publicness with a consumer driven politics “limited to the private sphere” (Hind, 2010: 147). With the decline of strong political and ideological identities political participation is increasingly affective and based “personal and emotional evaluations” (Craig, 2013: 486). The public of post-politics is constituted in media spaces and is at once “more connected than ever before . . . yet at the same time on their own” (Deuze, 2011: 145). It is this combination of individuation and volatility in the electorate that allows Trump to coalesce individual affective investments into a populist public around himself as an ego-ideal of enjoyment. 
		

		
			Within these contours of media, politics and public life the American polity can be said to have been thoroughly “ mediatized ” (Schulz, 2004). Mediatization denotes the process by which media genres of representation and performance come to de fi ne “other social subsystems ” such as politics, government, business and academia, that are now “ dependent on the media and their logic ” (Strömbäck & Dimitrova, 2011: 33). In politics this has seen the growth of consultants, media managers and the orientation of political action re flexively towards media attention. 
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			Access to the media fi eld whether through “earned media ” or a devoted social media following allows mediatized fi gures to accrue media capital and bypass the strictures of other fi elds and “make an end run around the normal political process ” (Benson, 1999: 474). In conservative politics access to Fox has been leveraged by fi gures such as Sarah Palin to indeterminate ends from political aspirations to a ff ective forms of consumption (Ouellette, 2012). For Trump this media capital allowed him to use and circumvent conservative political gatekeepers like Fox while leveraging his celebrity for various ventures from Trump Steaks, real estate, to his contract negotiations with NBC. 
		

		
			With the confluence of politics and entertainment, mediatization has meant a shift of journalistic values from a normative liberal rationalism to what Bourdieu describes as a “populist spontaneism and demagogic capitulation to popular tastes” (Bourdieu, 1998: 48). Broadcast journalism has increasingly been subsumed by entertainment media conglomerates which privilege “the spectacularization of political communication” (Mazzoleni & Schulz, 1999: 251). This media logic emphasizes “personalization . . . a political star system . . . [and] sports based dramatization” (Plasser & Ulram, 2003: 27). Donald Trump’s celebrity status and reality-TV rhetoric of “winning” and “losing” corresponds perfectly to these values. Nothing is more emblematic of this fundamental shift in the field of journalism than the symbiosis of Jeffrey Zucker, president of CNN and creator of The Apprentice, and Donald Trump (Mahler, 2017). For both the metric of ratings and the values of cable news spectacle are the measure of validation, whether journalistic or political (Parker & Costa, 2017). The Trump campaign was an endless source of controversy driving the news cycle by providing the volatility and spectacle of reality television and extraordinary ratings for cheap-to-produce content. CNN and others were central to boosting Trump’s candidacy providing free and extended media coverage of Trump speeches that dwarfed all other presidential candidates (Confessore & Yourish, 2016). Trump’s populist gripes about the liberal media as the people’s enemy during his presidency has not altered this dynamic as it serves both a populist sense of victimization and reinscribes an Edward R. Murrow-esque liberal media identity. Trump is a definitive product of mediatized politics providing the spectacle that drives ratings and affective media consumption, either as part of his populist movement or as the liberal resistance. 
		

		
			What distinguishes Trump from other media-savvy politicians is the manner in which he wields media power in the name of the people ’ s enjoyment. Freud described the modern authoritarian leader ’ s relationship to the crowd as a singular Oedipal relation in which a crowd see themselves as a people through the leader as an ego-ideal. However against this original formulation Trump is not a primordial father ruling a group “ that wishes to be governed by unrestricted force ” (Freud, 1948: 99) but rather he represents the neo-liberal super-ego “ enjoining us to go right to the end ” ( Ži ž ek, 2006: 310) in our enjoyment. Whether fl aunting his licentious billionaire lifestyle or serving as the volatile arbiter of success on The Apprentice he entreats his audience to enjoy through him. When he utters his catchphrase “You ’ re Fired! ” , typically humiliating an elite social climber with impeccable credentials, there is a populist enjoyment in wielding this power. His ability to serve as an ego-ideal of enjoyment is in his own submission to the injunction of mediatization, or what Dean calls “communicative capitalism” (2009), to publicly enjoy and throw oneself into circulation as a desired object. In his ceaseless tweeting Trump exemplifi es mediatized life as “ a non-stop entrepreneurial adventure involving the pursuit of multiple revenue streams predicated on the savvy deployment of virtuosic communicative and image skills” (Hearn, 2016: 657). In embodying mediatized political life Trump creates an individuated public of enjoyment in which the a ff ective investment and labour of followers coalesce around him as an ego-ideal. 
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			Affective media labour and jouissance 
		

		
			Right-wing populism has become an ascendant political force in the US as a result of a conservative media and political infrastructure, and the mediatization of politics and public life. Where conservative media specifically channels the populist libidinal logics of antagonism and enjoyment is with the rise of a ff ective media production. A ff ective media does not simply denote social media but the manner in which media old and new are driven by the production, circulation, performance and quanti fi cation of a ff ect. From the labour of promoting brands, celebrities and politicians on social media to the consumption of traditional content on personalized devices, consumption and production rely upon an emotional investment, sense of user agency, critical knowingness and social connectivity. In an age of superfl uous media it is aff ective identi fi cation with media brands that elicits the sharing and posting of content and user data as a form of “ free labour ” (Terranova, 2004) for media brands. In this sense there is a convergence of libidinal and economic logics as a ff ective media interpellates the “ prosumer ” as the subject of enjoyment. From the second person headline writing of Hu ffi ngton Post to the outraged patriot addressed by Fox News , consumption is based on an a ff ective appeal that draws one into the ceaseless activity of posting, consuming and performing identity through media. 
		

		
			Affect is central to the brand strategy of Fox which imagined its journalism not in terms of servicing the rational citizen in the public sphere but in “craft[ing] intensive relationships with their viewers” (Jones, 2012: 180) in order to sustain audience share across platforms. The ideal Fox News viewer is not simply an audience member but an active prosumer that watches Fox as part of a broader movement logic associated with other acts of consumption that bolster the conservative media sphere. The rise of the Tea Party was critical in reinforcing Fox as a conservative lifestyle brand during the Obama presidency. While the Tea Party certainly contained organic libidinal rage and jouissance this was anchored by a campaign and political infrastructure orchestrated by Fox and Freedom Works. In staging and coordinating Tea Party events Fox secures the free labour of protesters who produce the spectacle of Fox’s program-ming and an affective relationship with this same audience who consume Fox as the people’s tribune. The ability of the signifier “Tea Party” to engender a populist people is manifested through an affective investment, social media labour and the performance of protest all serving to fill this signifier with meaning. Despite the retrograde populist politics Fox is thoroughly modern in creating an audience that consumes out of identity and enjoyment. 
		

		
			There is an irreducible tension in Fox’ s drawing upon the libidinal as its institutional and political-economic objectives come to rely upon some of the more far- flung regions of conservative political discourse. Glenn Beck was a key fi gure in this Tea Party period and presages the populist epistemology and the logic of jouissance and conspiracy that has come to dominate the social media spaces of the alt-right. In the best traditions of conservative hucksterism (Perlstein, 2012), Beck ’s dark visions of George Soros, the Caliphate and Marxists in government tie in to his line of survivalist commodities. Both Beck and Alex Jones share with Trump an entrepreneurialism which links their truth-telling to eclectic ventures, from vitamins to freeze dried food, all premised upon an authentic solidarity with their audience (Jutel, 2017). There is also an aff ective performance of authenticity, from Beck’ s sobbing monologues to Jones ’ shirt tearing and screams, which binds their audiences in a conspiratorial drive in pursuit of jouissance. In Beck’ s wild chalkboard expositions and Jones ’ fulminations against globalist tyranny there is the attempt to understand the enemy of populism in all of their depraved jouissance. In classic paranoid style (Hofstader, 1965) this enemy often assumes an occultist quality as with the “ Pizzagate ” conspiracy, believed by over half of Trump voters (Frankovic, 2016), in which the Democratic Party is said to 
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			be an elaborate child-sex ring. The ability of this fraction within conservative media to defi ne the broader movement lies in its appeal to jouissance, the obscene transgressive enjoyment of denigrating the enemy in the basest terms of racism, misogyny, anti-Semitism and xenophobia. 
		

		
			Trump’s success was due in equal measure to his ability to access the heights of the media field and operating in the spaces of pure affective intensity and jouissance. He was able to monopolize the populist forces unleashed by Fox in offering himself as a permissive agent of jouissance. From his birtherist crusade against Obama, his appearance on the Alex Jones program, the granting of White House press credentials to Mike Cernovich and Info Wars, to his entertainment of a range of conspiracies (Haberman, 2016), Trump entreats his followers to go the end in their transgressive enjoyment. Trump’s adherence to the logic of affective media and jouissance was crucial in soliciting the free labour of a mediatized populist public. The Trump campaign had a keen sense of the centrality of affect in producing the spectacle of a mass movement, often employing “rent-a-crowd” tactics, to using his staff as a cheer squad during public events. Trump’s followers perform the free labour of spectacle and a volatile movement authenticity that secured the campaign earned media in overcoming a 4-to-1 advertising deficit to the Clinton campaign (Murray, 2016). This popular mobilization constitutes labour in that it filled the truly hollow edifice of his chaotic, personality driven campaign with meaning. Trump’s fanning of conspiracy allowed these forces of jouissance to coalesce around him through the affective labour of social media users that share fake news, memes and personal testimony all to fill the empty signifier “Make America Great Again” with affective potency and enjoyment. 
		

		
			Trump ’ s success in channelling transgressive online cultures de fi es popular and academic discourses about the political promise of new media spaces. Academic accounts of online activism invoke Occupy Wall Street and the Arab Spring while the hacker and nerd cultures of reddit and 4-Chan have been characterized as “a force for good in the world ” (Coleman, 2014: 50). The Trump campaign, particularly in its unbridled Steve Bannon iteration, understood social media as a space to tap antagonism and enjoyment. Bannon is often described as a troll and Breitbart News through Yiannopoulos was at the forefront of “ Gamergate” which brought troll-culture and its attendant misogyny into the public eye. Trump ’ s politics of jouissance corresponds perfectly to the alt-right logic of trolling in which enjoyment combines both vicious dehumanization and an obsession with the enemy. The enjoyment alt-righters experience in “ triggering” their political enemies in the most vile forms of racism, anti-Semitism and misogyny is also coupled to their obsession over the minutia of campus political correctness, the posts of online feminists and the betrayal of “ cuckservatives ” (Nagle, 2017). As with fascism, the alt-right is in the realm of pathological enjoyment and rendered explicitly in terms of violent libidinal frustration, from the crisis of patriarchal authority that is Pizzagate to obsession with sexual hierarchies in the “manosphere” . The signi fi cance of the alt-right is not that white supremacist twitter accounts fundamentally shaped the outcome of the election, but that the political apogee of new a ff ective forms of media produce is a fascist culture of jouissance. 
		

		
			Conclusion 
		

		
			The centrality of media to right-wing American populism and the rise of Trump represents a confluence of conservative media activism and a mediatization of the polity which accelerates the populist logics of antagonism and enjoyment. Donald Trump is an exemplary figure of these concurrent shifts in the media and political terrain, able to merge disparate strains of conservatism through his appeal to populist jouissance. The promise of “Making America 
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			Great Again” lies in the pleasure of being of the people and licensed to lash out against a multifarious enemy. Trump elicits the populist subject of enjoyment through his own scandals and lack of decorum which mark him as an agent of jouissance unrestrained from super-ego prohibitions. He represents the potential fascist lurch in populism as jouissance pursued for its own sake culminates in a vicious libidinal deadlock with the enemy always returning to steal the people’s social jouissance. The popular saliency of conspiracies such as Pizzagate speak to a self-fecund conspiratorial drive in which the failures of the people are transposed onto an enemy of unparalleled evil. 
		

		
			In the task of constructing a people Trump has relied on the audiences of conservative media who have been primed for decades by paeans to lost American greatness. The conservative networks of foundations and think tanks have provided substantial financial resources to activists and pundits who subsidise the cost of conservative media production. Fox News and others have been key to fuelling an obsessive populist outrage which both drives ratings and popularizes a Manichaean political struggle for freedom. The role of Fox as a medium between an affective popular mobilization and a broader class project driven by institutional interests, brings inevitable tension between these imperatives. For Trump and figures like Glenn Beck and Alex Jones their brand authenticity is staked on a loyalty to a transgressive, conspiratorial jouissance against those that would instrumentalize it. To this end it was necessary for Trump to attack Fox, fellow Republicans and defy any expectations of political normalization in monopolizing conservative populist enjoyment for his own ends. 
		

		
			The unthinkable ascendance of Trump to the presidency, a uniquely ill-tempered narcissist with an inability to govern, speaks to changes within the polity and the attendant mediatization of politics. With the decline of traditional political identities and party loyalties publics are increasingly experiencing politics through an individuated a ff ective lens. Within these contours media populism predominates particularly as the conservative media sphere best capture the logics of antagonism and enjoyment. Figures like Sarah Palin and Trump have leveraged a media capital, built an a ff ective connection to an audience and following, to indeterminate ends allowing them to defy the disciplines of party, ideology and normative journalistic values. As reality-TV celebrity Trump embodies the logic of spectacle and confl ict that drives contemporary media production earning him unprecedented media access that reinforces his media brand. Additionally his public volatility, ceaseless tweeting and transparent preening were not liabilities but what connected him to individuated publics of enjoyment. Trump precisely personifying the logic of mediatization off ering himself as an ego-ideal and mirroring our own hyper-active media labour of self-branding. 
		

		
			The media infrastructure that enabled the rise of Trump’s populism was not simply a product of well-financed conservative media and the logic of spectacle but new forms of affective media that fuse libidinal and political economies. The solicitation of free labour and the consumption of media as part of identity is central to contemporary media production. While a great deal has been written about the democratic and creative potential of social media prosumption it is the populist logics of antagonism and enjoyment that best secures the affective labour of audiences. Fox viewers simultaneously consume and perform the news as Tea Party protesters, bolstering the authenticity of Fox’s brand and sustaining audiences into new media platforms. In acting as a conduit for the wildest fringes of conservative politics and conspiracy, Trump elicited the affective labour of social media users whose posts, memes and personal testimony filled the empty signifier of “Make America Great Again” with meaning. This following of affective intensity, from online to public mobilizations, was essential in overcoming a significant advertising shortfall and propelling the spectacle. This rise of the alt-right as a key constituency in Trump’s populism is the culmination of a media politics of 
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			jouissance. Here the obsession with the enemy licenses an enjoyment that ranges from the counter-culture of trolling to a denigration of women, immigrants, religious and ethnic minorities in pure fascist terms of violent libidinal frustration. 
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				Donald Trump is exemplary here in his appeal to American conservatives despite his abandonment of the tropes of smaller government and family values. The historically high levels with which evangelicals supported the libertine Trump (Bailey, 2016) appeared ideologically incongruous. However, the logic of Trump’s politics, in which a virtuous people are threatened and enjoy lashing out at their enemy, is the libidinal truth of populism. 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				The Paleocons have been the most marginal fraction of the conservative movement since the Reagan Revolution, but now have a champion in Trump. They can be defined by a producerist economic nationalism, anti-interventionist foreign policy and an ethno-nationalism that has been a source of embarrassment for mainstream Republicans. The intellectual leaders of Paleoconservatism, Samuel Francis and James Burnham, describe a class struggle between a technocratic, social-engineering elite and hard-working traditional American families (Shenk, 2016). This politics corresponds with Trump’s discourse of Americanism, promises to “fire” Washington elites and his past association with Ross Perot’s Reform Party. 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				In his speech at the Republican National Convention he began by reiterating a consistent theme from the convention, from murdered police officers to Benghazi. Trump tells the story of a mid-Western college graduate killed by an immigrant as “one more child to sacrifice on the altar of open borders” (Politico Staff, 2016). Trump’s description of the twenty one year old Sarah Root as a “young girl” and “child” is telling of the crisis of patriarchal authority that colours the fascist imaginary (ibid.). 
			
		

		
			
				4 
				During the third presidential debate Trump stated pre-emptively that he would not accept a loss at the polls. Trump continues to reject the official tally which saw him win the electoral college but lose the popular vote by nearly three million. 
			
		

		
			
				5 
				Limbaugh has been the forerunner of far-right media. His combative conservatism has served as a template for Fox broadcasters and Republican stalwarts like Sean Hannity and Bill O’Reilly. In the aftermath of the unpopular Bush presidency Beck was useful in giving Fox a movement authenticity among the Bircher, libertarian and religious survivalist fringes of the right. While Beck was between these worlds the increasingly influential Alex Jones, who is unrestrained on his independent radio and video platform, is able to espouse pure apocalyptic conspiracy. Remarkably Trump appeared as a guest on Jones’ programme in December 2015 at the suggestion of Roger Stone, the veteran Republican dirty-tricks operative and Trump ally. The significance of the Breitbart website was conservative media’s adaptation of an irreverent online sensibility in a manner similar to the Huffington Post, which Andrew Breitbart was in instrumental in founding alongside Arianna Huffington. Breitbart has been in a perfect position to channel the energies of online reaction towards both Trump and the Breitbart brand. While by no means an exhaustive list of media figures, there is an unmistakable progression from the confines of establishment conservative networks to more chaotic alternative conservative media which has benefited Trump. 
			
		

		
			
				6 
				Clear Channel, now I Heart Radio, was a key player in developing right-wing talk and creating national audiences for Rush Limbaugh and others. As a result of the Telecommunications Act Clear Channel was able to grow from a maximum 40 stations owned to over 1200 (Corcoran, 2016). 
			
		

		
			
				7 
				Party identi fi cation has steadily declined in the US since the 1980s (Jones, 2014) and is near all-time highs with 44% of Americans identifying as Independents to 28% as Democrats and 25% Republicans (Gallup, 2017). 
			
		

		
			
				8 
				Steve Bannon was a key figure in realizing Trump’s full political potential given his access to both a mediatized conservative grassroots and the heights of the media field. Bannon embodied a similar convergence of political and entertainment media having worked as a Hollywood producer while also writing and directing a series of documentaries for conservative audiences. As head of Breitbart he oversaw an anti-establishment conservative media player which rose to prominence through an unrestrained chauvinist conservatism and jouissance which verged on the counter-cultural in a figure such as Milo Yiannopoulos. While Bannon’s appointment was initially seen as a sign of a campaign 
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			in free-fall, he understood that Trump’s defiance of political norms was key to activating a following of pure affective intensity from the conservative grassroots to the online alt-right. 
		

		
			
				9 
				CBS Chairman Les Moonves neatly evinced this logic of Trump and entertainment to a meeting with investors; “It [Trump’s candidacy] may not be good for America, but it’s damn good for CBS” (Collins, 2016). 
			
		

		
			
				10 
				One of the editor’s of The Apprenetice explained that Trump’s selection of the show’s winners and losers “had nothing to do with people’s merit . . . he’d make decisions on who he liked or disliked personally . . . or he’d keep someone that ‘would make good TV’” (Catoline, 2016). This is the fantasy of populist oligarchic power that Trump offers his followers as President. 
			
		

		
			
				11 
				The default insult of the alt-right “cuckservatives” clearly demonstrates the role of (stolen) libidinal potency at the centre of enjoyment. Cucks are those establishment or “Never Trump” conservatives who fail to embrace the logic of jouissance or hold to establishment positions on issues like immigration. In a self-conscious reference to the genre of inter-racial “cuckold” pornography (Heer, 2016), cucks would let America, and its women, be enjoyed by immigrants and a racial other. The very thing that gives the alt-right a currency of derision and enjoyment reinforces the racial other’s virility as a direct threat to their own potency. 
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				Introduction 
				to 
				Part 
				V 
			
		

		
			Between democratization and 
		

		
			authoritarianism 
		

		
			The chapters in this section, as well as many of the chapters in this Handbook, debate the relationship between populism and democratization. Four positions can be differentiated. The first is the view of populism as democratizing, or in its more radical Laclauian formulation as synonymous with the political and democracy. Marco Damiani’s chapter on leftwing popu-lism in southern Europe is a good example of this position. He shows how Syriza, Podemos, and France Insoumise gave political form to mass protest movements against neoliberalism. These parties aim to establish real or authentic forms of democracy, preserving the pluralism of complex societies. Their notion of the enemy, he sustains, is different from Carl Schmitt’s. Damiani concludes, “The aim of the Populist Radical Left Parties is to increase the level of social inclusion within, and not outside, the democratic system”. 
		

		
			A second position sees populism as simultaneously democratizing/inclusionary and auto-cratic. Danielle Resnick, in her evaluation of the influence of populist leaders on democracy in Africa, concludes that populists disdained “political institutions and civil liberties”. None-theless, she argues that populism left some positive impacts for democratization. Michael Sata and Jacob Zuma helped increase voter turnout, and “brought concerns of the poor to the forefront of the policy agenda”. To understand populism as double-faced, as simultaneously inclusionary and autocratic, we need to differentiate populism when challenging power from populists in power. As Resnick writes, out of office populists provide “a voice for the voiceless” while “undermining democratic institutions when governing”. 
		

		
			
				A third position sees populism as a threat to democracy. The danger of populism is magni fi ed in presidentialist systems in crises. Steven Levitsky and James Loxton show in 
				Chapter 
				22 
				how populists led Latin American presidentialist democracies in crises toward competitive authoritar-ianism. Kurt Weyland in 
				Chapter 
				21 
				di ff erentiates two populist threats to democracy. The fi rst is cornering the opposition. Without real alternatives to use democratic means of resisting populist autocratic governments, the opposition invited the military to start coups to get rid of populists destroying democracy. The second threat is undermining democracy from within using laws instrumentally, attempting against the separation of power, and attacking the media and civil society. Whereas the populist playbook led to competitive authoritarianism in Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador, a stronger civil society and democratic institutions, as Peruzzotti shows in 
				Chapter 
				2, 
				were impediments for a populist rupture in Argentina. Ángel Rivero writes in 
				Chapter 
				18 
				that in 
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			Western Europe “ the institutions of democracy are strong enough to resist the assault of populism with little damage ” . Parliamentary systems are not always shields to populism. The cases of Viktor Orbán in Hungary, and Kaczynsi ’ s Law and Order party (PiS) in Poland, discussed by Rivero, show how populists can undermine less institutionalized parliamentary democracies. 
		

		
			
				A fourth position analyzes populism as a particular way of understanding democracy. In 
				Chapter 
				20 
				Federico Finchelstein shows historically how populism became a different “ism” when it accepted the democratic premise of using elections to get to power while simulta-neously seeing the leader as a transcendental and charismatic figure that embodies the will of the people, and is beyond the formalities of liberal democracy. Even though populists accept elections, in some cases expand the franchise, and include the excluded, they build author-itarian versions of democracy. 
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			Since the post-independence era, populism has made inroads into the politics of sub-Saharan Africa. Populism is de fi ned here as a political strategy involving direct ties by individual, charismatic politicians to large masses of unorganized constituents, the use of public performances that Ostiguy (Forthcoming) terms “ flaunting of the low,” and an ideological rhetoric that denounces elitism (see Resnick 2017). Quintessential populists of the mid-1980s included Flight Lieutenant Jerry Rawlings of Ghana, Captain Thomas Sankara of Burkina Faso, and Yoweri Museveni when he initially came to power in Uganda through a guerrilla campaign in 1986. All three military fi gures claimed they were leading “ people ’ s revolutions ” against corrupt incumbents. They often espoused a rhetoric against establish-ment elites, railed against structural forces that maintained poverty and exclusion, and embraced outrageous antics to give them greater visibility to the public (see Carbone 2005; Harsch 2014; Resnick 2017; Rothchild and Gyimah-Boadi 1989). However, such populists did not operate within democratic contexts and often suppressed the opposition or banned political parties entirely. 
		

		
			Three decades later, in the wake of democratic experiments that spread widely in the region during the 1990s, populism again became more pronounced in some countries. Some of the reasons for the more contemporary rise of populism include socioeconomic and demographic shifts that resulted in rising inequality, the growth of urban poverty, and the expansion of youth unemployment. Such patterns, along with disillusionment with democratic expectations, created the basis of grievances that could be capitalized on by savvy politicians. 
		

		
			While these drivers and manifestations of contemporary African populism have been detailed in some depth (see Cheeseman and Larmer 2015; Resnick 2014; Resnick 2015), the impact of populist governance on democratization in Africa has received scant attention. This chapter addresses this gap by examining the effects of populist leaders on political mobiliza-tion, party systems, and democratic institutions and competition. Empirically, the chapter focuses on Southern Africa where urbanization levels and inequality rates have been much higher than elsewhere in the region, often creating fertile ground for populist calls. More specifically, the chapter focuses on Zambia and South Africa where two populist leaders, the late Michael Sata and Jacob Zuma, became president of those countries in 2011 and 2009, respectively. While both countries transitioned to democracy in the early 1990s, Zambia is 
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			considered a multi-party system even as South Africa’s post-apartheid era has been dominated by one party, the African National Congress (ANC). 
		

		
			Despite these di ff erences, common patterns are observed in both countries regarding the in fl uence of populism. On the one hand, the rise of populist leaders has resulted in a growing centralization of power around the presidency, a disregard for the rule of law and transparency, and greater repression of the independent media. These dynamics have resulted in party fractionaliza-tion, leading to party defections from Sata ’ s original Patriotic Front (PF) and internal factions within the ANC. On the other hand, the rise of these leaders reinvigorated the importance of poverty and inequality in the policy space and enhanced public participation in the political sphere. Furthermore, they have had an important legacy on opposition parties within their respective countries, which have often used populist rhetoric and tactics to mobilize constituents. 
		

		
			In other words, populism in the African context can generate some of the same tensions with liberal democracy that have been observed elsewhere in the world. Speci fi cally, Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser (2012) and Rovira Kaltwasser (2012) emphasize that because of its emphasis on the will of the majority, populism is essentially democratic. In this regard, they observe that populism can provide a voice to excluded constituencies and force greater accountability for marginalized issues and policies. At the same time, populism ’ s celebration of popular sovereignty can be contradictory to respect for the rule of law and the separation of powers that are characteristic of liberal democracies in particular. They hypothesize that even in consolidated democracies, populism in government can result in negative e ff ects on the quality of democracy. Indeed, as seen in the following sections, many populist leaders may not be democratically inclined once they come into power. 
		

		
			Party politics in South Africa and Zambia: the ascendance of 
		

		
			populism 
		

		
			The dynamics contributing to the rise of populist leadership in South Africa and Zambia have been broadly similar. With strong economic bases in the capital-intensive mining sector, both countries are burdened by high employment rates, particularly among the youth, and large income gaps between rural and urban populations. Zambia ’ s period of structural adjustment during the 1990s led to the collapse of the domestic manufacturing sector and made the country increasingly dependent on its volatile copper sector, concentrating many in the low-paid informal economy. Although South Africa has a more diversi fi ed economy, the legacy of apartheid has resulted in unequal access to proper housing and services as well as disproportionate education quality and job access. Inequality is among the highest in the world, ranging from a Gini coeffi cient of 0.50 in Zambia to 0.64 in South Africa (StatsSA 2017; World Bank 2015). Rapid urbanization, vast inequalities, and stubbornly high youth unemployment combined to create a potent mixture of grievances for citizens in these countries during the 2000s. 
		

		
			These demographic and socioeconomic trajectories coincided with important shifts in the party systems as well. By the mid-2000s, both countries had experienced at least a decade with democracy. In 1991, Zambia transitioned from a one-party state to a multi-party democracy with the victory of Frederick Chiluba of the Movement for Multiparty Democracy (MMD) in that year’s presidential elections. Ten years later, Chiluba’s efforts to change the constitution to run for a third presidential term prompted many splinter parties from the MMD, including Sata’s PF. Even as the macroeconomy rebounded under Chiluba’s successor, Levy Mwana-wasa, many in Zambia’s urban areas did not personally experience a change in economic circumstances (see Resnick and Thurlow 2017). Sata capitalized on these conditions in the country’s 2006 elections, appealing directly to the urban poor in the capital of Lusaka and the 
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			main cities on the Copperbelt. Voter turnout in those elections was almost 71 percent, higher than at any other point in the country’s history, including the historic 1991 elections. In each subsequent election, Sata won large majorities in the cities and ultimately captured the presidency in 2011. 
		

		
			South Africa ’ s democratic transition from apartheid in 1994 was dominated by the prominence of the country ’ s main liberation movement, the ANC. In contrast to Zambia’ s presidential system, South Africa is a parliamentary democracy whereby political parties fi eld lists of parliamentary candidates in elections. Originally founded in 1912, the ANC is particularly well organized with approximately 2,700 local branches that are involved in monthly meetings and recruitment drives. The branches constitute 90 percent of the members to the National Conference, which elects the party’ s leader every four years and shapes the ANC ’ s policies (Darracq 2008). 
		

		
			Since 1994, the ANC has retained control of the presidency, with Nelson Mandela transitioning to Thabo Mbeki in 1999. Jacob Zuma was Mbeki’ s vice-president between 1999 – 2005 until Mbeki forced him to resign due to his involvement in a fraud case. Mbeki ’ s tenure was cut short by a rift within the National Conference between his pro-capitalist, neo-liberal policies and the more leftist, interventionist policies favored more by the trade union wing of the ANC. In 2007, Zuma was able to unseat Mbeki in internal party elections as the party ’ s candidate for the subsequent elections in 2009. As the party ’ s presidential candidate, Zuma reinvigorated support for the ANC at a diffi cult time for the party. Speci fi cally, the party’ s vote share had been consistently declining due to both the emergence of the “ Born Free ” generation who did not grow up under apartheid and therefore lacked an affi nity to the former liberation party, as well as a growing sense among the poor that the ANC was becoming increasingly distanced from their plight. Due to Zuma ’ s populist campaigning, voter turnout in the 2009 elections was 77 percent, and the ANC received a million more votes that it had received even a decade earlier (Resnick 2014). 
		

		
			The populist strategy that was so central to Sata ’ s and Zuma ’ s electoral success demonstrated a number of shared characteristics. First, the charismatic fi gures often relied on outrageous campaign antics or public performances that were intended to increase their accessibility to voters and to keep them in the public eye. For example, Sata, nicknamed King Cobra because of his venom toward his political enemies, registered the PF for the 2008 elections by arriving at the High Court in a speedboat since a boat was the symbol of the party. In the 2011 electoral campaign, Sata employed a local rapper to create the song Donchi Kubeba , encouraging citizens to accept bribes and other handouts from other political parties but not tell that they would ultimately vote for the PF. Zuma frequently lived up to his nickname of Msholozi , or dancer, for actively singing and dancing during his campaign rallies. His signature song was, “Bring Me My Machine Gun, ” a famous anti-apartheid song that was banned after 1994 because of its association with racism and violence. 
		

		
			Secondly, they espoused pro-poor and anti-establishment messages that promised to end economic marginalization and create employment, particularly for the youth. Sata’s message of “more jobs, less taxes, and more money in your pockets” and his condemnation of foreign “infestors” strongly resonated with Zambia’s urban poor, particularly street hawkers, informal market vendors, and bus and taxi drivers. He also promised to end harassment of informal workers and provide basic services in urban shanty compounds. As recognition of where his main constituents were located, he launched most of his campaign rallies in Lusaka’s low-income compounds even as his competitors chose hotels or other conference centers (see 
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			Resnick 2014). Zuma similarly campaigned heavily in South Africa’s urban townships and, through the ANC’s manifesto, prioritized job creation. Zuma’s underlying message was that the presidency of the technocratic Mbeki, rather than the ANC per se, was culpable for many of the problems for South Africa’s poor. Through Ride n’Brai parties, which were impromptu barbeques at car washes complete with kwaito township music by popular DJs and free food, Zuma focused heavily on mobilizing the youth. 
		

		
			Thirdly, they tried to create what Barr (2009) characterizes as direct ties with the people, especially the poor, through a variety of tactics. One was through their use of the vernacular rather than English when campaigning with certain communities. For instance, Carton (2010: 34) observes the following about Zuma: “he is the people’s leader with a familiar touch. He conveys this touch to audiences versed in African languages by alluding to Zulu idioms and stories that draw metaphors and counsel from growing up in Nkandla” (Carton 2010: 34). Another was their open-door policies to interact with constituents. A third and pronounced tactic was their unabashed flaunting of their anti-intellectual backgrounds. Zuma often referenced his background as a goat herder with no formal education in order to endear himself to the poor: “Zuma successfully portrayed himself as ‘poor,’ identifying his personal marginalization by former president Thabo Mbeki with the marginalization of the poverty-stricken masses” (Gumede 2009 see also Russell 2010). 
		

		
			Similarly, Sata often emphasized his grade 4 education because it both showed he could relate to the poor and because it often elicited derogatory claims from other parties. Guy Scott, the PF’s vice-president and Zambia’s vice-president from 2011–2015, observed: 
		

		
			He [Sata] likes the image that he’s uneducated. It brings out the worst in the educated elite. They say, “Honestly, a man with grade 4 [education], how can he run a country?” I mean, 99 percent of the voters are grade 4 [educated]. 
		

		
			(cited in Resnick 2014: 81) 
		

		
			To further emphasize the point, they called one of the other main opposition leaders, Hakainde Hichilema, “calculator boy” due to his high level of education. Both men viewed themselves as their countries’ “saviors,” which evoked a perception that elections were not a mandate on their parties’ potential but rather on their individual capability to deliver on behalf of the masses. In fact, Sata viewed himself as the people’s liberator, proclaiming “Zambia needs a redeemer, Zambians want Moses to redeem [them] and I am the redeemer of Zambia!” (cited in Chellah 2006: 3). 
		

		
			In some ways, internal party dynamics both reflected and enabled these leaders to suggest a sense of superiority over established rules and procedures. Even as an opposition leader, Sata demonstrated a low tolerance for any dissent within the party, expelling members of parliament (MPs) who demonstrated any individual initiative. He only relented to internal party elections in 2011, a full decade after the party was established. Even though the ANC is much more institutionalized, the party is likewise accused of being internally undemocratic and extremely centralized (Lotshwao 2009). Members of the National Conference play no significant role in policymaking and due to the ANC’s emphasis on internal party discipline, members often wind up endorsing leadership positions that have already been negotiated by the party’s elite. Consequently, Lodge (2004: 210) has termed the Conferences as a “legit-imizing ritual.” Even back in 1996 when Zuma was ANC national chairperson, he con-demned the party’s independent-minded members of parliament and lectured party delegates that “ANC leaders in government should not regard South Africa’s constitution as more important than the ANC” (cited in Lotshwao 2009: 910). 
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			Authoritarian legacies of populist governance 
		

		
			As seen in the context of Latin America, populism that may give voice to the poor and marginalized during electoral campaigns often translates into executive overreach if populist leaders are ultimately elected (e.g., Ellner 2012). Indeed, this often manifests through a disdain of those institutions that demand executive accountability, such as the courts and the media. For example, in Ecuador, Rafeal Correa interfered with the judiciary and therefore prevented journalists and activists from using the courts as a means of recourse (de la Torre and Lemos 2016). The pattern has proved no di ff erent in the African context, regardless of the party system. 
		

		
			Sata and the Patriotic Front in Zambia 
		

		
			In terms of social policy, Sata ’ s presidency was largely consistent with his campaign platforms. In offi ce, the PF claimed that it was a “ Caring Government ” that put citizens fi rst. Notably, less than three months in offi ce, Sata issued a letter to all town clerks and city council secretaries in the country to request that they stop harassing street vendors with immediate e ff ect (Times of Zambia 2011). In parliament, the PF minister for Local Government and Housing emphasized street vendors should not be thwarted from making a living and providing food for their families (GRZ 2012a). Keeping up one of his central campaign pledges, Sata doubled the royalty on mining from 3 to 6 percent in November 2011, justi fi ed as a way of distributing Zambia’ s mineral wealth more equitably across its citizens (Mosley 2017). 
		

		
			In 2012, the PF government also passed the Minimum Wages and Conditions of Employ-ment Act to increase the minimum wage, provide retirement packages, and offer healthcare benefits to civil servants (GRZ 2012b). The rise in the minimum wage resulted in about a 45 percent increase in civil servant salaries (Whitworth 2015). More interventionist labor policies were evident when Sata refused to allow one of the main mining companies, Konkola Copper Mines, to lay off 2000 workers despite the company’s looming insolvency. The labor minister further noted that “as government, we are not going to allow job cuts,” requiring permission to be granted before any government employee was dismissed (cited in Mosley 2017: 45). In addition, the 2014 budget aimed to scale up the government’s contribution to the social cash transfer scheme by over 700 percent to help the most vulnerable (see GRZ 2013). These initiatives were also complemented by expensive, large-scale road construction and rehabilita-tion projects. These included Link Zambia 8000, which involved constructing 8,200 km of roads throughout the country at the approximate cost of $5.6 billion, and PAVE 2000, which involved paving urban township roads to avoid flooding in the rainy season (Sardanis 2014). 
		

		
			Yet, during his time in office from 2011–2014, Sata used extreme measures to corrupt the country’s burgeoning democratic institutions in order to favor the PF. Nowhere was this more apparent than with regards to the judiciary, which was alternately undermined and overburdened to achieve Sata’s political objectives. Almost immediately after assuming office, he replaced most of the country’s top judges. This continued into 2012 when he expelled the Chief Justice and three other judges for decisions against his political allies, though he claimed it was to promote women into the judicial positions. Suspiciously, however, the new female appointee was Sata’s cousin and she was above the mandated retirement age of 65. 
		

		
			The judiciary was again involved when Sata attempted to de-register the MMD and declare the party’s parliamentary seats vacant by claiming the former ruling party had not paid its registration fees for 20 years. When the attempted de-registration ultimately was over-turned by the courts, Sata found other ways of securing a parliamentary majority for the PF. This included challenging in the courts the results of the 2011 parliamentary elections in some 
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			constituencies and enticing MPs from the MMD and other opposition parties with deputy minister positions. Both moves prompted at least 35 by-elections in 2012 and 2013 that resulted in PF victories. In addition, he employed the Public Order Act to prevent the opposition from holding rallies or meetings. The colonial-era Act allows the police to decide whether rallies can be held and who can speak during them. The Act had been used by the MMD in the past to rein in opposition parties (see VonDoepp 2009), and Sata had decried the Act during the decade that the PF spent in opposition. During his volte-face, Sata stated, “When you are in government is when you realize that there will be no government when there’s no sanity in society. There will be no government when there’s no order in society” (cited in Sardanis 2014: 263). 
		

		
			Civil society was equally targeted by Sata. He filed multiple defamation lawsuits against independent news outlets and by 2013, his government was actively harassing independent journalists and media outlets. News websites such as the Zambian Watchdog and Zambia Reports were blocked by certain internet service providers. In addition, non-governmental organizations were forced to register with the NGO Board under the Ministry of Community Development, which required an annual fee of K200, an initial K500 registration fee, and police clearance by all office bearers within the NGOs. 
		

		
			Yet, beyond undermining the judiciary, parliament, and civil society, Sata’s most long-standing and destructive behaviors were with regards to the rank-and-file within his own PF. Ministerial volatility was rife due to frequent cabinet reshuffles, and alliances were often kept in flux due to his paranoia about any one politician becoming too powerful. The result of this tenure insecurity among government officials was “a climate of servility and sycophancy and undeclared civil war within the senior ranks, with everybody trying to show greater loyalty than his colleague” (Sardanis 2014: 245). 
		

		
			Specifically, by 2013, two factions became increasingly apparent. One faction, known as “The Cartel,” consisted of many of the PF’s stalwarts who worked with Sata from the party’s infancy in 2001 and supported a more radical, statist policy agenda. At the time, these included the vice-president (Guy Scott), the Justice Minister and PF General Secretary (Wynter Kabimba), PF spokesperson (George Challah), and the editor-in-chief of The Post newspaper (Fred M’membe). Another faction, led by mostly those from the Bemba ethnic group, included the Minister of Defense (Geoffrey Bwalya Mwamba), the Minister of Home Affairs (Edgar Lungu), and Minister of Finance and Sata’s uncle (Alexander Chikwanda). Initially, Kabimba and Mwamba were both perceived as potential successors to Sata until Mwamba was expelled from the party and Chikwanda replaced him as a potential successor. Kabimba launched corruption inquiries into Chikwanda, which ultimately led to the former’s expulsion as well. Lungu, who had since taken up the defense portfolio in Mwamba’s absence, also then became justice minister and PF secretary general (Sanches 2015). 
		

		
			The infighting between these factions reached its crescendo when Sata died in October 2014. As acting president, Scott attempted to remove Lungu as Secretary General due to the latter’s violation of political campaigning before Sata’s funeral. However, when violence broke out in the capital city between youth supporting different factions of the party, Lungu was reinstated. At the party’s General Conference, Lungu was ultimately selected as the PF’s flagbearer for the January 2015 presidential by-elections during which he narrowly defeated by 27,000 votes the main opposition leader, Hakainde Hichilema of the United Party for National Development (UPND). Consequently, many key PF officials, such as Scott, Kabimba, and Mwamba, defected to other parties. 
		

		
			In addition to the PF’s implosion, Lungu’s presidency was bedeviled by the growing popularity of the UPND and the crumbling macroeconomy partially caused by Sata’s massive 
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			expenditure increases to achieve his populist promises. In fact, while Zambia’s presidential elections are usually held in September or October, Lungu moved them earlier in 2016 so that the inevitable austerity policies anticipated from a deal with the International Monetary Fund could be postponed until after the elections. In a country that had been widely lauded for leading the vanguard of democratization across Africa in 1991, the decline in respect for 
		

		
			democratic norms in the run-up to the 2016 elections was significant. 
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			Notable incidents include the closure of the main independent newspaper, The Post, which had been running since 1991. Although the closure was ostensibly because the paper had not adequately paid its taxes to the Zambian Revenue Agency, many pointed out that many pro-government newspapers were also in arrears but continued to operate (The Economist 2016). Another area of concern was the severe restrictions placed on the UPND’s campaign efforts, which were repeatedly thwarted by the police. More than 50 incidents of electoral violence between cadres for the PF and UPND were recording in the six months preceding the elections, and ultimately, the Electoral Commission suspending campaigning in the capital of Lusaka due to the violence (see Resnick 2016). 
		

		
			After just barely passing the electoral threshold to avoid a second-round run-off, Lungu intensified his attacks on the UPND by first suspending 48 UPND MPs in March 2017 after they boycotted his State of the Nation address. This of course removed a key source of parliamentary opposition. Even more extreme, Lungu arrested UPND leader Hichilema for treason in April 2017 when the latter refused to move his car for the presidential motorcade; a criminal conviction disqualifies any citizen from running for office. Lungu’s assertions in 2017 that he would run for a third term in 2021 further exacerbated the sense of crisis and political instability initiated by Sata. This culminated in Lungu’s declaration of a state of emergency in mid-2017 as violence between the PF and UPND manifested in a series of arson attacks in urban markets where the PF’s major constituency of informal workers are located. Therefore, Sata’s legacy was partially squandered by an autocratic management of his party that reflected a disproportionate sense of his own importance. 
		

		
			The ANC’s populist turn under Zuma 
		

		
			South Africa’s parliamentary system offers some protection against the same excessive level of presidential meddling as witnessed in Zambia. Nevertheless, Jacob Zuma’s tenure in office has been characterized by a creeping intrusion into the independent media and other political institutions and growing threats to the ANC’s unity, both within the party and across its ruling tripartite alliance with the Confederation of Trade Unions (COSATU) and the South African Communist Party (SACP). 
		

		
			Soon after entering office, Zuma disbanded the National Prosecuting Authority (NPA), otherwise known as the Scorpions, which was a highly effective, independent anti-corruption unit. The move was widely seen as a reprisal for the NPA’s previous role in unveiling Zuma’s involvement in an arms deal. In addition, Zuma proceeded with signing the Protection of Information Bill in November 2011, which enables the state to restrict access to public information and prevents the press from investigating corruption (Guha 2013). He also backed a proposal to regulate journalists’ work via the creation of a media appeals tribunal. Furthermore, his government has used legislation known as the National Key Points Act, which is a remnant of the apartheid era, to restrict reporting on locations that are significant for national security; more than 200 sites were deemed by the police minister to be restricted under Zuma’s tenure. In addition, the appointment of Hlaudi Motsoeneng as the Chief Operating Officer of the national news agency, the South African Broadcasting Company 
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			(SABC), was widely interpreted as an effort to skew the broadcaster toward more pro-Zuma reporting. Even after it was revealed that Motsoeneng lied about his qualifications and abused his power to grant himself large raises, Zuma did not remove him (Southall 2016). When a parliamentary inquiry revealed that the Minister of Communications was also culpable for the appointment and recommended removing her from cabinet, Zuma responded by defying parliament and actually promoting her to co-chair of the Inter-ministerial Committee on Communication. Klug (2016) labels these and other attempts to manipulate the rule of law for political gain as “lawfare” and observes that such behavior has become more pronounced since Zuma entered office. 
		

		
			Zuma’s populism was never strongly ideologically oriented but more of a political strategy. As such, he wound up depending on an eclectic coalition for support when he first ousted Mbeki for the ANC presidency in 2007 and became president in 2009. Such a coalition depended on leftists from the South African Communist Party and COSATU, radicals from the ANC youth league, and Zulu-ethno-nationalists concerned about maintaining socially conservative policies. Maintaining this coalition has involved providing patronage in exchange for personal loyalty (Cooper 2015). 
		

		
			Indeed, a flagrant increase in corruption is one of the most extreme outcomes of the Zuma presidency. Even before becoming president, Zuma faced 783 criminal charges for fraud, corruption, and racketeering (Southall 2011). However, having portrayed himself as a “ man of the people ” and a poor goat herder, it was revelations of Zuma ’ s expenditure of more than $23 million of state resources on his private Nkandla residence that proved particularly troublesome to South Africans. Only when a report published by the Public Protector revealed the extent of the upgrades did Zuma agree to partially repay the costs (Madonsela 2014). Yet, this proved only the tip of the iceberg as it was already known that since 2010, Zuma and his family owned more than 100 company directorships, and more than half of those had been registered since Zuma had become president of the ANC (Southall 2011). As observed by Southall (2011: 625), “ The merging of party and state under the ANC has provided for the increasing criminalization of authority and power, a tendency which has gained serious momentum under Jacob Zuma. ” 
		

		
			The lines between business and the state were blurred further through revelations that a prominent business family, known as the Guptas, were influencing Zuma’s policies and even selection of cabinet members, including most importantly the Minister of Finance. Two Ministers of Finance, Nhlanhla Nene and Pravin Gordhan, were unilaterally removed by Zuma due to their opposition to Zuma’s excessive expenditures and particularly his aspirations to build a nuclear energy plant. Procurement deals for the energy project were believed to benefit the Guptas and other Zuma loyalists. The cabinet removals were done without consultation with the ANC, demonstrating Zuma’s growing efforts to even bypass his own party. More generally, South Africa under Zuma witnessed a growth in “tenderpreneurs,” referring to those who build their fortunes by winning lucrative contract tenders for building roads or other infrastructure projects based on their connections to ANC members rather than through an independent procurement process (see Beresford 2015). 
		

		
			The impacts of this have undermined unity within the ANC and its tripartite alliance in a number of visible ways. In the 2012 elections of ANC party president at the Mangaung conference, Zuma was challenged by Kgalema Motlanthe, who had served as interim national president after Mbeki was removed in 2007 and before Zuma was elected in 2009. Internal candidate selection processes, which had been relatively transparent, democratic, and rules-oriented in the past, deteriorated signi fi cantly with widespread reports of vote rigging, electoral malpractice, and false accreditation to delegates attending the conference (Cooper 2015). Secondly, COSATU has become increasingly critical of the ANC as it has 
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			continued to follow the conservative macroeconomic policies that Zuma promised to abandon in 2007 at the Polokwane conference and as respect for civil liberties declines (see Pillay 2011). Thirdly, the election for the new ANC president is riven by an intense rivalry between the current vice-president, Cyril Ramaphosa, who opposes how Zuma has run the party and undermined its credibility, and Zuma ’ s ex-wife, Nkosazana Dlamini-Zuma. The latter is Zuma’ s preferred successor as it is believed she will be less likely to prosecute him for corruption charges. The internal political battle, coupled with the growing strength of the Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) and the Democratic Alliance (DA) opposition parties, threatens to split the party or at the very least, undermine its historic dominance. 
		

		
			The latter scenario was already born out in a number of ways. In the 2014 elections, the party increasingly depended on rural voters for support (see Booysen 2014). This was notable given that the urban poor had been a key constituency for Zuma’s populist mobilization in 2009. This trend became more pronounced in the 2016 local government elections, which witnessed the ANC losing for the first time since the end of apartheid its hold in four of the country’s eight metropolitan municipalities, including in the cities of Johannesburg and Tshwane, the latter of which contains Pretoria, South Africa’s executive capital. 
		

		
			In addition to formal manifestations of discontent with the ANC via elections, there were also more informal examples demonstrated by high levels of protests throughout the country. These include almost a doubling since Zuma was first elected in 2009 of service delivery protests in low-income urban areas (Turok 2014) as well as the “Fees must fall campaign” initiated by university students over the cost of higher education. More broadly, despite Zuma’s attempts to win over youth, especially during his 2009 campaign, recent studies of the “Born Free” generation find a lower affinity to the ANC than previous cohorts (see Kotze and Prevost 2015). 
		

		
			Ironically, though, despite popular disgruntlement with the party’s service delivery, many objective measures of poverty and well-being actually have improved during Zuma’s tenure. In 2010, Zuma established a National Planning Commission to help identify major develop-mental challenges facing the country. In turn, his government adopted the National Devel-opment Plan (NDP) in 2012 to help eliminate poverty and reduce inequality in the country by 2030. Among other indicators, the NDP required scaling up the country’s existing social protection system, which is the largest in Africa. Between 2009 and 2016, the number of social grants distributed increased by 4 million, with approximately 92 percent of older poor persons covered by the country’s old-age grant and 61 percent of poor households received child support grants (StatsSA 2017). Moreover, the share of households connected to the electricity grid has increased from 82 to 85 percent between 2009 and 2013 while those linked to standard sanitation facilities increased from 72 to 77 percent during the same period (see StatsSA 2014). Poverty figures also indicated that the number of people living in extreme poverty in the country declined by three million between 2009 and 2015 (StatsSA 2017). These general trends reflect that despite the growing corruption and negative governance impacts of Zuma’s tenure, they did not necessarily undermine the ANC’s commitment to service delivery or pro-poor outcomes. 
		

		
			Zuma’s erstwhile populism has been taken up, to even more extreme degrees, by Julius Malema, the leader of the EFF and former leader of the ANC’s Youth League before he was expelled by Zuma. Malema had long been one of Zuma’s biggest supporters, even claiming in the 2009 election campaign that he would kill on Zuma’s behalf. Malema gained widespread notoriety by singing Dubul iBhuni (“Shoot the Boer”) at an ANC rally, which is an old liberation song referring to killing white Afrikaner farmers. 
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			After comparing Zuma’s leadership to that of his stolid predecessor, Thabo Mbeki, and attempting to incite regime change in neighboring Botswana, an ANC disciplinary committee expelled Malema from the party in 2012. Malema made his political comeback in 2013 by announcing the creation of the EFF in Marikana, South Africa. The location was symbolic; in August 2012, more than 30 miners were killed by the police at the Marikana platinum mine during a strike over pay and labor conditions. Malema took advantage of the circumstances to emphasize that the EFF aimed to achieve economic freedom for the working class. The EFF manifesto promises, among other things, to expropriate South Africa’s land (from mostly white farmers) without compensation for redistribution and nationalization of the mines. The EFF manifesto likewise promised to provide houses, sanitation, millions of sustainable jobs, 
		

		
			and a minimum wage to reduce wage inequalities that are the legacy of apartheid. 
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			Relatedly, Malema has often equated elitism with race. Even highly competent white South Africans with liberation credentials have been criticized by Malema for being appointed to bureaucratic positions that should have instead gone to “an African child” (cited in Vincent 2011: 7). By extension, the people Malema claims to represent are specifically poor, black South Africans, as evident from his 2014 campaign rally when he stated: “You must give the ANC a wake-up call. Black people your time is now. Political freedom without economic freedom is an incomplete freedom” (cited in Harding 2014). This is a major departure from the ANC, which has long espoused a commitment to nonracialism. 
		

		
			Compared with previous ANC breakaway parties in South Africa, such as Congress of the People (COPE), the EFF’s rhetoric and manifesto has attracted much more support from particularly poor, black voters. In the May 2014 elections, The EFF garnered over a million votes and 24 MPs from the EFF were elected, making it the third-largest party in parliament. It also became the principal opposition party in two of the country’s nine provinces. Following the tradition of Zuma and Sata, Malema relies on performances to mobilize voters and distinguish his party. For instance, he wears a red beret, reminiscent of Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez, to show his affinity with the working class. EFF MPs also arrive to parliament dressed up as miners and domestic workers, stating that they refuse “to conform to the conventional Western style dress code of suit and tie.” Since parliamentary meetings are nationally televised, being an MP has enabled him to gain further public notoriety for, among other things, lambasting the ANC’s policies and Zuma’s parliamentary statements. Notably, during Zuma’s 2015 State of the Nation address, EFF MPs instigated a fight on the parliamentary floor, leading to their removal by security agents. As a result of the 2016 local elections, the EFF had the position of kingmaker in many metropolitan areas, helping to decide which opposition party would govern in them. 
		

		
			Conclusions 
		

		
			Despite having very different political systems and degrees of party institutionalization, the South African and Zambian cases illustrate some common trends as an outcome of populist governance. Key among these is the threat to democratic institutions that are viewed as inconvenient. Populism as a campaign strategy involves placing a strong emphasis on the individual as above the party and, at the same time, one with the people. Yet, when populists come to power, this same tendency to prize charisma, showmanship, and direct ties to the people can lead to a disdain for political institutions and civil liberties that inhibit personal agendas, whether toward achieving radical policy goals or private enrichment. This has been clear in both countries where the judiciary, media, and even the legislature have been bypassed or manipulated. There is some concern that the same pattern of authoritarian 
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			decision-making is repeating itself within the EFF; the party has been centralized around a so-called “war council” and central “command team” where decisions taken at the national level are imposed on lower structures of the party. Dissent within the party is not tolerated and consensus rarely pursued (see Whittles and Bendile 2017). 
		

		
			Moreover, the policy pronouncements of these populist leaders have proved difficult to adhere to in office without consequences. As Weyland (2001: 14) notes, “Political success therefore transforms populism into a different type of rule that rests on nonpopulist strategies. Populist leadership therefore tends to be transitory. It either fails or, if successful, transcends itself.” For instance, the Zambian case showed that the cost of adhering to pro-poor social and economic policies proved troubling for those outside of the PF’s “Cartel,” contributing to extreme factionalism within the party in the wake of Sata’s death. This example gives credence to Mbete’s (2016) claims that Malema’s decision not to join an opposition coalition after the 2016 municipal elections was clever and strategic. Directly governing in coalition with any party would require the EFF to rubber stamp ideological positions that its rhetoric denounces while also highlighting EFF councilors’ lack of competence in the technical areas required to run local government. Remaining in opposition ensures the party can continue to build its populist brand without compromise and without undermining internal unity over policy actions. 
		

		
			Both Zuma and Sata were on shaky ground, occupying no real ideological position. Given the greater institutionalization and grassroots structure of the ANC compared with the PF, Zuma has needed to rely on a fragile patchwork of alliances to retain his position. By comparison, the PF’ s identity and success were entirely linked to Sata who ruled the PF with a tight grip. His death, like that of Hugo Chávez in Venezuela, left the party he founded in disarray. His successor, Lungu, lacks legitimacy and has needed to fi nd other ways to unify the PF, which has manifested through relentless attacks on the opposition UPND. Undoubtedly, the shaky foundations of these alliances have been exacerbated in the wake of macroeconomic crises in both countries that reduces patronage benefi ts to political elites. 
		

		
			Nonetheless, populism has left some positive impacts as well. First, both Sata and Zuma helped increase voter turnout, creating a sense of enthusiasm among otherwise demobilized voters. Secondly, they upset the traditional party establishments, and represented important turning points for intra- and inter-party competition in their respective countries’ democratic histories. Finally, they brought the concerns of the poor to the forefront of the policy agenda. In this way, their populism represents some of the same contradictory patterns, particularly providing a voice for the voiceless when out of office while undermining democratic institutions when governing, observed in other areas of the world. 
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				* 
				The author is a Senior Research Fellow and Governance Theme Leader at the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI). 
			
		

		
			
				1 
				Hereafter, the region will just be referred to as “Africa.” 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				For instance, in 2007, 27 MPs from the PF participated in a national conference to revise the Constitution. This was in direct contravention to orders from Sata who had feared the conference was biased toward the MMD. The MPs were expelled from the party. 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				Such positions are accompanied by large perks, including cars, housing, and other allowances. 
			
		

		
			
				4 
				Crossing the party floor in Zambia automatically results in an MP’s seat being declared vacant and requires by-elections. 
			
		

		
			
				5 
				Despite efforts at reform by the Law Association of Zambia to challenge the Act in the High Court, the Act withstands. 
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				6 
				This was despite one important area of progress, which was the passing of a new constitution in early 2016 and the inclusion of a 50%+1 clause for winning presidential elections; such a clause had long been demanded by civil society as a means of increasing the legitimacy of winning candidates. 
			
		

		
			
				7 
				“Born Free” is the term given to those who were born after 1994 and therefore never lived under apartheid. 
			
		

		
			
				8 
				Ibid. 
			
		

		
			
				9 
				See EFF website at 
				www.economicfreedom 
				fi 
				ghters.org/e 
				ff 
				-wants-to-wear-domestic-worker-uni 
				forms-to-parliament. 
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				Europe 
			
		

		
			Ángel Rivero 
		

		
			As testified by the arrival of Donald Trump to the United States presidency in 2017, populism has reached a global momentum. Populism is also growing in Europe as shown by the unexpected Brexit outcome. The success of populism in Europe is not a new phenomenon that comes almost unexpectedly. Populism in Europe can be traced back to previous waves. Like in America, European populism has raised the banner of returning political power to the people. Its present pervasive success is the outcome of a movement that began decades ago. My aim in this chapter is to discuss if the populist promise of returning power to the people leads to an improvement of democracy or, on the contrary, to sheer authoritarianism. 
		

		
			Two concepts of populism 
		

		
			There is much discussion in the social sciences on the value of the concept of “populism”. For many scholars, populism is a derogatory word with no neutral meaning that should be avoided. This concept, according to these critics, is employed in everyday language to discredit all social movements or political parties aimed at the transformation of the established system, what they term a “flawed” or “fake” democracy, into a real one. In this vision, populism is the word employed by the defenders of oligarchical domination to discredit its critics. Thus, the word should be avoided on the basis that it has no descriptive value or practical utility, given that it is a mere tool to delegitimise those movements that look for a more real democracy. For instance, Íñigo Errejón refused the suggestion by Chantal Mouffe to define Podemos as a left populist party because one cannot go on a TV programme and say “I’m Left Populist”: this statement means in Spain a defence of “lies and demagoguery” (Errejón and Mouffe 2015: 115). 
		

		
			On the other hand, many others maintain that the concept of populism makes a di ff erence and that it is necessary to use the word to illuminate a speci fi c phenomenon that cannot be appropriately analysed without employing this term. In this alternative view, the concept of populism is very valuable to name those political movements that have the speci fi c feature of not pursuing an arrangement between the contending interests in a democratic society but that understand politics as a permanent con flict between irreconcilable enemies. Many of these movements share Carl Schmitt ’ s understanding of politics as the political . In his view, the basic 
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			divide of the political is between friends and foes, and in the populist understanding of politics, between the good virtuous people and the enemies of the people (the oligarchy, the caste). 
		

		
			Certainly, politics as an activity orientated to reach agreement is necessary because con flict is part of the perennial human condition, and given that con fl ict needs to be managed to avoid violence, politics is the remedy to achieve concord. But according to the populist vision, the fi eld of politics is not made of a variety of con fl icts and demands that change along time. Politics, for them, is the permanent battle fi eld between two actors viewed as enemies beyond reconciliation. They are identi fi ed in moral terms: a virtuous people with a single will ( general, in the language of Rousseau), against a corrupt elite, an oligarchy, named usually the caste. The politics of populism, according to the second understanding of the word mentioned above, is the politics of those movements or parties that speak in the name of the people against the enemies of the people (domestic or foreign). Once in government, the populists will present themselves as the only legitimate voice of the people and as the arm to implement their will. I will explain later if this can be seen as an improved democracy or as sheer authoritarianism. 
		

		
			I mean by populism (and by populist parties) those movements or political parties that understand politics as an unsurmountable conflict, a zero-sum struggle, between the people and their enemies. In the populist vision, the people is always morally right; and the oligarchy is always mean and, for this very reason, does not deserve recognition and nothing can be done with them. Politics as mediation is abolished in favour of and understanding of politics as conflict: adversarial politics. In this sense, populism has a core idea that permits us to identify it. And having a core idea, populism can be seen also as a political ideology that serves the functions of all ideologies. Populism is an ideology because it defines a political stance from the vantage point of democracy defined only as the sovereignty of the people, and because it performs the three basic political functions of all ideologies. It gives a depiction of a political situation (in the populist vision: a democracy corrupted by the oligarchy); it realizes a political assessment of the afore-mentioned situation (according to the populist vision: democracy has been kidnapped by its enemies, an unbearable situation); and finally, it provides a sketch for political action (the promise of populism: return power to the people). As we will see, this ideology can adopt many different forms in each of the countries of Europe and there can even be a variety of populisms in a single country, but the same happens with other ideologies: socialism, liberalism, communism, and so on. All of them have a multiplicity of contradictory meanings, realizations, and cases and we do not let these labels drop in the analysis of politics. In this sense, populism is as specific or unspecific as every other ideology. 
		

		
			Vox populi, vox dei 
		

		
			It is also clear that the politics promoted by populism is not new in European history. We can go a long way back to the Catiline conspiracy, as testified by the great Sallust, in the first century BC, where the poor were mobilised in revolt with the promise of the abolition of debts. Or to the more recent past of the Middle Ages when the revolt against tyranny was done in the name of “vox populi, vox dei”, where the people expressed virtue as rage against unjust government. But the preceding instances of popular will expression were rather scarce and its occurrence is connected to very exceptional circumstances when justice was broken by the rulers and the people aimed to restore constitutional order. This can be seen, among many other instances, in the play Fuente Ovejuna, by the Spanish writer Lope De Vega (2008), published in 1612 and based on real facts of the time of Isabella and Ferdinand, the Catholic Kings, when the neighbours of a little village in Andalusia kill in the name of the people the royal governor, a tyrant, assuming a collective responsibility. In this case, the death penalty of 
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			the royal authority in the name of the people is presented as the restoration of justice, but not as the expression of the collective creation of a new political order. 
		

		
			It is not until the French Revolution, starting in 1789 and specifically during the Jacobin time, 1793, that political revolt by the people is not intended for the restoration but for the creation of something new. From that time on, revolution is seen as above all the instauration of a new political order founded in a general will produced by a collective political subject, the people, that no longer is the passive recipient of government but the principal actor of the political drama. This new political actor from now on is not the last resource of order restoration, as were popular movements in the past, but the creator itself of political order. 
		

		
			Thus, it is with the French Revolution that the will of the people becomes a legitimate political decision. But the meaning of revolution is also transformed in two important senses. First, revolution is no longer associated with the restoration of a damaged order to its proper nature; now revolution is the instauration of a new order. Second, the people that had a duty of political obligation to rulers, that can only be excused against tyranny, becomes now a sovereign, which means becoming the superior authority that is not accountable and whose political will is always legitimate. This sovereign is different from the one of the Ancient Regime. In the past the sovereign was a single person; now it is a collective person. In the past, the sovereign was not above the laws and if he pretended to use his prerogative to bend the law, then he was guilty of tyranny. On the contrary, the new sovereign, the people, is never a tyrant or a despot: his will is always just. 
		

		
			This seems to imply that the government by the people is always just because good government is not about performance but about the person that occupies power: if the people rules, then the government is always virtuous, always good; but, if the people does not rule, then we have bad government and corruption. Without taking into account this new role of the people in our age we cannot understand populism because the core creed of this political ideology is that the people is the single, moral, and legitimate political subject. And it should be added that this single legitimate political actor is like the old monarch of absolutism: politically unaccountable. Alexis de Tocqueville (2004) was an early witness of this immense power of the multitude in modern times and coined the concept “tyranny of the majority” to describe it. To him, the people’s despotism of a democratic society was the most powerful in human history. Fortunately, it can be controlled by the institutions of democracy and by the associations of civil society. 
		

		
			What is the people? 
		

		
			Of course, the people is a very abstract concept and it refers to an entity that is difficult to define. A people is a human group with collective identity, but this identity/difference can be expressed in many ways: a people as a group with blood bonds; a people as a community of language or languages; a people as those sharing the same or close culture. But the people can also be defined as a class (the dispossessed); and also, in its most inclusive meaning, the people as the totality of citizens as members of the same political community. To sum up, when we say “we the people” we can express many different and contradictory meanings. 
		

		
			We will see that European populisms de fi ne the people in many di ff erent and contradictory ways, and we will also see that the enemies of the people blamed by populism are also very di ff erent. In fact, there is no agreement between European populism on foes and friends. For instance, the Spanish populist party Podemos (Yes we can) portrayed Angela Merkel (the German chancellor) as a notorious enemy of the Spanish people, because she was responsible, in their view, for the cuts in social services made in Spain between 2011 and 2015. On the contrary, in 
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			the vision of the German populist party Älternative für Deutschland (ÄfD, Alternative for Germany) Angela Merkel is portrayed as the friend of the enemies of Germany that is on good terms with all these “ corrupt ” countries like Portugal, Greece, and Spain that enjoy life without working thanks to the e ff orts of the good working German people. 
		

		
			Thus populism makes a peculiar use of the democratic creed, turning it into a political myth that promises salvation and remedy to all evils by establishing the true government of the people. This fact is very interesting in itself because it shows how the European political culture that becomes democratic after the bloodshed and totalitarian experiences of the twentieth century seems to have forgotten, thanks to populism, that democracy is above all an institutional device intended to find peace among those that are different. Putting this historical learning aside, populism contends that democracy is not the remedy to conflict but that it is essentially conflict and political action is a war between enemies. In this conflict there is no space for truce or reconciliation because there is not a third way between good and evil, between truth and lies, between solidarity and selfishness. In the language of populism, political conflict is the expression of an antagonism, literally a position that is defined by the opposition to the other, and in this sense, the conflict cannot be solved by agreement but by victory and defeat. In the rationale of populism, the people’s victory is the death of the oligarchy; and the triumph of the oligarchy leads to the enslavement of the people. 
		

		
			Populism as a theory of democracy 
		

		
			These two models of democracy, democracy as a device that manages di ff erence through institutions and democracy as the statement of a collective subject will, were studied by the political theory of post-war Europe in works like, among many others; The Origins of Totalitarian Democracy by Jacob Leiv Talmon; and Four Essays on Liberty by Isaiah Berlin. This last book was reprinted as Liberty and it is particularly relevant for the chapter “Two Concepts of Liberty ”. These two books had the practical goal of presenting a genealogy of totalitarianism to make understandable how genocide, holocaust, revolution, and total war happened on European soil. But beyond providing an explanation to the predicaments of that dark age, all these books contrasted two radically di ff erent ways of understanding democracy. 
		

		
			On the one hand, there is representative democracy, that was essentially connected with liberalism and that states ’ protection of individual rights is the essence of democracy itself. In this view, democratic political participation is instrumental to the protection of individual freedom. In a nutshell, political participation is not an end in itself and is not as such a political ideal. Democracy as the political expression of a collective subject that engages in a common will through participation is not a desirable or a feasible political ideal. On the contrary, democracy is the protection of individual rights through political representation and participation. 
		

		
			On the other hand, they pointed out that this discarded meaning of democracy is presented by some as an alternative view of “democracy” that more properly should be equated with totalitarianism. The roots of this “totalitarian democracy” can be traced back to Rousseau’s concept of “general will”. They found in his work The Social Contract the political programme deployed by Robespierre during the French Revolution Terror. As we will see immediately, Robespierre’s criticism of representative democracy and his remedy proposal to the presumed evils of representation sound to our ears as timely and even modern. The aim of Robespierre was to put an end to the independence of representatives by bonding them under the control of the people. Robespierre assumed that there is freedom when the people has in their hands the reins of government or, at least, if the people control the government and can make sure that the popular mandate is translated into political decisions. 
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			Jacob L. Talmon (1970) wrote a comprehensive and detailed critique of this understanding of democracy that can be applied to the present-day populist theory of democracy: 
		

		
			Robespierre searched for safeguards against representative despotism. They were two: constant popular control over the Legislative body, and direct democratic action by the people (98). This democratic perfectionism was in fact inverted totalitarianism . . . It was based on a fanatical belief that there could be no more than one legitimate popular will. The other wills stood condemned a priori as partial, selfish and illegitimate. 
		

		
			(1970: 104) 
		

		
			According to the Jacobin vision, there is a single people’s will and this implies that the pluralism of society is not a fact that should be respected, but the expression of special interests that should be fought and eliminated. The very root of populism as an ideology, the goodness of people’s government, finds here the trigger of its political practice: the fight against pluralism. Taguieff has pointed out as a main feature of contemporary populism a pendulum movement between authoritarianism and hyper-democratisation (2007: 9), but Talmon has already shown that the defence of radical democracy leads by itself to the enforcement of a single collective will in need of a personal interpreter. In this sense, hyper-democratisation leads to authoritarianism or totalitarianism because the people has a single voice that is incarnated in a providential single person. 
		

		
			In “Two Concepts of Liberty” Isaiah Berlin analyses these developments from the point of view of the history of ideas. According to him, the above-mentioned models of democracy are connected, each of them, to a different concept of liberty. Liberal democracy has at its core the idea of “negative liberty”, i.e. liberty defined as the absence of interference on individual action. Given that this liberty is defined by the absence of interference, it is appropriate to call it negative: less interference means more liberty. According to him, we can say that a person is free when he is fully sovereign in his private realm and does not suffer collective constrictions. Berlin explains that this understanding of liberty is embodied in the institution of representative democracy: individual rights, separation of powers, checks and balances, elections. On the contrary, the concept of positive liberty is addressed to be one’s master, to make one’s will. Of course, the very idea of negative liberty is logically connected with the idea that in the private domain the individual is sovereign, is his own master, and, under certain circumstances, makes his will. 
		

		
			But contrary to what was expected, positive liberty didn’t make a contribution or inspire the democratic institutions of government limitation and rights protection. Positive liberty nurtured the totalitarian claim that the only legitimate political actor is a collective one, the people, whose sovereignty is above the individual rights. Again, this idea draws inspiration in Rousseau’s statement that when an individual disobeys the general will he is disobeying himself, and that in order to deliver this individual he should be obliged to be free (obey). For Rousseau, obeying the general will means to be free. 
		

		
			Given that the collective will is above individual freedom, there is democracy when this collective sovereign reigns but, as we already have seen, this is at the expense of individual liberty. In Berlin’s understanding, this positive understanding of liberty, in its collective manifestation, can be seen in all the totalitarian experiments that dominated the first fifty years of Europe’s twentieth century. But it seems that in present-day Europe this under-standing of liberty is back. Negative liberty stands for the humble ideal of being left alone. But the vulgar understanding of positive liberty has a pretence that today sounds like a respectable ideal: to bring back the power to the people; to obey the people’s mandate; or, in Marine Le 
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			Pen’s slogan of the French Presidential elections of 2017: political action is legitimate only “in the name of the people”. As we will see, obeying the people’s will is a popular motto these days in European populism. And it is at this point that democracy can mutate into authoritarianism. Given that the popular will should be sovereign, it cannot be limited by the rights that individuals have against the will of their own community (or at least, the fraction of that community that identifies itself as the people). Thus, from here follows the idea that in the name of the people individual liberty may be limited. 
		

		
			When the only legitimate authority is the people, it is not necessary to have an individual’s consent, explicit or tacit, to enforce policies against their right because the people’s will is the only legitimate will and is always virtuous. In this sense, populism makes democracy a device to implement authoritarian policies. This authoritarianism can find many ways of expression: religious persecution or intolerance; property expropriation; limited expression of freedom or harassment of minorities; rights deprivation; xenophobic policies; and many others. 
		

		
			The European political arrangement: representative democracy 
		

		
			plus social market economy 
		

		
			The main institutional arrangements of post-war politics in Europe were a great consensus on liberal democracy and the welfare state. Both were intended as remedies to the evils caused by the social disruptions of the industrial revolution: the social question that was seen as the main single cause of political polarization, revolution, political violence, genocide, the holocaust, and war. This consensus on democracy and welfare was called the post-war consensus. It consisted in a moderate understanding of politics that created a shared model by liberals, social democrats, and conservatives. Present-day populism is different. It is not a consensus ideology. On the contrary, it is a conflict ideology. It is against pluralism, which is presented as illegitimate. It challenges representative democracy, which is presented as fake democracy. It questions checks and balances, which are presented as devices that block majority rule. It is against political agreement and consensus because, in their view, there cannot be political accommodation between truth and falsity, between solidarity and greed, between the people and the oligarchy. 
		

		
			The only feature of the post-war consensus defended by present European populism is the welfare state understood as a large collection of entitlements. But they are no longer seen as a remedy to social evils but as rights that belong to a particular people. These entitlements are no longer stipulated as universal social rights but as something that belongs exclusively to a people. In a sense, the welfare state no longer performs the remedial role to modern social evils but it is seen as a privilege that belongs to the “real people” at the expense of the exclusion of others less favoured by fortune: social rights should be given now as a property to an homogeneous group that names himself the people. 
		

		
			This new European populism is a vocal defender of direct democracy as a more authentic, real form of democracy. The rationale of this choice is that according to the populist view, direct democracy means the people’s will, and when the people speak they issue a mandate that politicians should obey. This is the reason why the vast majority of European populist parties, either from the right or from the left, are strong supporters of referenda (or, to be more precise, of plebiscites) as the paramount democratic institution. Unfortunately, this view is spreading in all Europe, even in countries with a long and distinguished parliamentarian tradition like Great Britain. But this defence of referendum as proper democracy is a real novelty in the European political landscape. Plebiscites (i.e. referenda impulse and organised by the government) were historically associated in Europe with authoritarian/totalitarian rule, 
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			as a way of undemocratic political legitimation and clearly were not seen as a democratic device. Putting aside Switzerland, referenda played no role in the history of modern democracy. On the contrary, as mentioned, plebiscite was above all a favourite of dictators to sustain personal power. 
		

		
			Current European populist leaders like Marine Le Pen support direct democracy as the finest example of democracy “au nom du people” and she promises to use referenda as a regular procedure to validate the most important presidential decisions and to make it compulsory to all constitutional reforms. Democracy against democracy again makes up part of the language of European politics. 
		

		
			The chameleonic nature of European populism 
		

		
			Thus, as already seen, populism in Europe is a fact that cannot be neglected, a new reality that came to stay and that will have lasting effects on European democracy as already known: a new and unexpected political actor that has come to change the political landscape of the European countries. This novelty of populism in Europe is best illustrated by the fact the classical book on this topic, Ionesco and Gellner’s Populism (1969), deals with populism in the USA, Russia, and Latin America, and plays with the idea of populism in Africa and Asia, but Europe is not even considered beyond tiny and historically circumscribed spots. The very idea of dealing with a wave of populism in Europe is incompatible with the spirit of the book. In fact, when the book was published none of the present populist European parties existed with the exception of the Freedom Party of Austria, FPÖ (Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs, founded in 1956), which, incidentally, was not a populist party at that time. It was a pan-Germanic liberal-conservative party. The FPÖ of that time little resembles the present FPÖ: to begin with it is no longer a supranational party but an Austrian nationalist party that blame foreigners for the predicaments of Austria. The oldest populist parties in Europe were created during the 70s in connection with the first crisis of the post-war welfare state. The French Front National was founded in 1972 and it is the result of the union of several tiny far-right parties. The FN was born as a radical rightist party, but in less than a decade it changed in order to became a New Right party. The success of Ronald Reagan in the USA and of Margaret Thatcher in the UK that created a new political language, putting together the old conservative values and market economy, was pirated by the FN. Jean Marie Le Pen became then the representative in France of this New Right whose programme focused on the critique of the all-powerful state of post-war Europe. In the early 80s, the economic decay and moral decline of European societies was the fault of the big state. Briefly, this second FN was what today is called a “neoliberal” party in the sense that like Thatcher and Reagan it combined moral conservatism with a strong defence of a market economy free of state intervention. Nevertheless, this capacity of ideological transformation didn’t stop at that point. 
		

		
			In 2012, with the election of Marine Le Pen, the daughter of the founder, as new party leader, the neoliberal stance was abandoned and the FN became a party identified with the traditional French etatisme and with an all-inclusive welfare state. Under the ideological guidance of Florian Philippot, Marine Le Pen decided to move the party to the left, in order to capture the socialist and communist vote in post-industrial northern France. The basic ingredients of this new presentation of the FN are by now pure populism: a critique of oligarchy and capitalism; a defence of the humble and virtuous good people of France; the demand for a real, direct democracy as a remedy to all social evils; and nationalism, a defence of sovereignty against financial capital, globalisation, and, above all, the European Union. Taguieff points out that the most salient feature of this new FN is “national-populism” but 
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			there is clearly something else (Taguieff 2012). The FN converted to a left party with only one proviso: the enjoyment of this strong state and this welfare state should be restricted to “real” French people and not to foreigners. Is the FN now a left populist party? The FN was founded as a rightist party; then it moved to the New Right “neoliberal” stance; and finally it converted to left populism. But given that left populism failed as a tool to get the French presidency in the 2017 elections, a new movement to the right is foreseeable. As Mouffe says, “right populists like Marine Le Pen understand the nature of political fight better than the vast majority of progressive parties” (Errejón and Mouffe 2015: 58). This means that in order to gain the political centre one has to move beyond left and right. 
		

		
			Like the FN, Norway’s Progress Party (FrP, Fremskrittspartiet) was also created in 1972. The party was founded in the midst of the public discussion on the referendum to decide Norway’s membership to the European Economic Community EEC (today European Union, EU). By that time the FrP was a conservative party that defended an anti-European stance in order to preserve the Norwegian oil wealth for the Norwegians and, in terms of domestic economic policy, was an anti-taxes party, sharing the same original position of the FN and the New Right. Its present anti-immigration stance is something rather new and the party today is less conservative and more open regarding moral liberties: for instance, same-sex marriage. But today’s FrP political platform is far away from that of the party at its foundation: there is no discussion in Norway on EU membership but there is no discussion also on limiting taxes. Today FrP’s main ideas are the support of the welfare state for real Norwegians and anti-immigration legislation. 
		

		
			In Denmark, to complete the picture of the oldest European populist parties, the Danish Progress Party (Fremskridtspartiet) was founded in 1973 as a platform intended to reduce taxes and had an immediate success: 15.9% of the vote in the 1973 elections. But this promising beginning resulted in a long stagnation, decline, and finally fall in 1983 when the leader of the party, Mogens Glistrup, was sentenced to three years in jail for tax evasion. It is in this context of party crisis when the leadership of Pia Kjaersgaard was created. She newly founded the party as an anti-Europe and anti-immigration platform to finally abandon it to create a new one in 1995: the Danish People’s Party (Dansk Folkeparti, DF). This new party is much more pragmatic than the preceding one and it is militant in its aim of influencing government. And it succeeded in this goal. For instance, the closure of the border with Germany in 2011 under the liberal-conservative government of Lars Lokke Rasmussen was the result of Kjaersgaard’s party pressure. The main points of the party manifesto are the defence of the welfare state; the reestablishment of border control; and strong opposition to immigration, all presented in a rather xenophobic language. 
		

		
			To sum up, the old populist parties of Europe, created at the beginning of the 70s, were at their foundation far-right parties; then they evolved in the direction of moral conservatism and economic liberalism (what is today termed neoliberalism). Surprisingly they denounced the post-war consensus that created the welfare state in the name of individual freedom. In addition, in a further move towards radical change, these parties that defended morality and economic freedom, that were pro-market and anti-taxes in the 70s, changed again in the 90s and at the beginning of present century to embrace a passionate defence of the welfare state against immigrants and the European Union. 
		

		
			The vast majority of the populist parties that are present today in the European political scenario were created in the last decade of the twentieth century, the time of the fall of the communist world. Some of them were right-wing parties in the time of their foundation but others were simply liberal populist parties since their inception. This can be illustrated by providing the foundation dates of the most important: The Belgian (Flemish) Vlaams Belang 
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			(before Vlaams Blok), 1985; The Italian Northern League, LN, in 1989; Berlusconi’s Forza Italia, FI, in 1994; The Swedish People’s Party, SVP-UDC, 1991; The (True) Finns, 1995; and the British United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP), 1993. Some of them were important in the time of their foundation but almost all of them became strong players in their political system after the beginning of the 2007 global crisis. In fact, some like Podemos or Syriza were created by the crisis (Grabow and Hartleb 2013; Judis 2016; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012). 
		

		
			All these parties, after the fall of communism, played the role of critics of the post-war system. They presented themselves as anti-establishment parties, as alternatives to the existing order, and, above all, as political actors not contaminated by old politics corruption. Ironically, they even became critics of the neoliberal policies of the traditional parties and vocal defenders of the welfare state that they rejected in the past. This defence of the welfare state (just for the nationals) is accompanied by a critique of globalisation and, above all, a refusal of the European Union project. 
		

		
			It was during the crisis of 2007 that many of these parties converted to populism. Under the banner of defending the sovereignty of the people, they promised to recover the wellbeing and security lost by the actions of the enemies to the people (that go from capitalism to foreigners or minorities). It can be said, with qualifications, that the growing electoral support of these parties is being accompanied by a moderation of adversarial and demagogic discourse, but the negative effects of the populist success on European democracies cannot be neglected. The European political discourse is growingly becoming adversarial and polarized, and the very idea of agreement and consensus is losing its social reputation. The main effect of this discourse change is that European polities are no longer discussing political projects but are in search of culprits to blame for the present predicaments. The main consequence is an unexpected weakening of the European project, as Brexit and Trump’s position on Europe testified. 
		

		
			In a sense what is going on in European politics is the conversion of the extremes of the political space to populism. And this is a serious threat for the European project, because these populist movements feedback each other along transnational European lines. South European populism demands more money for social welfare and blames the north countries for austerity. On the contrary, north populist parties blame the South for spending without limit and blame them for systemic corruption. Both populisms, South and North, demand a restoration of national sovereignty to get rid of European “bureaucratic” domination but they understand this domination in antagonist terms. It is said that northern European populism is “right populism” whereas “South European populism” is “left populism”. The first is “right” because its main goal is to exclude (foreigners and southerners) from social benefits; whereas the second is “left” because it is vocally inclusive of foreigners (immigrants and refugees) of social benefits. To sum up, northern populism refuses to finance social benefits beyond the national community (understood in a narrow sense) whereas southern populism is more generous with social expending granted to foreigners. The problem lies in that it is, in fact, the North that pays and the South that spends, and this is the real difference, not left or right. Interestingly, both left and right populist parties avoid the left and right labels to define themselves. To them the left and right political compass is a device created by the oligarchy to present a phony antagonism between two distinct political views but in reality, they say, the difference between the two is negligible. Nevertheless, to populists both left and right parties are the same: the oligarchy, the establishment, the caste. And the left and right divide is just a system that disguises political elites’ monopoly to occupy power in turn, excluding the people from government. 
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			This fuzzy distinction between left and right populism can be illuminated by looking at the position of the left regarding the topic of immigrants and refugees in northern European countries. For instance, Jean-Luc Mélenchon, presidential candidate in the French elections of 2017 and leader of the left populist party-movement La France Insoumise, is a strong defender of restrictions on immigration and opposes the arrival of refugees in France. Alternatively, to take another instance, look at Jeremy Corbyn, the radical left leader of the British Labour Party and his stance towards Brexit. He remained silent on European integration and almost silent on immigration in an effort to regain the labour feuds of northern England, the epicentre of British populism, where the Labour ex-voters are now the deplorables whose revenge is changing the destiny of the United Kingdom. 
		

		
			In addition, it is not at all clear what are the differences between left and right. Some authors quoted by Pippa Norris and Ronald Inglehart consider the Front National as a left populist party because it favours state management of the economy. Moreover, it should be added that today the Front National is the first French workers party (with more than 40% support of the French working class). Moreover, this is not the result of unintended actions. Marine Le Pen with the assistance of Florian Philippot decided to convert the FN to a leftist party, and as seen, they succeeded in a sense, although it was not enough to win the French presidency. 
		

		
			The crisis as window of opportunity for populism in Europe 
		

		
			The reasons that underlie the present emergence of populism in Europe are connected with the development problems facing the European Union project: the new world created by globalisation since the 90s; the more or less domestic problems of the European countries dealing with the fi nancial crisis that began in 2007 – 2008; and the cultural crisis triggered by the “demographic winter ” in Europe and the arrival of non-western populations in culturally and ethnically homogeneous societies. In some of the European countries, this political, economic, and cultural crisis was accompanied with cuts in social services, high unemployment, and political instability. Although all these factors do not correlate necessarily with the emergence of populism, as the case of Portugal shows, a country su ff ering a deep economic crisis where populism is almost absent, there is a link between crises and the rise of populism. 
		

		
			The European Union project was created after the Second World War with the aim of providing a system where continental military conflict that was endemic in Europe would be rendered impossible. To address this goal the economic interests of France and Germany were coordinated and other countries were aggregated in a long process that ended with the present twenty-eight member states (the UK still makes up part of the project). The idea was very appealing for western post-war European societies but also to post-authoritarian democracies (Greece, Portugal, and Spain) and later to post-Soviet central-eastern European societies because its promises were big: the first was a lasting, permanent peace; the second, freedom served by representative democracy and social market economy; and third, social security and wellbeing provided by an ample welfare state (universal health service, unemployment benefits; pensions, education, housing). To sum up: the European project was a success story because it provided security against war; secured freedom against totalitarianism; and provided a safety net to enjoy wellbeing. Europe meant security against all forms of modern uncertainties. This system was termed “ post-war consensus ” because all the so-called “ government ” parties of Europe were committed to it and supported eagerly this basic combination of representative democracy and social market economy beyond ideological di ff erences: liberals, conservatives, and social democrats. 
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			The only parties that were self-excluded from this consensus were those situated in the extremes of the political system, the political parties of the far right and the extreme left. Interestingly, many European populist parties that today have electoral success have their roots in the radical parties of those days. It is also remarkable that by that time they were strong critics of the “post-war consensus” for a variety of reasons and that today they present themselves as the defenders of the welfare state. Left radical parties were critics of the post-war consensus because they saw it not as the realization of social justice but as a device intended to demobilize the working class in order to save capitalism. Right-wing radical parties were critics of the post-war consensus because they see it as disguised socialism under the command of a powerful state. But today, all populist (with roots in the left or in the right) blame the “oligarchy” for destroying the welfare state either by limiting it or by enlarging it to include foreigners, immigrants, and refugees. 
		

		
			However, the defence of this national welfare state is not the only feature of European present-day populism. They also raise the banner of the defence of a so-called real democracy against the “fake” democracy we already have. In their view, the people is no longer sovereign in Europe because democracy is controlled by an oligarchy that governs in the interest of the few against the many. In the past, when a group made a call to give back power to the people, revolution was the word. This vision was created during the second half of the nineteenth century but was at its peak during the time of turmoil associated with the totalitarian ideologies of communism and fascism at the beginning of the twentieth century. But today’s radicalism is disguised by the defence of the regeneration of democracy: populism prefers to speak of real democracy, and revolution is no longer in place. In the past, in order to gain a real democracy it was necessary to employ violence to destroy the establishment (the government, the parliament, the courts of justice). After the work of destruction, revolution, then the people will regain control of their lives. Nevertheless, nobody speaks today in Europe of revolution; on the contrary, the goal is to re-establish democracy and not to destroy it. The populist aim is about winning elections and not to assault the winter palace. 
		

		
			Is democracy under threat in Europe? 
		

		
			Some authors like Foa and Mounk (2016) warn that the younger generations of the west have already made a “democratic disconnect” that endangers democracy (they mention a “danger of deconsolidation”). But their assessment is unconvincing. Democracy could face the same fate as communism after the collapse of the Soviet Union that nobody was able to anticipate. However, I think that the lesson we can draw from the demise of communism does not apply to the future of democracy in Europe. The fall of the communist world shows that communism was not susceptible to reform in a democratic sense; democratisation was tried many times and the result was always the same: military intervention against democracy in Hungary in 1956, in Czechoslovakia in 1968, and in many other places, because reform was seen as a danger to the sustainability of the system. What is peculiar about Gorbachev and his perestroika is that for the first time the goal of reform is placed at the centre of the system, and the result is that between 1989 and 1991 the system imploded without the possibility of an external restoration. 
		

		
			What happens between populism and democracy in Europe is not the same as with communism. European populists are not aimed primarily at the destruction of democracy and the development of an alternative political project. Certainly, they say that the system was co-opted by the establishment, that it is rigged, and that they will regenerate democracy. It is also true that they defend another model of democracy more perfect than representative 
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			democracy: direct democracy. However, until the present, this defence of direct democracy is more a desideratum intended as an improvement of representative democracy than an alternative project that pretends to wipe out representative democracy to put another democracy in its place. Above all, they say that its enemies kidnapped democracy and that they will rescue democracy to devolve its power to the people. Populists present themselves as reformers and liberators of existing democracy but not as proponents of an alternative political model. They want to be in command of present democracy because they present themselves as “the people” but there is not a totalitarian plan or ideology to deploy through revolution. 
		

		
			I think this point makes a great di ff erence if compared with other forms of political radicalism that achieved great success in Europe during the fi rst part of the twentieth century: there is not the messianic promise of revolution in present-day populism. Populism promises something much less moving: to get rid of the selfi sh politicians that are making the people su ff er. Thus populism in Europe is, above all, a political wave of anti-political mood, directed against traditional parties or, to use the words of Podemos in Spain, directed against the “ old politics ” . This mood is nurtured by resentment against those that managed the country and the economy in a time of deep political, economic, and cultural crises. These “old politicians ” are blamed because the economic measures they implemented were unpopular, mainly between those that su ff ered cuts in social services and welfare benefi ts. The “old politicians ” trusted that the e ff ects of economic recovery would be enough to calm down this wave of rage and avoided the explanation of the policies implemented in the belief of a quick restoration of the social conditions before the crisis. But the crisis lasted; it began in 2007 – 2008 and it is still present in many European countries, especially in the South. For instance, it took populism a long time to arrive in Spain, but fi nally it emerged in 2014, after more than six years of economic decay and escalating unemployment. Populism in Europe is the anti-political expression of distrust, frustration, resentment, and hate directed against those so-called culprits of present predicaments (that range from politicians and bankers to immigrants and refugees). 
		

		
			In this sense, the European populism call for direct democracy should be qualified. When a populist leader says that he wants the voice of the people to be heard, he really means that he wants to put his anti-political language at the centre of political discussion. They want to hear in public what everybody knows and the old politicians do not dare to say because they make up part of the conspiracy against the people. Briefly, European populism does not represent a proper alternative to present European democracy. Of course, populism can destroy the European Union project, but this does not necessarily mean the destruction of democracy. Certainly, the political discourse today in many European countries is very ugly, very selfish, very parochial, very chauvinist, very xenophobic; many times islamophobia is present and many other times there is a lot of anti-Semitic rhetoric; but this doesn’t mean that the European countries are less democratic today than ten or twenty years ago. In fact, The Economist Intelligence Unit’s Democracy Index 2016 entitled Revenge of the “Deplorables” mentions that there is at least one democratic virtue in populism in Europe, that consists in mobilising many apathetic citizens that now are again interested in politics. These “deplored” citizens by the “liberal cosmopolitan elites” of the west are again participating in politics because the populist parties brought to public discussion their concerns, values, way of speaking, and even dress code. Moreover, by doing that, they provided an alternative agenda to the one devised by the experts as the only way (TINA) to deal with the crisis. Perhaps The Economist is overoptimistic and the celebrations should be qualified. For instance, 50% of the voters for the French National Front declared that there are other political systems as good as democracy, although it should also be stressed that the other 50% think that democracy is the best form of government and that there is no better alternative. 
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			Democracy, liberal democracy, still reigns hegemonic in Western Europe as the only legitimate form of government and the institutions of democracy are strong enough to resist the assault of populism with little damage. Unfortunately this is not the case in Eastern Europe where democracy has a very short history and its institutions are weak. Political turnout is very low in these countries, and this means a weak commitment of the people to the democratic process. In addition, in some countries, populist leaders are preaching a so-called more democratic democracy that is celebrated as “illiberal ”; for instance, in Poland with Kaczynsi ’ s Law and Order party (PiS) or Viktor Orbán’ s Fidesz in Hungary. Both leaders are enforcing a so-called democratic project where the liberal checks and balances are weakened in favour of a strong government able to fully develop what they call national sovereignty. This last instance shows that populism can have a value by re-polarizing the political discourse when the institutions of democracy are strong. But it also shows that populism is a real threat to democracy in countries like Poland and Hungary because a government without control is a highway to, among many evils, corruption, persecution of minorities, harassment of the media, and abolition of the separation of powers. In a nutshell, to the destruction of democracy. 
		

		
			In the case of the above-mentioned countries, both are members of the European Union and in this sense, there is some coercive control on their government that warrants the maintenance of a democratic minimum and the possibility of some future improvement. However, in the vast majority of the European countries, populism was not able to weaken democracy and the populist parties were constricted to accommodate the demands of democracy. This means that although populism refers to an alternative model of democracy that in European history was instrumental in delegitimising liberal democracy and in the instauration of totalitarian regimes, present European populism has no an authoritarian model to o ff er versus existing democracy. Although Foa and Mounk (2016) warn us of a possible “ deconsolidation of democracy ” in advanced societies, the evidences we have show that in the countries where populism was not “demonised ” and excluded with “ cordon sanitaire” policies, where populist parties were able to make part of or to in fl uence policies, democracy is still in very good shape. Norway, Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands, and Austria are countries with strong and in fluential populist parties and, at the same time, are according to all democracy rankings the most democratic countries of the world. Spain also has a prominent populist party and it also belongs to the “ full democracies ” group. Britain had a populist moment with UKIP and Brexit but the eff ect on democracy remains to be seen. However, it is also true that other west European countries have su ff ered a quality of democracy deterioration. And in these countries populism is prominent. The fi rst example that comes to our mind is Italy, where populism was hegemonic for decades, and where now a new populist movement party, MoVimento Cinque Stelle M5S, is on the verge of being the fi rst party in terms of electoral support in the country. Democracy has also deteriorated in France and Belgium, but here there is terrorism and anti-terrorism legislation that explains the decline. And the rise of populism is also reinforced by terrorism. Interestingly both France and Belgium demonised their populist parties in order to contain their political power through “cordon sanitaire” policies. Italy, France, and Belgium are today “ flawed democracies ” ; and in Poland and Hungary democracy is declining given the sustained e ff orts by their populist governments to control the country ’ s media, judiciary, civil service, education, and party system. 
		

		
			Conclusion 
		

		
			The Foa and Mounk (2016) warning can be seen as a necessary whistle-blower on the decay of democracy in the advanced countries, but this decay is not the case today. However, this 
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			does not mean that the European democracies cannot collapse in the future, as happened in the past; and that the dream of a (totalitarian) direct democracy will not conquer again the souls of the European peoples as happened not too long ago. Nevertheless, present conditions have nothing to do with those in Europe at the beginning of the twentieth century. The majority of the full democracies of the world are located in Europe; the highest levels of democracy are associated with European countries; the European populist parties are vocals defenders of democracy; these populist parties defend even the liberal values of individual freedom and tolerance. However, this said, it is also true that the European public discussion is today uglier, more adversarial, more chauvinistic, and that present European public opinion tends to blame others for the predicaments of the present. Instead of searching for new goals and new projects, Europe is in search of the “bouc émissaire” that leads to frustration and domestic conflict. This can point to a degradation of European democratic discourse but it is no evidence of the raising of a new authoritarianism. Democracy is still the major bulwark against populism in Europe. 
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			1. Introduction 
		

		
			In the context of the vast literature on populism, this chapter aims to focus on a specific variety of Western European Populist Parties, namely the populist radical left parties (PRLPs). While international political comment dedicates ample space to populist parties (among recent publications: Pappas 2014; Albertazzi and McDonnell 2015; Kriesi and Pappas 2015; Moffitt 2016), and, in particular, to Populist Radical Right Parties (Husbands 2002; Zaslove 2004; Mudde 2007), there has been limited interest in the study of the political processes which 
		

		
			have determined the emergence of the parties of the Populist Radical Left in Europe. 
		

		
			
				1 
			
		

		
			The research questions behind this study are relatively straightforward: What exactly are the PRLPs, and what is their relationship with liberal democracy? In attempting to answer these two questions, two preliminary considerations should be addressed. Firstly, the motivation that led to the choice of this fi eld of research. In this respect, we believe it is useful to examine this type of party because PRLPs display elements in marked contrast with the past, as they interpret new demands and new instances of change and transformation demanded by the community. Indeed, these parties have achieved electoral success, and brought substantial change to the way the party system works in the countries where they operate. Secondly, an analysis of the PRLPs is necessary to clarify the fi eld of left-wing parties, a speci fi c subcategory of European Radical Left Parties (March 2011; Dunphy and Bale 2011a, 2011b; Damiani 2016; March and Keith 2016). In the context of growing social fragmentation, the political struggles fought during the 20th and 21st centuries have become increasingly local (racial, ethnic, cultural, civil, gender related, etc.) and are unable to manage and articulate “ great narratives ”, as they are too speci fi c or disparate, or part of the system of government. From this point of view, if the European Radical Left Parties de fi ne the framework within which the PRLPs are placed, this latter category attempts to provide a di ff erent political representation of the wide range of social complexities that have emerged, and give voice to the many and various interests that appeared in the European scenario at the turn of the century. 
		

		
			While they have not abandoned the interpretation of modern society conceived as the juxtaposition of capital/labour, the PRLPs attempt to organize conflict on top/bottom dynamics, identifying a “people” (no longer exclusively working class) in opposition to an 
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			elite made up of the political leadership, which, in the people’s opinion, is part of the problem and not the solution. Unlike the non-populist radical left parties, one of the main features ascribable to PRLPs is the identification of a huge “people” of reference, which is no longer based on the centrality of the workers, and thus able to include a plurality of social categories that share an element of social exclusion. 
		

		
			At the beginning of the 21st century numerous PRLPs with these characteristics appeared on the European political scene, and contributed to changing the recent history of important nation states. In this perspective, in order to present the most significant characteristics of this category of parties, the three PRLPs that have had the greatest success in electoral terms will be used as case studies. We shall thus proceed to compare the cases of Podemos, France Insoumise and Syriza. With reference to electoral results it should be noted that Podemos (founded in January 2014) reached 7.8% in the European elections of June 2014, and then 20.7% and 21.1% in the political elections of 2015 and 2016. France Insoumise (founded in 2016) reached 19.9% in the French Presidential elections in 2017, barely missing out on the second ballot, and then won over 11% of votes and 17 seats in Parliament at the General Elections in 2017. Syriza, on the other hand, is in government. With a longer and more complex history than the French and Spanish cases (Damiani 2017), the Greek coalition of the radical left started to make progress in 2004 and entered government by winning the elections in January and September 2015. 
		

		
			It should be noted that all of these forces were born and grew to political maturity as attempts to represent a new “people ” with institutional representation. They were formed in the main squares of Spain, Greece and France, respectively, with the gatherings of the Indignados Movement in May 2011; the protests in Syntagma Square following the autumn of 2009; and the French demonstrations in March– June 2016, after Manuel Valls ’ s socialist government approved the reform of the Jobs Act. All three movements organized strong protests against government-promoted austerity policies, and identi fi ed as their adversary the centre-right and centre-left political elite, which was held responsible for their negative record in government. 
		

		
			Following these considerations, we shall proceed to defining the European PRLPs, and in particular to examine the processes of their political development, the set of values on which they are based and the pressures for change engaged within in the present political system. 
		

		
			2. The “people”: a new “historical bloc” 
		

		
			The European PRLPs are markedly different from both the traditional leftist mass parties of 20th-century origin and the more recent parties of the European Radical Left, which appeared on the international political scene after the fall of the Berlin wall and the implosion of the old socialist regimes. From this point of view the difference is conducible to the identification and definition of what can be seen as the new “historical bloc” of reference. 
		

		
			The historical bloc is a concept that was introduced by Georges Sorel and then used by Antonio Gramsci in his innovative reflections in Quaderni del carcere (Prison Notebooks) (1929–1935). It is an alliance of social forces whose common objective is to achieve the structural (economic) and super-structural (political, cultural, ideal and moral) hegemony necessary for the government of a given political community. For Gramsci, in a revolutionary sense, the historical bloc of the international proletariat should aim to build up a hegemonic project, in order to undermine the established order, and take the place of the industrial bourgeoisie in the role of the ruling class. Taking these considerations as a premise, and re-using and applying the historical bloc concept to the profoundly modified political context of the early 21st century, our assumption is to consider the PRLPs as political players 
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			interested in the construction of a new historical bloc, which would be capable of regrouping social demand and pursuing ambitions involving political dominance and change. 
		

		
			With the end of the “Short Twentieth Century” (Hobsbawm 1994), the reorganization of the capitalist economy along neo-liberal lines and the concept of social class in its Marxian interpretation now in crisis, it has become necessary to arrive at a political proposal in Europe which can harbour ambitions of dominance, starting from the wish to pinpoint, build up and organize a new historical bloc (in the place of social class) which could recompose the numerous widespread interests in contemporary society in a single entity. This is what the European populist radical left struggled to achieve, in order to pursue institutional change, between the 20th and 21st centuries. The aim from the outset was to re-organize a historical bloc that is no longer conceived as being built around one single social class, made up of workers and the proletariat, but rather based on a shared set of values, a comparable life-style and the will to pursue a common plan of social emancipation. While made up of numerous and diverse categories, this “bloc” can come together in a majority alliance upon which a new political proposition can be built. 
		

		
			However, the issues that ensue from this standpoint are as easy to formulate in theory as they are complex to deal with empirically. The questions that the fi rst part of this chapter aims to answer are as follows: What is the historical bloc that the European left of the 21st century envisages, at the basis of the driving force for change within political systems that operate in the world of the globalized economy? In what terms is it possible to refer to a di ff erent “ bloc” from that of the past? How does one build a historical bloc capable of executing a plan for political dominance that could oust the government elite from the control of democratic countries? 
		

		
			Laclau (1990, 2005) and Laclau and Mouff e (1985) are the political scientists who have dedicated the most attention in the literature on populism to the hypothesis of a New Radical Left that is capable of innovating contemporary political categories and making them more functional to political renewal. The starting point is provided by two fundamental assumptions. The fi rst is that social conflict remains the conditio sine qua non of political change. A society can only start out on a process of change with the aim of making progress in the light of the con flict that arises between the collective competing players. The second is that all societies have the task of fi nding categories of analysis, in order to conceive each political phenomenon in its contingency and according to the categories of their own time. Mouff e and Laclau move on from these considerations in two directions. On the one hand, they propose an analysis of the nature and logics involved in forming collective identities, and the di ff erences with the past; on the other, they attempt to lay the foundations of a concrete political proposal that can be adopted in practice. 
		

		
			The framework within which the foundations for a political renewal plan are presented is to be accomplished within a context of the dispersion and fragmentation of complex societies, characterized by the inability of the class structure to account for such social complexity on its own. In other words, it is no longer possible to consider the working class and the international proletariat as the only privileged subject of social change. Combined with this, another engine of change is the crisis of socialist regimes in the 20th century. This is the context, according to Mouffe and Laclau, from which emerge the conditions for re-thinking a truly democratic revolution, capable of achieving the aims of a “radical” and “plural” democracy, and thus the attempt to extend social conflict to a plurality of players. 
		

		
			Having acknowledged the inevitable aspect of change involved in social conflict, based on input from published considerations, one part of the left began to envisage a progressive process of political autonomy which would make it possible to overcome the juxtaposition of right and left (which, according to this reasoning, was no longer capable of describing the 
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			terms of the existing conflict), and propose an interpretation of contemporary society as a struggle between two opposing collective subjects, to be identified as “us” (the “people”) and “them” (the elite or political class in government). Unlike the idea presented by Carl Schmitt (1927) regarding the opposition that is produced in political circles between friend/enemy, in the contemporary people/élite dyad (or bottom/top), it is necessary to pursue a pluralistic democratic order, abandoning the Schmittian idea of the politician as a player intent on destroying his enemy. The aim is to arrive at the concept of the dominant game of friend/enemy in terms of legitimate di ff erences. In this view, the antagonistic pluralism of complex societies becomes a constituent element of modern democracies, which, far from being a threat to social stability, can be seen as a precondition of liberal democracy. 
		

		
			A similar perspective can be observed in the praxis of a number of radical left-wing European parties. The “enemy” of the populist parties of the European radical left is either the ruling elite, or, depending on the circumstances, the political class, the representatives of international finance, or the power of the banks and the global economy. In Spain, the leader of Podemos, Pablo Iglesias, uses the term “trama” to describe networks that control economic, political and cultural power in the absence of transparency. In this sense, the trama is the representation of the enemy, against whom the “people” must oppose and organize their dissent. In France, Jean-Luc Mélenchon (2014), explicitly inspired by developments in Spain, uses the same slogans, calling on the “people” to fight against the oligarchy. This appeal would become the basis of the discourse upon which France Insoumise built its electoral success in the 2017 presidential elections. 
		

		
			The political proposals of all European PRLPs follow this line. After the collapse of faith in the established teleological and political narratives, and before the proliferation of countless nationalist, ethnic and religious confl icts, this part of the European left chose not to identify its function in either the reconstruction of the fragments of the 20th-century mosaic, in order to return to the Marxist project at the point when it was interrupted, or in the tendency to yield to post-modern isolationist promises. For the populist parties of the European radical left, the task is to formulate a new democratic programme with “ radical ” and “ plural ” characteristics, which could be the expression of a “general will ” for a new historical bloc, identi fi able (no longer by only one social class, but rather) as the “people ” , opposed to an enemy identi fi ed in a collective trama which pursues objectives contrary to those of the working classes. 
		

		
			Given the context of reference, the aim of this chapter is to arrive at a definition of “the people” from the literature, in order to clarify the assumptions that determine – in this attempt at political reconstruction – the representation of a new historical bloc. The reference to “the people” implies the construction of a new form of political representation, to be built ex novo, through the possible division between “us” and “them”. 
		

		
			In particular, from this perspective, the denunciation of false universality in the existing political order, which is incapable of representing changing popular needs, becomes the condition that the parties of the European radical left put forward to claim a new form of political universality. 
		

		
			The concept of structural “equivalence” (Laclau 2005) comes into play in this context, according to which apparently conflicting demands could artificially be grouped into a single collective subject, in that diverse social groups acknowledge the same political objective. In this regard, Laclau states: we shall call popular demands “a plurality of demands which, through their ‘equivalential’ articulation, constitute a broader social subjectivity” (Laclau 2005, 70). In this sense, the author believes “the people” can be regarded as a heterogeneous collective subject, composed by the “logic of equivalence”, which allows for the aggregation of several 
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			demands into a single political subject. The identification of “the people” (as opposed to a social class), intended as an internally heterogeneous collective subject, as it is made up of a plurality of social categories, demonstrates, in the author’s view, a capacity for political aggregation which could lead to the formation of a new generation of political movements and parties. Given the differences from the past, some parties and movements of the populist radical left have attempted to adopt this perspective as political action by presenting a totally different popular identity from left-wing parties in the Marxist tradition. This is the case, for example, for Podemos, France Insoumise and Syriza. Each of these political groups, at the time they were established, or at the moment of their electoral success, far from only organizing the working class, worked to establish an alternative political project which could gather together diverse categories, which were the product of the process of fragmentation, around a single political project with distinct emancipatory ambitions. 
		

		
			In this case, the PRLPs appear to converge around what is known as the “community-organizing” process. This concept, first expressed by Saul Alinsky (1971), is common in countries of Anglo-Saxon political culture, although it can be extended across Western democratic states, and describes the capacity of some public players to organize a community of people to fight to better their own economic and social conditions by collective action. Diverse types of individuals unite to pursue a mutual campaign, without questioning their own identity and, moreover, use their differences to widen the motivations for their political demands. The fundamental characteristic that led to the birth of the PRLPs in Western Europe is precisely this kind of performance. Their success in political and electoral terms is rooted in the procedure of community organization that they managed to activate in order to build upon the previously mentioned historical bloc. Without delving into the historically determined conditions which led to the birth of the PRLPs, it is worth noting that this perspective can include not only the events in Syntagma Square, which in the first two years of this millennium led to the electoral ascent of Syriza in Greece, but also the Movimiento de los indignados, which began in Madrid on 15 May 2011, from which Podemos took shape. A similar situation occurred with the French demonstrations in 2016, which saw a wave of large-scale political demonstrations protesting against the labour reforms introduced by the socialist government of Manuel Valls. These were the circumstances in which France Insoumise was formed, establishing a new composite and pluralistic historical bloc, which resulted in political campaigns in the framework of the populist radical left parties, with strong leadership that expressed strong resentment towards politics, founded upon strong anti-establishment feelings. 
		

		
			The following section will describe the value system of the PRLPs, and highlight the relationship between their values and the relations that exist between them. 
		

		
			3. Social imaginary 
		

		
			For the parties of the European populist radical left, the main break from the past is evident in their discontinuity with the parties of the traditional left. Indeed, due to the social fragmentation that emerged at the turn of the century, far from distinguishing themselves for an explicit ideological uniformity, the PRLPs stand out for the wide variety of ideas they represent. While the social-communist parties of the Marxist tradition had a non-negotiable Unitarian content, the plurality of identities and reference values among the parties of the populist radical left is an absolutely new characteristic. The variety of ideas that de fi ne such forms of political organization can be attributed to the overturning of the relationship between politics and society. In the past, ideology arrived from the top down in people’ s individual experience, determining their action. 
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			In the current era the relationship between politics and society has generally been the other way round, and the consequent production of values and ideas has mostly come from the social sphere. 
		

		
			The concept of “social imaginary” (Castoriadis 1975; Wunenburger 1998; Taylor 2004) is of use in this context if interpreted as a specific form of collective thought, distinct from all others (myths, common sense, religion, ideology and utopia). From a theoretical point of view this involves a series of images, often implicit and not formalized, with which individuals interpret themselves to define their own needs. In the political field, the term social imaginary is used to symbolically indicate a great store of ideas which is the result of the contribution of numerous social groups, each of which becomes the bearer of specific contents, even if often supplied in an involuntary and restricted way (Santambrogio 2015). Social imaginary, there-fore, can be understood as the set of ideas, representations and visions of the world produced by many groups, each of which provides its own contribution, even though they may often be unaware of this. In this regard, this is the fundamental role of social movements. In the history of the post-bipolar era, the heritage left by the workers’ movement was grafted upon with new and diverse ideas, which on the one hand fed on the heritage of the past and, on the other, overtook it and took significant steps forward (ibid.). Taking these considerations into account, what follows is a description of the values of the European PRLPs in this millennium. In an era of collapsing ideologies, the social imaginary tends to take over the ideological system of the past. Where ideology was once called upon to provide a logical connection, capable of proposing a coherent interpretation of the world (Mannheim 1929), the social imaginary presents a different perspective. It draws directly upon daily experience, and ends up building a thought system, which is not necessarily structured. In these conditions, within a specific political community, the values, principles, ideas and symbols which make up a specific social imaginary (potentially opposed to other “de-ideologized” social imaginaries) can be represented and promoted by a single collective subject. 
		

		
			Starting from these considerations, we wish to use the concept of social imaginary to interpret the complex and unitary symbolical universe of the PRLPs, in order to describe the field of values which, in a state of fragmented collective interests, is able to organize the capacity to voice the political demands of the new historical bloc within a political proposal. 
		

		
			In this regard, we use the concept of “radial categories” proposed by George Lakoff (1987). Lakoff distinguishes between “primary category” (or “central subcategory”) and “secondary categories” (or “non-central subcategories”). In this specific case, our idea is that the central subcategory of the European populist radical left (its “core competence”) is different to that of the left parties of the Marxist tradition, and the other left parties which appeared between the 20th and 21st centuries. Indeed, while for the social-communist parties of the 20th century, and also for the more recent parties of the contemporary left, the primary category made explicit and exclusive reference to the principle of equality, and the pursuit of the ideal of substantial equality in material conditions amongst the members of the same political community, the approach of the populist parties of the European left is different. In their case, the primary category, far from being represented by the exclusive principle of substantial equality, becomes – in a more extensive form, in order to mobilize the different social categories of the renewed historical bloc of reference – the principle of social inclusion. Abandoning the past, the PRLPs stop pursuing and making direct reference to a society of “equals”, freed from profit and the class struggle, and recompose social conflict within the field of Western democracy, recovering the demands of different social actors. 
		

		
			Through the principle of inclusion, the European populist parties of the radical left can reach all members of the same political community, no longer being merely a part of them, 
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			thus claiming the active participation of all the “people ”, not just the working class and international proletariat. From this point of view, while they share areas of common meaning, the concept of inclusion is not entirely superimposed to that of equality. According to Habermas (2008), inclusion does not mean assimilatory hoarding or closure. Inclusion means being open to those citizens who are strangers to each other and want to remain so. Putting the principle of inclusion at the centre of the construction of one ’ s identity, however, does not mean waiving the role of agent in the economic, social and political change attributed to the parties of the left. Vice versa, for PRLPs using the principle of inclusion as the “ primary category ” of their social imaginary means referring to the construction of a radical democracy, founded on the Welfare State and on developing a wider society of well-being. All this, rather than pre fi guring a structural change to the dominant political system, creates the necessary conditions for the pursuit of greater internal social justice with respect to the rules of the current democratic system. 
		

		
			Clearly, inclusion is not the only element of the social imaginary of the European populist radical left. If we continue to use the terminology of Lako ff ’ s proposal (1987), the “ secondary categories ” of the social imaginary of the European PRLPs can be seen in other reference values. Amongst the most important are the following: i ) paci fi sm, which reclaims non-violence as an instrument of social and political change; ii ) a wider democratic process in government procedures, in the shape of wider participation from below; iii) feminism, in the form of greater attention to gender equality and the creation of complementarity between people of di ff erent sexual orientations; iv ) recognition of the civil rights of citizenship to all those who do not yet have full rights, in particular migrants and homosexuals; and v ) care for the environment, seen as the necessary condition for safeguarding the global eco-system and the defence of the sources of energy production. 
		

		
			All these values, brought within the system by the principle of inclusion, contribute to defining and confining the field of ideas of the populist radical left. The essential point is that these values are not in themselves elements that distinguish the populist radical left alone, as they can be seen in other political cultures, first of all liberalism and the Christian faith. However, these values are also the heritage of the PRLPs, to the extent that they are oriented towards pursuing the principle of inclusion of all members of the same political community within the current social and democratic system. An example of respecting and expanding citizens’ civil rights is the attention paid to the rights of homosexual couples. This theme qualifies the electoral programmes and political intentions of all the PRLPs in question. In this case, however, it is not possible to state that this value is exclusive to the field of the left, let alone the field of the populist radical left. It is a tout-court liberal value, which regards the creation of the conditions necessary for the respect and full realization of the human being. This is true insomuch as in the UK, gay marriage as an institution was approved in 2013 by David Cameron’s conservative government. The same can be said for pacifism, feminism and the defence of the environment. These are not exclusively left-wing values, as they belong to a much wider political belief. The peculiarity of the populist radical left is that it represents this set of values as an original “mix”, which takes on political meaning in terms of its own social imaginary, as it is conceived with the aim of pursuing conditions of greater social inclusion. In the populist left parties, each reference value is, or at least should be, seen as enlarging social inclusion, with the idea of changing the relationships between forces to provide all individuals with the possibility of imagining a progressive process of political, cultural and economic emancipation. In this respect, whereas the ideological approach of the 20th century social-communist parties tended towards the utopian pursuit of a society where everyone was equal, the populist radical left claims new issues of change. Having abandoned 
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			the role of the revolutionary anti-establishment parties, in the social imaginary of these political groups there is no room for the idea of totalitarian equality. In its place is the necessity to include diverse social categories within a society of well-being, in order to improve the conditions and life-style of all involved. 
		

		
			If we continue to apply Lakoff’s radial categories to the social imaginary of the European PRLPs, a further consideration that can be put forward here is that the secondary categories of the same social imaginary, while they do not contain the same sets of values, share part of their identity content with the primary category. This means that all the attributes of value, such as pacifism or feminism (and any other value making up the social imaginary of the European populist radical left), are not equal to each other, but share significant content with the central subcategory, which in this case corresponds with the principle of social inclusion. From this point of view, only the sum of all the non-central subcategories returns the total content of the central subcategory (Collier and Mahon 1993). 
		

		
			Once the values of the post-20th-century PRLPs have been defined, it becomes important to consider their functional relationship. With the premise that the primary category represents the end-value of these political parties, not all of the groupings in the populist radical left have an identical scale of priorities regarding the values and means with which their objectives are to be achieved. This results in an asymmetry between individual parties of the same political category, with regard to the instruments used in each case to achieve their final objectives. In fact, depending on the nature of each case, some parties may find, for example, that the value of feminism is the fundamental element of their action for political change, while others may find greater unity around the subject of pacifism, or any other value contained in the secondary categories (or a mixture of these). It is through these different modalities of independent choice that the set of values of the European populist radical left is redefined, in a different manner on every occasion, on the level of real power relationships. Unlike the social-communist parties, with their strong ideological stability, with the populist radical left we find ourselves faced with political groupings in continuous change, with a complex relationship between means-values and end-values. 
		

		
			4. “Democracia real, ya” 
		

		
			All forms of populism born in Europe between the 20th and 21st centuries, comprising populism on the radical left, were born, grew and prospered within the borders defined by democratic political regimes. Ultimately, contemporary forms of populism are structured on the same rules of representative liberal democracy, founded on free elections, the majority principle and party pluralism, which allow the respect of political liberty. In her famous distinction between “Agrarian Populism” and “Political Populism”, Margaret Canovan (1981) associated what she defines as “populist democracy” with the latter type of populism. With this definition, the English political analyst indicated all forms of populism that aim at promoting participation and popular sovereignty. From this point of view, populist democracy took the form of “radical” democracy, capable of criticizing indirect democracy models, due to the tools provided by direct democracy and its forms of political consultation. 
		

		
			The PRLPs born in Europe between the 20th and 21st centuries can be collocated in this space. After the crisis of democratic inclusion processes, the radical left parties pointed out the alleged necessity of “Democratizing Democracy”. Considering the critical indicators that refer to the task performed by political parties in their traditional role of gatekeepers between the higher and lower parts of society, given the progressive decline in electoral participation in the most important European democracies, and given the global governance mechanisms which 
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			tend to subtract democratic decision-making spaces from the collective governing process, for the PRLPs a “radical” turning point in democracy was necessary, in order to return to exerting a diffuse popular sovereignty. The intention was to integrate the forms of represen-tative democracy (which they held to be insufficient in the governments of contemporary societies) with the tools of direct democracy, through the use of ad hoc devices capable of gathering the dispersed opinions of citizens. The objective was to return the direct power of intervention to the people, in the face of an increasing professionalization of politics which, in their opinion, risks becoming a technocracy, or, worse still, plutocratic control of the governance of public affairs. In order to recover the distance between the governors and governed, the European radical left populist parties set the objective of returning elements of control over the leadership to the “people”, detracting from the administration of an élite of bureaucrats and officials that is ever more disinterested in pursuing the “general will” of the “people”. 
		

		
			With reference to Mèny and Surel’s considerations (2002), it can be said that populist movements and parties, together with the radical left, showed reservations towards the mechanisms of political representation because they aspire to a collective realization of the “general will” of the people, in contrast to the binding mandate imposed by the establishment. Pierre Rosanvallon’s (2006) “counter-democracy” concept is of interest in this context. According to the French researcher, contemporary democracy can no longer be conceived as the people’s self-government alone, as it should necessarily be extended to the control of the governed over the governors. In this perspective, the citizen’s sovereignty is not imaginable only in the positive (it can no longer consist in merely being the authors of the decisions which govern their own lives), as it is also conceivable in the negative (in the necessity to organize a surveillance action, so that the governors do not use their powers for other purposes). In this manner, the democratic practice of complex societies in the contemporary era requires the simultaneous action of two fundamental elements: 1) the activation of mechanisms capable of allowing citizens to directly adopt communal decisions; 2) the use of instruments through which citizens can exert control over the political processes carried out in the name of, and for, the sovereign people. 
		

		
			Among the various possible typologies, this chapter proposes the inclusion of radical left populism in the category of “inclusionary populism”, which Mudde and Rovira (2013) use to make a distinction from the “exclusionary populism” typical of the radical racist and xenophobic right. Inclusionary populism is a form aimed at pursuing the political integration of the many categories that result from social fragmentation. The aim of these parties is to broaden democratic borders by following the project of “including” the “excluded” in the most advanced model of social democracy that they are willing to pursue. The idea that emerges from this form of populism is that of opening, not closing, decisional processes, and opening to the plurality of social categories (not only those involving organized interests), which the procedural mechanisms of liberal democracies tend to exclude from the governance of public affairs, not to mention the less wealthy who live and work within the national borders. The inclusionary populism of the PRLPs is aimed in particular at two specific categories of the “excluded”, migrants and gender minorities, to whom they would like to offer a path of full political, social and economic inclusion. Hence, it is clear that, if from the point of view of the social imaginary, PRLPs identify their symbolic reference universe in the social inclusion of categories excluded from current decisional processes, the inclusionary populism attributed to the parties of the populist radical left takes on precisely such features. 
		

		
			Taking this idea from theory to the empirical level, Mudde and Rovira (2017) present Syriza as a typical case of European inclusionary populism. Syriza is the party that won two 
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			elections in a row and a consultative referendum in 2015 (called to decide whether to accept the proposals presented to Greece by the main players in international governance) thanks to a political project aimed at recovering, through inclusion, the social categories that paid the heaviest price for the economic and financial crisis. According to the leaders of Syriza, the crisis was badly managed by the dominant political class of both the right (New Democracy) and the left (the Pasok, the Panhellenic Socialist Movement), which had ruled the country since the early 2000s. According to Mudde and Rovira, Tsipras continued to reference non-privileged “people” in his speeches even after Syriza won the parliamentary elections in 2015. In the words of Tsipras, “Syriza won three crucial elections in just a few months, and one crucial referendum. It won the elections [. . .] with the Greek people and Greek society as its sole ally”. Furthermore, in a speech opening a Syriza party conference in 2016, Tsipras 
		

		
			
				stated, “the Greek people have suffered for so many years and deserve to be compensated”
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			At this point the question remains: who are the “people” to whom Syriza and Alexis Tsipras refer? As previously mentioned, the “people” of the Greek coalition of the radical left comprise diverse social groups, incorporating those who lost their jobs, or never found one, in the years of the crisis, and all the people who suffered the consequences of the austerity policies adopted by their country. The cement that holds all the categories that come under Syriza’s definition of the “people” together is the democratic fight against corruption in public institutions and the governance models the European Union adopted in the Greek case. The “people” called upon by Syriza to participate in the new democratic process of transformation is an inclusive and plural subject, not limited by ethnical, racial, sexual or gender restrictions. 
		

		
			The analysis carried out on Syriza can also be proposed for Podemos and France Insoumise. In both cases the plea to the “people” presents strongly inclusive content, in the attempt to conjugate the collective interests of the workers (as traditional referents of the European left parties) with those of multiple and heterogeneous social categories, which risked exclusion from the traditional democratic process. It is in this sense that the populist message can be read as being directed to the unemployed, occasional workers, students, craftsmen, the small and medium entrepreneurs oppressed by the crisis, and intellectuals and academics. Furthermore, apart from such categories, already internally mixed, the PRLPs also aim to include the non-privileged groups of citizens and non-citizens in their political plea, such as the community of migrants and the poor of the whole planet that are running from famine and war, and the LGBT community. 
		

		
			However, such a project is not immune to difficulties and contradictions. The “logic of equivalence” proposed by Laclau (2005) is both ambitious in theoretical terms and complex in practical terms. In the southern European countries, the “Great recession” contributed to the construction of a heterogeneous and mixed “people” aggregated around criticism of government leadership for the responsibilities attributed to the advancing economic recession. However, while in the destruens phase the PRLPs’ project seemed to obtain (in a patchy fashion throughout European countries) encouraging political results, in the construens phase, when the composition of those interests must be transformed into a collective project of communal government in democratic institutions, marked political difficulties emerged. In the Greek case, the difficulties experienced by Syriza and Tsipras in government should be read in this light, in the awareness that the moment of anti-establishment criticism, capable of rallying the “people”, is clearly separate from the situation in which the same fragmented interests are brought together in a unitary political project for the construction of a government programme. Here, in the face of experiences of aggregation and opposition, as well as ongoing developments in government, we simply wish to point out the potential and the risks of the actions of such forces. 
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			5. Conclusions 
		

		
			Having concluded the presentation of the main characteristics and peculiarities of the PRLPs, in order to answer the questions presented at the beginning of this chapter, we believe it is appropriate to concentrate on two aspects in particular. 
		

		
			The first regards the differences that the PRLPs demonstrate when compared to the past. While they stem from the same cultural matrix, these parties are different to those of the classical Marxist tradition, as they wish to widen the building of a new historical bloc not only to the working class, but also to all the other categories produced by the unstoppable process of social fragmentation that followed the collapse of the 20th-century ideologies, the reorganization of the processes of capitalist production and the crisis of the traditional mass parties. In this sense, regardless of their success or failure in the elections, the PRLPs are the product of profound change in the economic and social sphere, which drove them to try to organize more complex forms of political representation. 
		

		
			The second issue we would like to address in answering the research questions regards the relationship between PRLPs and the current democratic system in Western Europe. As it has already been asserted, on the basis of the characteristics acknowledged by the case studies, it would appear possible to recognize a substantial status paci between the PRLPs and the current democratic institutions in Western countries. Indeed, the assumptions of the populist radical left do not aim to destroy contemporary forms of liberal democracy. Notwithstanding the demands of “Democratizing Democracy”, formulated with the intention of introducing more “radical” changes to current representational democracy, which in their opinion has been impoverished by international governance policies and the changes from the past, the PRLPs differ, according to the hypothesis presented in this chapter, from many other types of populist parties (Urbinati 2014), because of their compatibility with models of liberal democracy. Rather than representing a risk to the stability of a democratic State, PRLPs appeal to a higher degree of political implementation, to be pursued by mechanisms of bottom-up participation, in order to integrate, rather than substitute, the conventional tools of representative democracy. In terms of democratic principles, the aim of the PRLPs is to increase the level of social inclusion within, and not outside, the democratic system, by extending decision-making to non-privileged sections of the population, who would otherwise be excluded from policy-making. 
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				For a complete review of populism see Anselmi (2017). 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				Source: 
				www.eldiario.es/politica/Pablo-Iglesias-concepto-de
				fi
				nir-historico_0_618038538.html. 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				These values were identified using the “content analysis method”, which involves the analysis of the statutes, internal documents, electoral programmes and important speeches of the principal leaders of the European PRLPs that can be consulted online. The parties examined are those that are the focus of this study: Podemos, France Insoumise and Syriza. 
			
		

		
			
				4 
				Tsipras’ speech. 2015. SYRIZA, 1 December 2015 (in Mudde and Rovira 2017, 62). 
			
		

		
			
				5 
				Opening SYRIZA Conference, “Tsipras Takes Hard Line on Debt”. Kathimerini, 13 October 2016 (in Mudde and Rovira 2017, 62). 
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			A new populist modernity was born with the defeat of fascism. After the war, populism in power reformulated the legacies of the “anti-enlightenment” for the Cold War era and this historical turning first happened in Latin America with Argentine Peronism. (Sternhell, 2010; Urbinati, 2014; De La Torre, 2010; Laclau, 2005; Rein, 2012; Arato, 2016.) By 1945, populism represented a continuation of fascism but also a renunciation of some of its defining dictatorial dimensions. Populism reformulated fascism to the extent, that, as in the case of Peronism, it became a fully differentiated “ism”; one that was, and is, at the same time rooted in electoral democracy and also displays a tendency to reject democratic diversity. 
		

		
			Modern democratic populism was originally constituted as a post-fascist response to the left. However, it was not a radical break with the past, and populism was not engendered outside a historical continuum. The period from the end of the nineteenth century to the interwar years saw the emergence of pre and proto-forms of populism in places as far as the United States, Russia, Mexico, Argentina, Brazil and France. These movements and leaders spoke in the name of the people as one single entity. From the left and from the right, they opposed oligarchies and elites but they did not generally contest liberal democracy tout court. This contestation of democracy came after World War I, when fascism fused pre-populist tendencies of left and right with a radical anti-liberal and anti-communist ideology, even leading some historians to talk about fascist populist dictatorships (Eley, 2016; Fritzsche, 2016). After 1945, in a radically changed context, modern populism returned to its pre-fascist roots but without forgetting the lessons from the experience of fascism. 
		

		
			As post-fascism, populism emerged as a form of authoritarian democracy for the Cold War world; one that could adapt the totalitarian version of politics to the post-war hegemony of democratic representation. This transformation was first predominant in Latin America after the global fall of fascism and much later became widespread in Europe after the fall of real socialism. Populism started with the recognition that fascism is over and it is part of history, not the present. For General Perón, the leader of the first modern populist regime in history, fascism was “an unrepeatable phenomenon, a classic style to define a precise and determined epoch.” As much as Argentine leader Juan Domingo Perón mourned the loss of fascism, he did not want to imitate the defeated past. He wanted to free Peronism from the charge of fascism and the result was a post-fascist, authoritarian and anti-liberal version of democracy 
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			(Perón, 2001, 65). Like the Argentine leader but many years later, Italian neo-fascists arrived at a similar conclusion. Thus, Gianfranco Fini, the Italian leader of the neo-fascist Movimento Sociale Italiano (MSI), who in his attempt to morph it into a populist formation argued in 1993 that fascism was irreversible, consigned to the past, “Like all Italians we are not neo-fascists, but post-fascists” (cited in Griffin, 2017). 
		

		
			While populism often curtailed political rights, it also at times expanded social rights; and at the same time, it put limits on the more radical emancipatory combinations of both. This specific post-fascist historicity of populism is often lost in varied theoretical reconfigurations, including those approaches that are in favor of or against the populist phenomenon. More-over, these theoretical views present a subject without history. They also enforce American or Euro-centric views. Against this normative, ahistorical idea of populism as an exclusive European or American phenomenon, I propose a global reading of its historical itineraries. Disputing generic theoretical definitions that reduce populism to a single sentence, I stress the need for returning populism to history, specifically its ambiguous relation with fascism, and especially in Latin America. Thus, by emphasizing the fascist genealogy of populism and how it was created and changed over time, I put forward a historical framework that moves away from standard dichotomies between the global north and the global south. In this sense Donald Trump and Hugo Chávez, Marine Le Pen in France or Recep Tayyip Erdogan in Turkey are practically, especially in their style, and also theoretically connected with Hitler and Mussolini at the same time that they represent a radical break with classic fascist politics. They are not fascists but their politics share a fascist historical background. This historical relationship between fascism and populism first appeared in Latin America and it later spread to the rest of the world. 
		

		
			The emergence of modern populism in Latin America 
		

		
			After the fall of European fascisms in 1945, a modern populist regime emerged first in Latin America. To be sure, there were important interwar precedents such as Cardenism in Mexico (1934–1940), Yrigoyenismo in Argentina (1916–1922 and 1928–1930) and the first era of Vargism in Brazil (1930–1945). Another important precedent is the Peruvian APRA party led by Víctor Raúl Haya de la Torre from the 1920s onwards. But all these experiments eventually turned out to be responses that were greatly shaped by the different national, regional and global contexts that preceded the emerging post-war order. These proto-populist regimes and movements were very different from the pre-populist movements that had been more typical of the European, American and Latin American cases before the Great War. Proto-populisms were first marked by the realities of revolution and counter-revolution, including the centrality of the Mexican and Soviet revolutions, the then recent legacies of oligarchic republics, and subsequently by anti-colonialist struggles and the global war between fascism and anti-fascism. 
		

		
			These forms of proto-populism were quite di ff erent from each other but none of them considered that liberalism was their main enemy. They focused instead on transcending the untouched legacies of the oligarchic states that had preceded them. These proto-populist regimes presented themselves as nationally inspired “ correctives ” to the old forms of Latin American liberal democracy. They wanted to correct liberalism but never fully broke with it. They were keen to stress the limits of those democratic models for young nations in search of autonomy. 
		

		
			In Argentina, the radical proto-populism of Yrigoyenismo (between 1912 and 1930) led to the expansion of political rights but only for men and in the context of a system that combined charismatic leadership, a strong executive, the expansion of the army ’ s role in handling social 
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			unrest with sporadic but signi fi cantly high levels of anti-leftist repression in Patagonia, Buenos Aires, and other places. In Mexico proto-populism presented an authoritarian system where elections did play a role but within local contexts and especially in terms of intra-party competition. At the same time, Mexican proto-populism incorporated signi fi cant sectors of the population (urban sectors, peasants, and the working class), especially through the party and the corporate structure of the state. There were similar developments in Brazil under Vargas. But Vargas clearly situated himself to the right of the political spectrum creating a corporatist dictatorship from 1937 to 1945. Cardenism and Varguism saw themselves as revolutionary actors from above. Unlike, modern democratic populism (from Peronism to Trumpism and Lepenism), these proto-populisms witnessed, and at times produced, high levels of political violence. Both Cardenism and the fi rst Varguism eventually opposed global fascism and locally repressed the fascists and the extreme right. In Brazil, the fi rst Varguist phase was for the most part a dictatorship that actually destructed the elitist formal democracy that had preceded it. In Mexico, the cardenista period led to the institutionalization of one-party rule, a strong but temporally limited executive and the practical minimization of electoral democracy. The Mexican and Brazilian proto-populist regimes cannot be considered as fully democratic as modern democratic populism would be after 1945. And yet, much more so than Argentine Yrigoyenismo, Mexico and Brazil established important precedents for the populist future, including new forms of economic nationalism and the consequent incorporation of urban working classes into the authoritarian pact. The proto-populism that was even closer to what modern populism would be after the post-war was the case of Aprismo in Peru. 
		

		
			In this Andean nation, populism appeared in proto-populist fashion in the interwar years. The APRA movement was not only very active in Peru but also, to a minor extent in other parts of Latin America as an urban party, an alliance of workers, students and middle-class intellectuals, a coalition that the leader called “ the union of the arm and the brains. ” The nexus between them was increasingly tied together through the mythical leadership of Haya de la Torre. The Peruvian leader presented APRA and his own leadership as the way to defeat the enemies from within and from without. APRA became an actual party in the early 1930s and it often switched from democratic procedures in democratic times to armed insurrection in dictatorial ones. In these early years, as Carlos de la Torre explains, it is possible to note a “moralism, religiosity, and intransigence that characterize populist discourses. ” Aprismo also featured the me-or-the-highway logic of populist contestation and even included racist criticism of its opponents (as it would be later the case with Gaitanismo in Colombia). Starting in 1931 and most de fi nitely after 1945 with the emergence of the early Cold War, it was singularly clear that Aprismo was a Peruvian nationalist proto-populist organization, despite its Latin Americanist rhetoric. It put forward a post-war anti-imperialist front against both communism and liberalism and under the vertical leadership of Haya who was o ffi cially de fi ned: “ as the Jefe Máximo , ” the chief interpreter of the “ vague and imprecise desires of the multitude ” (Stein, 1980; Haya De La Torre, 1995). Even when some historians have dubbed it the fi rst Latin American populism, before the post-war Aprismo was attached to a more traditional model multi-class paternalism and had a more di ff use idea of populist popular sovereignty, a more traditional link between the leader and the people and a much less nationalist perspective. 
		

		
			All in all, these proto-populisms (Cardenism, the first Varguism, Yrigoyenism and Aprismo) constitute significant, influential and clear precedents to the modern populisms that emerged after 1945, and especially to Peronism. 
		

		
			Argentine Peronism was the fi rst attempt to “ democratize ” the anti-liberal legacies of fascism for the Cold War context. Others, including the second phase of Varguism, the Bolivian revolution, Gaitanismo in Colombia and the post-war presidencies of José María Velasco Ibarra 
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			in Ecuador soon followed it. After 1945, proto-populist movements like Aprismo in Peru and Betancourism in Venezuela became modern populist formations of the Cold War, increasingly combining anti-communist stances, strong polarization and negative views of opponents as enemies with a critique of liberalism and strong doses of equalitarianism. Overall, these new democratic populist regimes and movements wanted to challenge the liberal understandings of democracy. 
		

		
			The precedents of proto-populisms of Mexico, Argentina, Peru and Brazil were deeply influential, and in countries like Argentina, they were combined after 1945 with more proper pre-populist and fascist legacies. This does not mean that fascism was as pervasive in the rest of Latin America, as it had been in Argentina. The long-term history of liberalism in power in most of Latin America, which was longer than in other places where fascism emerged as a regime (e.g., Germany, Italy and Spain) constitutes a peculiarity of most Latin American cases of populism: even in places with most violent outcomes like Colombia, the liberal rules of the political game were too entrenched to be completely eliminated. Argentina was a different matter. The country witnessed an attack against the liberal tradition that was not equaled in other Latin American countries. 
		

		
			In the new context when liberal democracy had reemerged as the most legitimate form of government in the West, fascists worldwide, but specially and originally in Argentina, went back to fascism’s pre-populist roots and organically reframed them for the post-war context. As a dictatorial outcome of modern democracy, fascism was rooted in the previous experi-ences of authoritarian pre-populist reactions to democracy from the early Bonapartism of nineteenth-century France, to boulangism, to the social Christian anti-Semitism of Karl Lueger in fin-de-siècle Vienna. But once in power, starting in 1922 in Italy and in 1933 in Germany, fascism destroyed democracy from within. Fascists worldwide put forward similar proposals. After their global defeat in 1945, many fascists, and global right anti-communists, realized that, in order to gain legitimacy, fascism could no longer be rooted in dictatorship. This signaled the emergence of modern populism as we know it today. The genealogy of modern populism is rooted in this radical attempt to reinscribe the fascist tradition, and, more generally, to move away from extremist dictatorial nationalism. 
		

		
			For the fascists that had survived the demise of the fascist regimes, the Cold War presented a new dichotomy between the liberal-democratic forms of capitalism and soviet communism. They wanted to escape this perceived dichotomy. Modern populism first emerged as a proposed third position aiming to overcome the Cold War dilemma between communism and liberalism. In its first historical instantiation, (that is, the first historical experience where this “democratic” rethinking of fascism took place) populism was called Peronism. Rather than adopting a pre-formatted version of Cold War neofascism, Peronism in Argentina was the first movement that attempted to adapt the legacy of fascism to a novel democratic framework and represented the first example of a modern populist movement and regime. 
		

		
			Peronism was fascism adapted to democratic times. This was also the case for other examples of the Latin American populism of the 1940s in Latin America. The Brazilian Getúlio Vargas, Ecuadorian José María Velasco Ibarra and the Colombian leader Jorge Eliécer Gaitán were all accused of being fascist and Peronists. But in fact, they represented a national populist response to the limitations of democracy in their countries. This response involved denunciations of existing limits to social rights and also an authoritarian way of identifying the people and the nation with their own personas and agendas. 
		

		
			Like Perón, Vargas has ruled an anti-communist dictatorial regime (in his case the Estado Novo, 1937–1945) but he then reconverted to democratic procedures and won the pre-sidential elections in 1951.This “new Vargas era” was essentially populist. Vargas had defined 
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			his previous dictatorial ways as the single alternative to the interwar thereat of civil war. But the times were changing. Now Vargas was a democratic politician. He reformulated the terms of his dictatorial Estado Novo for a new democratic context. Like Perón, Vargas rejected political and economic liberalism and like Perón, he was an anti-communist. His policies equally reflected a manipulation of the working classes but also a perceptive reading and a means of expressing and acting upon their concerns. In other words, varguismo combined authoritarianism with social democratization. As many of his Latin American peers, Vargas was accused of being the “Brazilian Perón” but his stress on a Brazilian way of responding to that country’s crisis of hegemony was expectedly much related to Brazilian developments than to Argentine ones (Skidmore, 1994, 245, 257; 1967, 74, 75, 132, 133; Weffort, 1998, 136–143). 
		

		
			Similar developments happened in Colombia where the surge of populism was the unexpected consequence of a widely extended Latin American tradition of excluding popular sectors from political decision-making. As elsewhere in the region, post-war populism emerged in Colombia as a result of a popular lack of political representation, the existence of a big divide between the elites and most citizens, and social inequality. Jorge Eliecer Gaitán, like Perón, had visited fascist Italy and were influenced by fascism. Gaitán read his thesis in front of Mussolini’s entire cabinet but like Perón, Gaitán also moved to the left, combining unitary ideas of the people to address a majority of citizens who were disenfranchised and a push for social rights with a fascist style. Gaitán felt an affinity with the Peronist “third position” between capitalism and communism. He also stressed the need for a “defensive nationalism” against imperialism. This populist reformulation was either misunderstood as a “fascism of the left” by the conservatives or the fascism of Hitler and Mussolini by the liberals and the left. Thus, like Perón, Gaitán was often accused of being a fascist and also charged with being a Peronist. But as it was the case with the Argentine leader, Gaitán was not a fascist but actually one of the key politicians that adapted older ideas for the new democratic realities, especially after 1945. As Enrique Peruzzotti argues (Peruzzotti, 2008, 97–125), populists saw in electoral procedures one of the constitutive elements of their political legitimacy. In this, they sharply differed from the fascists, who did ascribe not any true legitimacy to elections and stressed the absolute need of dictatorship. Gaitán does not fit this latter fascist pattern. His assassination in 1948 halted a formidable political career and also more importantly the immediate future of populism in Colombia, turning this country into a gruesome civil war and eventually its only and brief modern military dictatorship. 
		

		
			In Ecuador, a fascist party that was in fl uenced by the Falange supported Velasco Ibarra in his third presidency (1952– 1956). Similar parties had supported Perón’ s rise to power. Initially, workers and Catholic sectors that were fi ercely anti-communists supported Velasco. But as with Peronism, Ecuadorian populism mixed left and right-wing ideas and followers. Velasco ’ s return to power in 1944 was eventually supported by leftists and rightists who claimed to be supporters of the Allies in the Second World War. As Carlos de la Torre notes, Velasco Ibarra’ s thinking on democracy was in fl uenced by Simon Bolivar ’ s pessimism about democracy, idealized strong executives and even temporary dictatorship. These views were also reinforced by his longstanding but not mimetic admiration of Peronism. Velasco Ibarra was exiled in Buenos Aires during some of the years of classic Peronism. Leaders like Perón, Gaitán and Velasco Ibarra transformed political arguments into all-or-nothing fi ghts for a new moral order. This is what De la Torre calls the “transmutation of politics into ethics or even into eschatological redemption.” Acting and speaking in the name of the people classic populism emerged at a time, where democratic procedures were weak. They provided a voice to those that felt without representation but at the expense of negating the right of dissent and morphing the voice 
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			of the leader into the “ source of all virtue ” (De La Torre, 2010, 28 – 70). Similar developments happened in Peru, Bolivia and Venezuela. These countries also experienced deep changes after the end of the World War II. In fact, if leaders like Victor Raúl Haya de la Torre in Peru and Rómulo Betancourt in Venezuela had been initially close to communism, especially after 1945, they clearly switched to the populist mix of vertical anti-liberal leadership and political demands for social change. Like Gaitán, Haya never reached power but unlike the Colombian leader who was assassinated in 1948, Haya went into exile and remained a key actor of Peruvian politics. Banned in Peru he demanded the return of electoral participation for him and his followers. His post-war populism combined decreasing calls for social reform with an even increasing myth of the charismatic leader, and a sincere unconditional support for the United States in its Cold War against communism and alliance with its previous oligarchic enemies (Halperin Donghi, 1994, 485). 
		

		
			Populism in Bolivia, as in Argentina, and as it would be the case in Venezuela, fi rst reached power through to its participation in a military dictatorship. The dictator and leader of the Junta Major Gualberto Villarroel, and Víctor Paz Estenssoro the leader of the MNR or Revolutionary Nationalist Movement had close links with the Argentine military Junta of the GOU led by Juan Colonel Perón in Buenos Aires. As it was the case with Perón, the United States equated the Bolivian Junta with the coming of fascism to Latin America. To be sure, it is probable that the Argentines had some role in the Bolivian coup. But the most important features of the Bolivian coup were not fascist but proto-populist. Transnational connections were indeed important but the Bolivian events had speci fi c national roots that pointed in the direction of a national version of Bolivian populism. As Laura Gotkowitz (2007) explains: the MNR-supported dictatorship but also put forward a socially inclusive vision of a “ mestizo nation.” This was a vertical nationalist, and at times xenophobic, model for social inclusion that at the same time that it stressed national unity, ascribing legitimacy to the country ’ s majority of Indians and mestizos, it also seek to control this majority “that it was pressing its demands on the state.” The Villarroel-MNR dictatorship severely limited political rights, and even expanded some national fascist tendencies, resorting to political assassinations and imprisonment of members of the left-wing opposition. Eventually the dictator was killed by a mob and the MRN leadership was exiled after 1946. Just some fi ve years later, the MNR had renounced its fascism, and adopted a third way position that moved it clearly to the left of the Bolivian political landscape. Victor Paz Estenssoro was now the leader of a worker supported nationalist revolutionary party. Against it were the military and the Bolivian right under the banner of the Bolivian Falange. It was in this early post-war moment that the MNR came to power in 1952 on its own but once again not directly through electoral procedures. In fact, the MNR won elections in 1951 in the limited democracy that restricted the votes to only a minority of alphabetized individuals. In any case, a dictatorial junta blocked its access to power. In 1952, the MNR led a revolution in the name of the people and their votes. By that time it had left behind its previous fi lo-fascist roots and had incorporated a new working-class base with Marxist and Trotsky-ists roots. The MNR revolution had extensive urban and rural roots and it led to a radical increase in the Bolivians participation in the politics of their country, including universal su ff rage, nationalization of the tin mines and agrarian reform. Although it presented its actions, as a “ blow ” to the oligarchy the MNR did not link “citizens ’ rights with broader ideas of liberty and equality, nor did it link them with the history of participatory struggles to free the nation from colonial bonds. ” The agrarian reform itself was of “ reformist ” nature; it gave preference to private rather than communal possession of the land (before the reform 6% of land owners possessed 92% of developed lands and after it 20% of the lands 
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			were redistributed.) Still, it signi fi cantly changed land distribution in one Latin America’ s most unequal countries. After the revolution, the MNR rooted its legitimacy in expanded electoral procedures, unitary nationalism and a homogenizing notion of popular sovereignty. As Gotkowitz (2007) argues, the defi ning feature of its revolution was its democratizing impact, an expansion of democracy that was marked the “ tension between support and restraint of indigenous political participation.” Bolivian classic populism increased polarization and downplayed political, social and ethnic plurality while signifi cantly expanding democratic representation. The MNR combined a unitary notion of the people vs. the oligarchy with relative low levels of personalism. In this moderate populist sense, it resembled the Venezuelan case where also populists initially had an alliance with the military that soon implied a move to the left of the political spectrum. In its classic form, the MNR was initially a much more radical populist movement than Peronism, Velasquismo, Aprismo, Gaitanism and Varguism. This had a lot to do with its post-war rejection of fascist violence (transnational and national) as with the particularities of its revolutionary rise to power. But eventually, and in populist transformista fashion, Paz Estenssoro broke in the 1960s with the left of the party and clearly realigned himself with the American led Cold War and the Bolivian military (Gotkowitz, 2007, 287 and also 15, 164 –166, 172– 173, 289; Klein, 1982, 219 –245; Zanatta, 2006, 76 –84). 
		

		
			In Venezuela Acción Democrática (AD) adopted slogans such as “Venezuela first” and “to divide is to identify,” while AD was engaged in the coup of 1945. It then won presidential elections two years later obtaining 74% of the votes. As Peronism, Varguism and the Bolivian MNR, it also switched from participating in a dictatorship to become a populist democracy. Like Peronism and also Varguism, AD engaged in a wide program of social reform that rearticulated social relations, defined new political identifies, and enhanced popular representation and participation (Langue, 2009, 226–238). All in all, the Peronist way of adapting fascism to the Cold War democratic realities was also adopted in other Latin American countries. Even if the origins of other Latin American populisms were not fascist as it was the case with Peronism, there are elements of populism such as their political theology, the mythical idea of history and the ritual nature of their political spectacle and political religion that are related to fascism. 
		

		
			Rather than being the platonic form that shaped all others, Argentine populism was the actualization of a global concern, shared by global anti-communist thinkers and militants, including fascists, about the need to overcome liberal democracy and “real socialism.” Located far from the experiments of European fascists, and without being excessively touched by their resounding defeat, Argentina became a viable space in which transnational fascism, and more generally anti-communism, could rethink itself in a very different context. 
		

		
			Fascists into Peronists 
		

		
			Peronism was the first modern populist regime in history and it also presented spectacular historical bifurcations. These forking paths started with its stunning emergence as a Cold War reformulation of fascism—that is to say, a revolutionary rejection of fascist violence that emerged out of a military dictatorship led by Juan Perón but that created in 1946 the first post-war case of populist democracy—and then continued with the left-wing Peronist guerrillas and the right-wing Peronists of the 1960s and 1970s, the neoliberal stage of the Peronism of Carlos Menem, when Peronists joined the so-called Washington consensus in the 1990s and, finally, the last path, with the left populism of the Kirchners (2003–2015). Throughout its long history, Peronism has refused to engage in a search for programmatic 
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			closure. This was a central facet of its populist ideology. Peronism (as a movement, as a regime, and more so, as a way of doing and understanding politics) has the ability to be in a state of constant reformulation, so that some politicians leave the political game but Peronism remains, with the continuous refurbishing of its electoral machinery, perks and clientelistic relations with the electorate. This Peronist metamorphosis represents the fluctuating nature of populism in its constant search for absolute majorities and total allegiances to vertical forms of leaderships and, last but not least, in its ability to challenge not only liberalism but also popular forms of radical democracy. Peronism is not fascism, but fascism represents a key dimension of its origins (Spektorowski, 2003). 
		

		
			Fascist leaders wanted a dictatorship whose leader denied the electoral means to justify their power. Such was the case of Mussolini, Hitler in Germany and the fascists in Argentina, Japan and many other places. All of them participated in the experience of transnational fascism. But after 1945, the Argentine military officer Juan Perón, the leader of a military dictatorship in search of legitimacy, inverted the terms of the issue and, in fact, created the fi rst form of modern populism. Unlike fascism, Perón embraced electoral democracy. As a practical leader of a dictatorship, Perón won the presidential elections to become a bona fide democratic leader. Peronism destroyed (or even self-destructed) the military dictatorship that had Perón as its de facto leader and built a new post-war way of understanding democracy. 
		

		
			Peronism was a new way of understanding democracy, which maintained the notion of popular sovereignty through the mathematics of elections and democratic forms of representation, but radically enhanced the figure of the leader, who was then fully presented as the best interpreter of the will of people. The followers were asked to have faith in the leaders’ intuitions and constant policy changes. They were, and they still are asked to trust that the leader has a will that both encompasses and surpasses their political understanding. In populism, the legitimacy of the leader is not only based in the former’s ability to represent the electorate but also on the belief that the leader’s will goes far beyond the mandate of political representation. This is because populists maintain that the leader has an innate and better knowledge than the people of what they really want. In Peronism, the populist leaders are the object of representation and the subject of popular delegation within the context of formal democratic procedures. The elected leaders act as the personification of popular sovereignty, exerting a great degree of autonomy vis-à-vis the majorities that have elected them. 
		

		
			Populism like fascism, liberalism, and communism is a political ideology that historically has tended to amplify in the short run political participation while at the same time minimizing it in the long run. In populism, as in other current manifestations of democracy such as neo-liberalism, meaningful political participation by citizens does not translate well from rhetoric to practice. In short, populism is a modern understanding of the political with unstable ideas about popular sovereignty, leadership and how a capitalist society should be organized and ruled. Populism presents a hybrid combination of the three. Rooted in a rethinking of fascism, and a clear rejection of its extreme violence, populism embraces the democratic principle of electoral representation but also fuses it with radical forms of vertical leadership. Modern populism, in its classical Peronist form, actively searches for social reform. It insists on creating forms of state capitalism and a new upper class attached to it through its links with the leader and movement that partly changed income inequality. 
		

		
			Classic populism represented the fascist combination of extreme nationalism and a non-Marxist reading of the socialist tradition that fascists like Benito Mussolini understood so well. But the populism of General Juan Perón was rooted in a complex ideological cradle that combined the legacies of fascism with those of its enemies: Perón maintained that “we are not 
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			sectarian . . . If there is something in communism that we can take, we take it, names don’t scare us. If fascism, anarchism, or communism have something good, we take it” (Perón cited in Buchrucker, 1982, 325). 
		

		
			Borrowing from the left and the right, Perón took the accusation of eclecticism as a compliment. This “eclecticism ” that Perón shared with Mussolini distanced him from the Italian dictator in practical, and later, theoretical, terms. Fascism sustained itself in the ideal of violence and war as the sublime values of nationality and the leader ’ s persona. In military terms, it mobilized the masses but tended to demobilize them in social terms. Peronism inverted the terms of the fascist equation. In doing so, it distanced itself from the fascist models and became a sui generis political ideology. That Peronism reformulated fascism was a matter of foundational signi fi cance in the broader history of modern populism (Finchelstein, 2014, 90 – 91). 
		

		
			Peronism was the unexpected result for everyone, including its creator, of an attempt at a fascist reform of Argentine political life. Fascism was always the model Perón had looked to. But, as Tulio Halperín Donghi has suggested, “If the example of fascism couldn’t give concrete orientation to the Peronist movement, instead it contributed very effectively by disorienting it.” The fascist model tended to focus on objectives that did not coincide with the realities of Argentine and the global post-war Cold War or with the vertical and horizontal contradictions of the leadership and bases of the Peronist movement. While Argentina appeared to be ripe for fascism, the world showed itself to be too ripe for it (Halperín Donghi, 1995, 30, 35). 
		

		
			In the journey traveled by Peronist ideology and practice, from the messianic idea of fascist leadership to the profound transformations of unionized Peronism, from Perón’s inspiration in fascism to the worker’s movement, a dynamic interaction was created that narrowed the leader’s autonomy at the same time as it mobilized and transformed the logic of the followers. 
		

		
			Converging arguments can be made with other cases of classic populism, especially Varguismo and Gaitanismo. A similar logic would later be applied in the neoclassic populist movements where a context of crisis and political contestation opened the way for the affirmation of the populist persuasion. 
		

		
			In the case of Peronism, the structural reforms of the social base accomplished by Perón and the dictatorship of 1943–1946 were not initially accompanied by formal democracy. Thus, the followers could not formally express their support for the dictatorial regime and its leading figure. This could not have been done without delegitimizing the dictatorship. Perón resolved this contradiction by calling for elections to legitimize his leadership, up until then a dictatorship. Moreover, when he was removed from his dictatorial positions, during the famous popular demonstrations in his favor he was able to position himself as the leader of a popular coup against the dictatorship. He then won the presidential election in 1946. The result was a democracy that combined the expansion of social rights and increased electoral participation with the limitation of political rights. 
		

		
			This novel form of politics of the post-war later became the classic case of Latin American populism. As an authoritarian version of electoral democracy, populism represents itself as being outside ordinary politics. It presents non-electoral claims for democracy. Fewer spaces are left for political minorities to express themselves and they are presented as traitors to the “real” will of the nation or, worse, as mere puppets of foreign powers plotting against the country. Finally, populism conflates state and movement, enforcing forms of clientelism that feature the leader as the incarnation of the people. Indeed, Perón saw his leadership as the eternal link between the people of the nation as a whole and the security apparatus of the state. As he argued in an early third-person reference to himself in the famous speech of 17 October 1945: 
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			In this historical hour for the Republic, let Colonel Perón be the link of union that would make indestructible the brotherhood between the people, the army and the police. Let this union be eternal and infinite so this people will grow in that spiritual unity of the true and authentic forces of nationality and order. 
		

		
			(Perón, 1946, 186) 
		

		
			In contrast to classic fascism, which used democracy to destroy it from within and impose a dictatorship, Peronism originated in a military dictatorship but established a populist authoritarian democracy. Perón ’ s brand of populism was rooted in a view of secular liberal democracy as the source of communism. In Peronism, this authoritarian view of democracy constituted the need to legitimize, using the popular vote, the interwar synthesis of nationalism and non-Marxist nationalist socialism. In his memoirs, Perón clearly identi fi ed Italian fascism and Nazism with this “socialism with a national character. ” Referring to his visit to fascist Italy, he stated: 
		

		
			I chose to do my military assignment in Italy because it was where a new national socialism was being tested. Until then, socialism had been Marxist. In contrast, in Italy, socialism was sui generis, Italian: fascism. 
		

		
			(Perón cited in Eloy Martínez, 2004, 2) 
		

		
			Perón radically reformulated fascism in a newly democratic anti-liberal key. But populism is neither Argentinean, Latin American, North American, Asian nor European. Instead, it is a global phenomenon with distinctive European, Asian, American and Latin American histories. It is, and was, the outcome of the interconnections and transfer of political ideas and historical experiences throughout the Atlantic and beyond. 
		

		
			Populism first emerged as an anti-leftist democratic solution and an attempt to overcome the Cold War dichotomy between liberalism and communism. By way of “democratizing” the non-democratic experiences of fascism, Peronism morphed into the first post-war example of a populist regime. 
		

		
			Conclusion 
		

		
			After its modern emergence as a reformulation of fascism, populism has presented a variety of contrasting histories. As Hans Vorländer argues, populism can act as “the good, the bad and the ugly.” It can have diverse and even contradicting effects on democracy. It can stimulate it, narrow it or even destroy it (Vorländer, 2011). 
		

		
			Peronism, like most post-war examples of Latin American populism, rejected not only dictatorial fascist forms but also high levels of political violence, racism and anti-Semitism, together with war and militarism. To be sure, Perón welcomed many Nazis and other fascists and Vargas also persecuted minorities in Brazil. But Perón also allowed Argentine Jews to be full members of the nation as long as they declared themselves Peronist Jews. Vargas ’ campaigns against minorities resembled the contemporary illiberal trends of American democracy (for example Franklin Delano Roosevelt ’ s actions against Japanese Americans), rather than promulgating Nazi-fascist style racist laws. Populism implied a rejection of fascist ways. Peronism and other populisms polarized their societies, but did not engage in high levels of repression and political violence. 
		

		
			Similar authoritarian developments of democracy have pervaded the last two decades of Latin American populism; populism married vertical forms of democracy with vertical forms of leadership. For example, the case of Venezuela with Chávez often complicates ideal-typical pictures. His populist regime strengthened the army and popular militarism, occasionally 
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			engaged in anti-Semitism and although Comandante Chávez first participated in a coup (as Perón had done in 1930 and 1943); he was later fully committed to democratic elections while limiting other democratic procedures. Thus, Latin American populism, left fascism behind, and actually embraced the authoritarian forms of democracy that defined it so well. It is unclear whether European or American forms of neoclassic right- wing populism are equally committed to formal democracy, as it has been generally the case of Latin American populism. Fascism is always looming above the past and present history of populism. This is especially the case in Europe and the United States. In sharp contrast with most Latin American versions of populism, which are firmly rooted in formal democracy, the new American and Euro-populism run the risk of returning the populist phenomenon to its pre-populist or even fascist origins. Unmaking the post-fascist reformulation of fascism, the most extreme American and European populisms are increasingly turning into neofascism. 
		

		
			Populism is the opposite of pluralism in politics. It talks in the name of an imagined majority and dismisses all views that it considers part of the minority. Especially on the right, its enemies often include actual religious and ethnic minorities and always involve the independent press. Perón spoke in the name of the people and imagined himself as the opposite of the elites. Like Le Pen, Wilders, Trump and many other contemporary leaders, the Argentine general set his own persona against politics as usual. He represented “anti-politics” and conceived his own role in messianic terms. He was tasked with radically changing Argentina, giving it a new historical foundation at a time of terminal crisis. 
		

		
			If Perón was the epitome of twentieth-century populism, the new right-wing strain represents populism’s new wave for the new century. This time, however, populism returns to some fascist themes that Perón and classic populism had rejected. Trumpismo—and its European counterparts such as France’s Marine Le Pen, the Italian Northern League or Germany’s AFD and Pegida—return to xenophobia in a way that the Latin American conductor would never have imagined. 
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			After Philippe Schmitter depicted the twentieth century as the century of corporatism, the new millennium seems to have ushered in the era of populism, as dramatically corroborated by Donald Trump’s presidential victory in the global paragon of liberalism, the United States. This form of personalistic, plebiscitarian rule had long had a strong foothold in Latin America. The classical populism of Juan Perón, Lázaro Cárdenas, and Getúlio Vargas shaped the political and socioeconomic trajectories of the major countries in the region. Even the repressive military regimes of the 1960s and 1970s did not manage to eradicate populism, which made a striking comeback after re-democratization. Similarly, populism survived the drastic market reforms of the 1980s and 1990s, even helping to enact them via the neoliberal populism of Carlos Menem, Alberto Fujimori, and Fernando Collor de Mello. The backlash against neoliberalism then gave rise to another wave of populism, this time in a leftwing, nationalist variant, as exemplified by Hugo Chávez, Evo Morales, Rafael Correa, and Néstor and Cristina Kirchner. 
		

		
			While populism has remained a recurring phenomenon in Latin America, it has in recent decades sprouted up in unexpected places as well, especially in Western Europe and the United States. As the advanced industrialized countries have faced increasing economic constraints, new social tensions and fi ssures, and the erosion of their long-entrenched catch-all parties, charismatic leaders have encountered surprising room of political maneuver and growing mass audiences. Outside these two main regions, prominent populist leaders have captured government power in a smattering of countries across the globe, ranging from Turkey under Recep Tayyip Erdo ğ an to Thailand under Thaksin Shinawatra and to Japan under Junichir ō Koizumi (Kabashima and Steel, 2007: 102 – 106). 
		

		
			This upsurge of populism constitutes a sign of trouble for democracy. Populist leaders usually rise as outsiders by criticizing the political establishment for failing to represent “the people” and to govern on behalf of the common good. They thus take advantage of a sense of exclusion and marginalization. Where these sentiments and resentments are widespread among the citizenry, political parties obviously do not properly fulfill their role of interest articulation and interest aggregation. 
		

		
			Some observers see populism as a corrective for these problems. They hope that the mass mobilization e ff ected by personalistic, plebiscitarian leaders will lead to the inclusion of disa ff ected 
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			citizens and that in the future, political parties will act more faithfully as representatives of the people. Where populist leaders introduce frequent plebiscites or other mechanisms of direct democracy, political regimes could become more participatory and receptive to bottom-up initiatives. 
		

		
			But there are much darker scenarios as well. Because “the people” is a heterogeneous, amorphous aggregate, the citizenry faces great di ffi culty making meaningful use of direct-democratic institutions. In many of these fora, such as community councils, only minorities regularly participate, and these minorities are highly skewed due to self-selection. Plebiscites are often manipulated from the top as populist leaders impose suggestive question wording and whip up plebiscitarian acclamation for their own preferences through the “ mobilization of bias. ” 
		

		
			Populist leaders can use their captive mass support not only for perverting the (seemingly) direct-democratic institutions they create, but also for cementing and extending their own personal power. Claiming to embody the will of “ the people, ” they depict the checks and balances of liberal democracy as improper hindrances. They seek to dismantle these restraints against executive predominance, to take over other branches of government, and to undermine the autonomy of supposedly independent institutions, especially the courts. In a similar vein, they treat the political opposition not as legitimate competitors, but attack them as enemies. Last but not least, they seek to dominate and control civil society, to put pressure on the news media, and to fl ood the airwaves, especially TV, and nowadays social media with their own speeches and performances. In all of these ways, they seek to establish political hegemony. 
		

		
			These efforts hold a serious risk of undermining democracy and transforming it into an authoritarian regime. Historical experiences offer numerous confirmations of this danger. Latin America’s classical populism of the 1930s to 1950s was closely associated with non-democratic rule, and the radical populism during the recent pink tide ushered in competitive authoritarianism as well, which has hardened significantly in crisis-wracked Venezuela. 
		

		
			The present chapter argues that these deleterious developments were no accidents. Instead, populism has an inherent tendency to turn authoritarian (Weyland, 2013; see also Levitsky and Loxton, 2013), which arises from its definitional characteristics (cf. Weyland, 2001), as explained in section 2 below. Plebiscitarian mass support gives many personalistic leaders ample opportunities to augment their power and make a bid for hegemony. Where these leaders win office based not on conjunctural crises, which pass quickly, but promise to resolve deep-seated structural problems, they have good chances to perpetuate themselves in office. 
		

		
			But opportunity is only part of the explanation. Personalistic leaders give in to these authoritarian temptations because they – by nature – live dangerously and therefore seek to maximize their power for the sake of self-protection. After all, their mass support is fickle due to the absence of organizational linkages; it can melt away quickly. To compensate for this inherent weakness, populist leaders seek to create particularly intense connections to their followers. For this purpose, they deliberately make enemies in order to appear as heroic saviors who rescue “the people” from pernicious forces. To maintain and strengthen their backing, these politicians employ relentless attacks on the established “political class,” which they seek to push aside, if not destroy in political terms. Moreover, they thrive on polarization and confrontation when in office. 
		

		
			Of course, these adversaries do not sit still but try to defend their positions and privileges. Facing waves of attack, propelled by a groundswell of anger and resentment from a long-neglected citizenry, they often resort to drastic countermeasures, such as protests, business lockouts, and even coup attempts. As the confl ict heats up, democracy su ff ers and runs serious risks, both of strangulation by the populist leader or of overthrow by the opposition, especially its supporters among the military. 
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			Thus, populism’s threat to democracy constitutes a Catch-22: There is a serious risk of a descent into authoritarianism both if populist leaders achieve political success and if they suffer a striking failure. Historical experiences corroborate these double risks. Juan Perón, for instance, suffocated Argentine democracy in the late 1940s and early 1950s, for instance; then in 1955, he was dislodged by a military coup, and his unhappy country suffered a series of dictatorships that sought to forestall the populist chieftain’s return to power. Similarly, Thaksin Shinawatra governed in increasingly undemocratic ways, which helped to provoke a takeover by the armed forces. And after his sister won power, the same cycle repeated itself. 
		

		
			The chapter supports these arguments by examining fi rst the historical trajectories of major populist experiences from various time periods and regions. Then it explains the main perspective, namely the theoretical reasons for populism ’ s strong association with authoritarianism. Section 3 contributes to the debate about the causes and conditions under which populist leaders manage to proceed along the path toward authoritarian rule. The penultimate section engages in a critical re flection about the much-discussed relationship of populism and fascism, and the conclusion summarizes the principal fi ndings. 
		

		
			1. Historical trajectories 
		

		
			Classical populism in Latin America was born under authoritarian rule. Mexico’s Lázaro Cárdenas won the 1934 election as the head of the cartel party founded by post-revolutionary overlord Plutarco Calles in 1929. While his move toward populist mass mobilization was prompted by a falling-out with his erstwhile benefactor, the winner in this intra-elite struggle governed in a non-democratic fashion and ensured that his handpicked successor would emerge victorious from the unfair election of 1940. Getúlio Vargas took power in a coup in 1930 and in 1937 imposed a harsh dictatorship. He unexpectedly morphed into a populist for opportunistic reasons, facing democratic headwinds toward the end of WWII. After he failed to engineer his reelection in 1945, he regained power in the 1950 contest based on two political parties that he had founded during his authoritarian regime; one of these personal vehicles comprised patronage politicians who feasted on governmental largesse, and the other one rested on the state-corporatist organization of trade unions that Vargas had imposed under his dictatorship. 
		

		
			Similarly, Juan Perón rose to political influence and prominence under a military regime that had grabbed power in a 1943 coup. Once he had used social bene fi t programs to build a mass following, especially among the working class, he managed to survive a serious challenge from his military comrades and to win an unusually free and fair election in 1946. But this democratic success did not turn this ambitious populist leader into a democrat. Instead, he used the prerogatives of government to expand his political power, control societal organizations, especially the unions, and make life di ffi cult for the opposition. Typically, he took advantage of his mass support to change the constitution and allow for his immediate reelection. During his second term, he turned more openly authoritarian, employed Peronist thugs to intimidate public opinion and attack the opposition, and attacked independent power centers in society, including the Catholic Church. 
		

		
			In these ways, Perón traced the typical path in which a populist leader who wins office in a democratic fashion then destroys democracy from the inside. Invoking support from “the people” as a justification, personalistic plebiscitarian leaders commonly try to fortify their own position, suspend the separation of powers, and drive the opposition out of the competitive arena. Because they control the administrative and coercive instruments of the state, they wield ample weapons for achieving their nefarious goals. For this reason, the desperate 
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			opposition often sees no other way than to combat populists’ quest for political hegemony with authoritarian means as well, especially by instigating military coups – to which Perón fell prey in 1955, for instance. 
		

		
			Subsequent generations of populists have tried to follow this undemocratic playbook, and so has the opposition. For instance, Brazil’s populist leaders of the early 1960s, President João Goulart and ambitious aspirant Leonel Brizola, sought constitutional changes, probably to facilitate their own (re-)election; and their rhetorical attacks on socioeconomic and political elites helped to prompt a military coup that ended up bringing twenty-one years of dictatorship. 
		

		
			After the fi rst wave of populist leaders to (re-)emerge under the fl edgling democracies of the 1980s faced too precarious a position to push for authoritarian rule, the neoliberal populists of the 1990s resumed the attack on civilian competitive rule (Weyland, 2013: 25 – 26). Most prominently, Alberto Fujimori dispensed with the typical salami tactics and imposed autocracy with a self-coup in April 1992. Although strong international pressures achieved the restoration of democratic formalities, behind this façade the plebiscitarian leader continued to marshal and exercise power in a non-democratic fashion, as indicated by the second consecutive reelection that he engineered in 2000. But in his obsession with total predominance, Fujimori had hollowed out all institutional structures and sustained his rule through the crassest form of personal linkages, namely monetary bribes. This house of cards eventually collapsed in a monumental corruption scandal, which paved the way for Peru ’ s return to democracy. 
		

		
			Carlos Menem, and in the subsequent decade Colombia’ s Álvaro Uribe, also put enormous pressure on democracy, governing by decree, packing the courts, and engineering immediate reelection via forcefully pursued constitutional changes. Because of their less persistent support base (which section 3 below will discuss); because of stronger institutional frameworks; and because of the counterweights that Menem faced inside his own Peronist movement, these neoliberal populists did not succeed in their push for a second consecutive reelection. Their departure from offi ce nipped any potential slide of their countries into authoritarianism in the bud. 
		

		
			The countries that elected the last crop of populists, namely the Bolivarian leftists headed and coordinated by Hugo Chávez, have been distinctly less lucky. Like their Venezuelan role model and benefactor, Evo Morales in Bolivia, Rafael Correa in Ecuador parlayed their landslide electoral victories into new constitutions that weakened checks and balances, concentrated power in the presidency, and prepared their own reelection. Cementing their political hegemony with all means and tricks and putting the thumbscrews on the opposition, the media, and civil society, these personalistic plebiscitarian leaders constructed competitive-authoritarian regimes, which in the Venezuelan case turned openly repressive and autocratic. Manuel Zelaya in Honduras followed the same script, though with less success and eventual catastrophic failure; and Daniel Ortega in Nicaragua achieved the same goal, albeit in a more blatantly paralegal fashion. In an era when liberal democracy seemed to have made great strides toward consolidation in the region, the emergence of Bolivarian populism brought a surprising regression in a group of countries (Weyland, 2013). Thus, to the present day, Latin American populism has maintained its association with authoritarianism. 
		

		
			Most of Europe’s populist leaders, such as Marine Le Pen, have not (yet?) won government power and have therefore lacked the opportunity to employ the typical populist strategy and dismantle democracy from the inside. But Italy’s Silvio Berlusconi has been accused of hollowing out democracy (Pissowotzki, 2003; Viroli, 2011). Greece’s Alexis Tsipras, who entered a governing coalition with an antidemocratic party of the radical right, “has proposed several laws that could limit the space for political opposition by increasing state control of education and the media” (Mudde, 2016: 29). Podemos in Spain has put a great deal of 
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			pressure on independent journalists to suppress critical commentary (Mateo, 2017); and Hungary ’ s Viktor Orbán quickly used his massive electoral triumph of 2010 to transform his country into an illiberal democracy (Rupnik, 2016: 80–81). The more Orbán follows his new friend and apparent role model, Vladimir Putin of Russia, the greater is the risk that – despite the rescue e ff orts of the European Union – Hungary may eventually slide toward competitive-authoritarian rule. 
		

		
			Populist autocracy has achieved a clear breakthrough in Turkey, where the moderate Islamist party headed by charismatic leader Recep Tayyip Erdo ğ an initially seemed to promote greater democracy by pushing aside the tutelage of the secularist military. But as soon as this populist politician had marginalized this dangerous veto player, he undertook a determined quest for political hegemony (Selçuk, Forthcoming). By controlling the courts, dominating the media, and clamping down on civil society, especially after the oppositional mass protests of 2013, Erdo ğ an was systematically undermining democracy. Then he resolutely took advantage of a failed coup attempt in July 2016 to initiate a truly massive purge of state, politics, and society, which has eff ectively turned Turkey into an authoritarian regime (Karaveli, 2016). 
		

		
			A very similar process unfolded in Thailand under Thaksin Shinawatra, the first politician who employed a populist strategy and used his massive popular support to establish his hegemony in the party system, undermine independent accountability institutions, intimidate the media, and try to control the military. But fear of politicization inside the armed forces, combined with strident opposition from the urban middle class, prompted a coup that overthrew Thaksin’s “democratic authoritarianism” (Pongsudhirak, 2003; Phongpaichit and Baker, 2008). When his sister Yingluck resumed Thaksin’s populist approach, remobilized his support base, and won office in 2011, the same cycle played out a second time and culminated in her forceful eviction in 2014 (Prasirtsuk, 2015). The Thai case thus demonstrates populism’s double association with authoritarianism: Personalistic plebiscitarian leaders inher-ently have autocratic tendencies, and because they restrict the opposition’s chances to combat them with democratic means, they induce their adversaries to resort to extra-constitutional mechanisms as well. 
		

		
			2. Main approach 
		

		
			What explains this common association of populism and authoritarianism? The origin lies in the very concept of populism, which is best defined “as a political strategy through which a personalistic leader seeks or exercises government power based on direct, unmediated, uninstitutionalized support from large numbers of mostly unorganized followers” (Weyland, 2001: 14; further discussion in Weyland, 2017). Accordingly, a core feature of populism is its weak institutionalization. This strategy for winning and exercising power revolves around personalistic leadership as its central axis, and personalistic leaders connect with their followers in quasi-direct, non-organizational ways. Nowadays, they appeal to their supporters via the electronic mass media and mobilize them via frequent elections and plebiscites. They build only flimsy electoral vehicles that they completely dominate, for instance by determining the selection of candidates from the top down, at will. 
		

		
			The strong aversion to institutionalization reflects the main goal of populist leaders, namely to guarantee and augment their personal autonomy and power. This goal is in line with the preferences of their followers, who support the leader as a bold, powerful agent for transforming the sociopolitical status quo. To bring the change that populists’ mass base craves, these leaders need to act like transgressive heroes, not organizational functionaries hemmed in by institutional procedures and structures. 
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			With this lack of institutionalization, populism relies on dynamism but is exposed to great volatility. Passionate appeals to the sentiments and resentments of population sectors that have long felt neglected and excluded can allow personalistic leaders to rise meteorically and quickly overwhelm their competitors in the electoral arena; and after they win offi ce, determined attacks on adversaries and bold measures to resolve problems can further boost their support. 
		

		
			Yet while populist leaders can achieve amazing political success, they can also lose their mass support quickly when their miracle cures fail. Peru’s populist Alan García, for instance, enjoyed sky-high popularity in 1986, when his heterodox economic program temporarily reduced inflation while stimulating growth; but when this ill-conceived plan imploded in 1987 and hyperinflation erupted in 1988, his ratings fell into the single digits, exposing him to a serious risk of falling to a military coup. 
		

		
			Thus, populist leaders live dangerously. In the quest for maximizing their own influence and independence, they dispense with cumbersome institution building and rely on their personal appeal. But while this audacious strategy promises to engineer unprecedented political predominance, it also risks leading to a striking political meltdown. When their charisma fades, the followers may abandon the leaders as quickly as they jumped on the bandwagon during their initial upsurge. Operating without the safety net provided by organizational discipline and cohesion, populist politicians can suffer catastrophic failure. 
		

		
			To diminish this grave risk, personalistic plebiscitarian leaders resort to political means that propel them in an authoritarian direction. Because they lack organizational command over their followers, they compensate by charging up the intensity of their quasi-direct linkages (Weyland, 2001: 13–14). They try to stress their extraordinary capacities, if not charisma, by depicting themselves as the heroic saviors of “the people.” For this purpose, they dramatize existing problems, loudly blame their competitors, and deliberately make enemies. To win especially fervent backing, they deliberately turn politics from normal democratic competition into an epic struggle between the forces of good and evil. 
		

		
			In the eyes of the leaders and their followers, this titanic struggle justifies and requires the use of all means, even if it transgresses the official institutional rules. After all, formalistic niceties cannot block measures that, allegedly, are indispensable for carrying out the will of the people and promoting the common good against nefarious foes. Therefore, populist leaders incessantly seek to expand their power, take over the other branches of government, control or dismantle independent agencies, dominate or silence the mass media, and colonize or intimidate all relevant groupings in civil society. They pursue these goals by employing all the existing prerogatives of the executive branch, by pushing power-concentrating constitutional reforms, and by resorting to an ingenious variety of paralegal maneuvers and tricks. 
		

		
			The latter tactic amounts to “discriminatory legalism” (Weyland, 2013: 23–25; see also Corrales, 2011: 128–129). Once populist leaders control the different branches of government and agencies of the state, they can use standard administrative rules and procedures in a targeted way to put pressure on, intimidate, or eliminate their adversaries in politics and society. For instance, they subject critical newspapers to tax audits and use accusations of corruption against opposition politicians – while exempting their own supporters from the equal application of the law. In this fashion, they use formally legal measures for discriminatory political purposes, as weapons against their enemies. 
		

		
			This discriminatory legalism poses a serious dilemma for the opponents of personalistic plebiscitarian leaders. If they follow the official procedures and defend themselves to secure their rights, they stand no chance. Because the leader controls administrative agencies and the courts, there is no fair recourse against governmental harassment; instead, trumped-up charges can easily land these victims in prison. There are only two ways out. First, they can flee from 
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			this discriminatory legalism into exile, a path that so many opposition politicians have felt compelled to take, from the anti-Peronists of the 1950s to prominent critics of Hugo Chávez and Evo Morales in the 2000s. 
		

		
			Second, they can counter-attack. But because populist leaders are determined to maintain hegemony over the official institutional arena, regular political participation offers very little chance of success, as, for instance, the opposition against Venezuela’s populist leader and his successor has painfully learned. This blockage seems to leave no other way out than attempts to dislodge the monopolistic chief executive with extra-institutional, perhaps even extra-constitutional means. In despair, the opposition has frequently resorted to protests, business strikes, or even military coups. Tragically, thus, populism unleashes authoritarian tendencies in two ways, namely via the power-maximizing efforts of personalistic plebiscitarian leaders and via the defensive efforts of the opposition to stop this concerted quest for hegemony. 
		

		
			The latter scenario played out in Honduras in 2009, where conservative party insider Manuel Zelaya had surprisingly adopted a populist political strategy after winning the presidency in 2005. After becoming an ally of Hugo Chávez, he seemed to follow the Bolivarian script by pushing for a constituent assembly that would have allowed him to concentrate power and prepare his own reelection. This apparent emulation of the Venezuelan scenario, which Bolivia’s Morales and Ecuador’s Correa had replicated as well, created deep fears among Honduras’ political establishment, which controlled Congress, the courts, and the military leadership and which used these democratic institutional bastions for determined efforts to block Zelaya’s plan. Because the pushy president failed to comply with Congressional rulings and court orders and sought to force through a plebiscite, the armed forces finally evicted this latecomer to populism. This coup rocked Honduran democracy, which took years to recover (Ruhl, 2010). 
		

		
			With even more blatantly authoritarian consequences, Argentina for decades was notorious for this pattern of populists being evicted by repeated military coups, especially in 1930, 1955, and 1976. Similarly, left-leaning populist João Goulart was overthrown in 1964, which ushered in twenty-one years of dictatorship in Brazil. Thailand suffered the same kind of fate twice in short order when its first populist leader, Thaksin Shinawatra, was overthrown in 2006 and his sister Yingluck, who resumed his populist strategy soon thereafter, ran afoul of fierce military opposition in 2014 as well (Phongpaichit and Baker, 2008: 77–79; Prasirtsuk, 2015). Thus, populism tends to lead to authoritarianism not only when personalistic plebiscitarian leaders achieve strong, lasting political success, but also when they suffer dramatic defeats. 
		

		
			Given the often tragic consequences of these two-faced risks, it is important to highlight that the starting point of populism’s descent into authoritarianism, namely leaders’ systematic attempt to concentrate power, control all independent forces, and destroy the opposition, results from a combination of opportunities and challenges. Ample mass support gives ambitious chief executives the leverage to aggrandize their influence and autonomy. Yet they take advantage of this strength because they fear falling prey to the congenital weakness of populism, the fickleness of its unorganized, uninstitutionalized mass base. 
		

		
			Aware of the precarious nature of their political sustenance, populist leaders live in fear. Ironically, their attempts to mitigate this problem exacerbate the risks they face from other sides. As they try to strengthen their mass support through polarization and confrontation, they offend powerful establishment sectors. To prove their heroism and rally their supporters, they deliberately make and even search for enemies. This daring strategy, driven by the very nature of populism, often sets in motion a dangerous, self-reinforcing dynamic of provocation, challenge, and combat – which does enormous damage to liberal democracy and propels populism’s slide toward authoritarianism. 
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			This destructive escalation, which populist leaders systematically provoke, is obvious in high-profile cases of populism. When Juan Perón, for instance, saw his mass support threatened by an economic downturn in the early 1950s, he started or aggravated conflicts with elite sectors, the Catholic Church, and recalcitrant segments of the military (Waldmann, 1974: 250–254) – which then conspired to overthrow him in 1955. Similarly, during the rocky start of his presidency, Hugo Chávez attacked the sociopolitical establishment, incurring ferocious opposition from the prior governing parties and from major groupings in civil society, especially business organizations and trade unions. Because the populist firebrand dominated the electoral arena, these forces resorted to a plethora of strikes, protests, and even a coup attempt in 2002. In turn, because Chávez had powerful enemies and deliberately made enemies, it made sense from his perspective to extend and fortify his overwhelming control of the Venezuelan political system. The resulting vicious circle has, after many years of escalation and retaliation, pushed the country into a competitive-authoritarian regime, which in recent years has ever more blatantly resorted to open repression. 
		

		
			Despite the stark differences in context and the leaders’ divergent ideology, Turkey’s Erdoğan has acted upon a similar mixture of incentives and constraints. His strong support among conservative Islamist sectors has allowed this populist leader to cement his predominant position, and the threat posed by potential veto players has induced him to use these opportunities. Viewed distrustfully by the secularist military, he has tried to establish his unchallengeable control, concentrate power in the presidency, and marginalize the political opposition. The overbearing leader has intensified these efforts after falling out with the Gülen movement, his prior ally against the armed forces. Fearing infiltration and eventual takeover by this shady network, he used the opportunity provided by the coup attempt of July 2016 to purge anybody with any (even the faintest) connections to the Gülenists – and crack down on a wide range of other critics as well. The typical combination of opportunities and challenges has thus led this populist leader to push his country far toward authoritarianism. 
		

		
			The fundamental point here is that populism provides leaders not only with opportunities to move in an undemocratic direction – which would imply that their main motivation arises from personal power hunger (see, e.g., Karaveli, 2016: 125). Instead, the logic of populism compels personalistic plebiscitarian leaders to expand their power and attack enemies. The fickleness of their mass support induces them to engage in a “fuite en avant” – a headlong rush to flee forward. The congenital weakness of populism gives them urgent incentives to enhance their strength. These efforts to maximize their influence, which undermine and eventually destroy democracy, are prompted by the predictable challenges that a populist strategy entails. Thus, the tendency toward authoritarianism is inherent in the very logic of populism. That is why the strangulation of democracy from the inside, by an elected leader, is such a frequent outcome of this high-risk political strategy. 
		

		
			3. Critical debates: what are the crucial factors? 
		

		
			The preceding explanation of the logic of populism raises an important question: If author-itarian impulses are inherent in populism, yet populism constitutes a dangerous path for political leaders, then what factors condition the chances of personalistic plebiscitarian politicians to achieve sufficient success? Why do some leaders manage to stay in power long enough to advance toward authoritarian rule, whereas other fall prey to the conflicts they fan? 
		

		
			The institutionalism prevailing in contemporary political science highlights features of the party system and the system of government. For instance, populism has achieved greater political success under presidentialism, where direct popular elections for the chief executive 
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			can more easily be swayed by plebiscitarian tactics and charismatic appeals. In parliamentary systems, the political sustenance of the chief executive depends on fairly reliable support from political parties. The resulting premium on party organization and discipline is antithetical to the uninstitutionalized nature of populism. In his party’s short passage through government power in the early 2000s, Austrian populist Jörg Haider was stymied by the resulting tensions (Heinisch, 2003; Fallend, 2012). 
		

		
			But while making a contribution to scholarly understanding, institutionalism is excessively proximate in its explanations by taking the existing institutional configuration as a given. Populist leaders, however, are change agents, and in their determined quest for boosting their own power, they often revamp the institutional framework. Notably, that was the first priority of Latin America’s recent crop of Bolivarian populists, who used the call for a constituent assembly as their main pledge during the electoral campaign. Other personalistic plebiscitarian leaders first consolidate their political position and then push for an institutional transformation, as Turkey’s Erdoğan has done with his repeated push for strengthening the presidential office. Most importantly perhaps, populist leaders of all stripes, ranging from neoliberal Alberto Fujimori to anti-neoliberal Hugo Chávez, immediately set out to reshape the party system, especially by trying to destroy the old establishment parties. For all of these reasons, the explanatory power of institutionalism is limited. 
		

		
			Economic factors and conjunctures play a more important role. Clearly, populist leaders find it much easier to maintain and extend their mass support if the economy is performing well and they have largesse to distribute. Some new presidents even use their honeymoon period to impose adjustment in the hope of ushering in an era of high growth, as Latin America’s neoliberal populists did in the early 1990s. Whether these market reforms achieved their intended outcomes then depended on context factors, such as the availability of investment capital and the performance of the global economy. Fujimori and Carlos Menem, for instance, were politically hurt by the international crises and the regional downturn of the late 1990s. By contrast, Latin America’s Bolivarian populists benefited enormously from the global commodities boom during the new millennium. Arguably, Chávez owed his political survival to the dramatic upsurge of global oil prices in 2003/04. He won a recall referendum demanded by the opposition only after – and because – the sudden influx of extra revenues allowed his government to roll out massive social programs, which quickly boosted his initially low approval ratings. In conclusion, economic structures and conjunctures, which are largely out of the control of populist leaders, significantly shape their political fate and thus affect the damage they do to democracy. 
		

		
			These economic factors are far from determinant, however. After international hydrocarbon prices plummeted in 2014, for instance, Ecuador’ s Rafael Correa faced much more serious challenges to his populist regime than did Evo Morales: Mass protests in major cities contributed to the Ecuadorian caudillo ’ s decision to forgo another reelection, whereas his Bolivian counterpart, who has avoided such contention, is scheming to perpetuate himself in power by undoing a narrow loss in a plebiscite. The main reason: While both leaders bolstered their political position with massive windfalls from hydrocarbon exports, Morales has a strong additional base of support due to his indigenous background. Ethnic identity forges a fi rm bond between the Bolivian leader and many of his followers, which gives him much greater immunity against conjunctural fluctuations. This ethnopopulism (Madrid, 2008) has greater staying power than Correa ’ s more performance-based technopopulism (De la Torre, 2013). 
		

		
			Social cleavage arguments (seminal discussion in Lipset and Rokkan 1967) thus help explain the political success of populist leaders, which conditions their countries’ slide into authoritarian rule. Some types of political issues and problems lend themselves to more durable 
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			linkages between leaders and followers than others, which are particularly brittle and fleeting. In this vein, the political experiences of Latin America ’ s neoliberal populists suggest that economic crises off er only temporary sustenance for personalistic plebiscitarian leaders. While an economic collapse such as hyperin flation allows a daring outsider to engineer a quick turnaround, restore stability, and thus win tremendous mass support, the very resolution of the crisis soon diminishes the salience of this issue. When popular gratitude therefore fades, neoliberal populists have di ffi culty fi nding new reasons to justify their permanence in o ffi ce. No wonder that Argentina’ s Menem and Colombia ’ s Uribe did not manage to extend their rule beyond two terms. The political failure of these populist leaders then allowed their countries to reverse the deterioration of democracy that their governments had e ff ected and to avoid any descent into authoritarian rule. 
		

		
			By contrast, social problems and class cleavages provide a longer-lasting basis for populist appeals. Latin America’s Bolivarian populists, for instance, politicized social exclusion, especially large-scale poverty and stark inequality. Determined government action can bring improvements on these fronts, but even during the commodities boom of the early 2000s, it is impossible to resolve these longstanding issues. Consequently, ambitious leaders can claim the need for continued reelections so that they can further extend the progress that they have already achieved. This persuasive argument has helped the region’s leftwing populists to cling to power longer, on average, than their earlier rightwing counterparts managed. The unfortunate consequence is, however, that Bolivarian populists have done much more severe damage to democracy than most of their neoliberal predecessors did. Whereas only Fujimori installed a competitive-authoritarian regime, Chávez and Nicaragua’s Daniel Ortega enacted such regime change, Correa and Morales are well advanced along this path, and Nicolás Maduro has turned Venezuela into a full, repressive autocracy (Weyland, 2013). 
		

		
			Cleavages that involve citizens ’ fundamental identities constitute even more durable bases of support for populist leadership. Morales’ indigenous descent, for instance, helps to guarantee him overwhelming backing from the Aymara and Quechua in the countryside. Similarly, Chávez drew some political payo ff s from his partially African heritage. Even Fujimori ’ s Japanese background augmented his political capital. While di ff ering from Peru ’ s mestizo majority, Fujimori off ered a striking contrast to the lily-white Lima elite that had long run the country, as embodied by his opponents in the 1990 and the 1995 elections, cosmopolitan novelist Mario Vargas Llosa and former United Nations head Javier Pérez de Cuéllar. 
		

		
			Similarly, religiosity provides a strong foundation for Erdo ğ an ’ s populism in Turkey. After Mustafa Kemal Atatürk pushed Islam out of the public sphere and after the military for decades guaranteed this enforced secularism, Islamists from the 1970s onward won intense support for their e ff orts to restore Turkey ’ s Muslim heritage and give the religion a more prominent role in society and politics. Yet while these appeals were vote-getters, they also proved dangerous, landing Erdo ğ an in prison for a while and provoking the court-ordered dissolution of the party to which he belonged. Tactical moderation then enabled this personalistic plebiscitarian leader to lower this political risk, yet enjoy intense support from a strong plurality of Turkish voters. While far from unconditional, this backing allowed Erdo ğ an to dismantle the military ’ s stranglehold over Turkish democracy, only to undermine civilian competitive rule with his incessant eff orts to concentrate power and establish political hegemony. The failed coup of mid-2016 then served as a golden opportunity to fi nish this wrecking job by vanquishing the president ’ s remaining enemies and by suppressing or intimidating any critics. 
		

		
			In sum, the types of issues and cleavages that aspiring populists can use to garner mass support have an important impact on their political fortunes; correspondingly, they condition the decay of democracy and advance toward authoritarianism that emerges from the very logic of populism. Pressing conjunctural crises offer only a temporary base for populism; therefore, 
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			the political damage tends to remain limited. By contrast, structural problems such as poverty and social inequality and, especially, identities such as ethnicity and religion provide firmer foundations for populist rule. While personalistic plebiscitarian leadership remains inherently fickle, as the ups and downs experienced by Chávez, Morales, and Erdoğan show, their stronger political position has brought more sustained political regression and an ever more obvious descent into authoritarianism. 
		

		
			4. Critical reflection: the differences between populism and 
		

		
			fascism 
		

		
			The analysis so far has focused on the governing experiences of populist leaders, which create the greatest risk for authoritarian involutions. Consequently, the chapter has mainly examined populism in Latin America and Asia, specifically Turkey and Thailand. What about Europe, where populism has arguably made the greatest advances in recent years – though recently trumped by Trump’s triumph in the U.S.? 
		

		
			Much of Europe ’ s new wave of populism emanated from the radical right. In fact, many authors subsume reactionary extremists under the label of populism (e.g., Betz, 1994; Mudde, 2007; forceful criticism in Pappas, 2016). After all, many of these leaders appeal to “the people ” of the titular nation with attacks on “ foreigners, ” migrants, and refugees, lately with special animus against Muslims. Given the fi erce resentments and radical ideologies propagated by these leaders, the authoritarian tendencies of this so-called extreme-right populism look particularly obvious. 
		

		
			The present chapter advocates a stricter conceptualization of populism, however, which excludes rightwing extremists. According to the concept of populism presented in section 2, this political strategy revolves around personalistic leadership. To be more precise, “ populism rests on pure, opportunistic personalism – as distinct from ideocratic personalism, where the leader embodies a dogmatic ideology and acts as its monopolistic interpreter” (Weyland, 2017: 27). It is typical of populism that it lacks ideological de fi nition. There have been populists of the left and of the right; contemporary Latin America, for instance, has seen a series of neoliberal populists quickly followed by “ socialist, ” nationalist populists. In fact, individual leaders have drawn on di ff erent ideological elements or shifted their position quite clearly over time. For instance, during his early years in Venezuela ’ s presidency, Hugo Chávez had both determined left-wingers and an Argentine fascist, Norberto Ceresole, as his close, personal advisers. Similarly, the Peronist movement has for decades included a total ideological hodge-podge, ranging from the radical left to the extreme right. Many of the Montoneros of the 1960s and 1970s, for example, who took inspiration from Che Guevara and initiated a guerrilla war, had emerged from reactionary, nationalist, Catholic, and anti-Semitic circles (Germani, 1978: 273). 
		

		
			By contrast, the personalistic leaders of fascist movements design ambitious ideological edifices that embody a specific worldview. Anchoring a counter-movement, this ideology is clearest in the negative; that is, its categorical rejection of Marxism and liberalism, as well as of broader ideational currents such as cosmopolitanism, universalism, legalism, individualism, egalitarianism, and most fundamentally rationality. By contrast, fascism embraces militant nationalism, forceful collectivism, traditionalist communitarianism, charismatic authority, and a cult of violence. While there are internal divergences, for instance on the role of private business and the meaning of “socialism,” these fundamental ideological commitments provide the driving goals of fascism and provide it with a powerful transformational impetus and dynamism. Fascists fight for a cause and follow their leader because he embodies this cause. 
		

		
			Populism has much less ambitious goals. The goals that the leader proclaims remain vague and nebulous; therefore they can shift. Hugo Chávez, for instance, morphed from anti-neoliberal 
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			nationalist to twenty- fi rst-century socialist and the self-adopted son of Fidel Castro. Yet even after this metamorphosis, who knew what twenty- fi rst-century socialism actually meant? In fact, did the Bolivarian leader himself know? The pronouncements of populist leaders do not add up to anything resembling a systematic ideology; instead, they constitute the kind of broad, loosely integrated orientations, sentiments, and resentments that Juan Linz (1964) labeled mentality. 
		

		
			Interestingly, for Linz, mentalities were constitutive elements of authoritarianism, the regime type that – according to this essay – populism tends toward. By contrast, fascism created totalitarian regimes, which are guided by clear, fairly coherent, systematic ideologies. This association with di ff erent regime types provides another indication of the di ff erences between populism and fascism. 
		

		
			Europe’s radical right traces back its genealogy to the fascism of the interwar years. At its founding, Jean-Marie Le Pen’s Front National incorporated people with nostalgia for the collaborationist Vichy regime of Marshal Pétain (Pappas, 2016: 25). Similarly, before Jörg Haider’s takeover in 1986, the Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs included supporters of the country’s Nazi-Anschluss of 1938. Ideologically driven, these extremist parties and movements did not mind paying the political price for their stubborn commitments, namely marginalization in the political wilderness. 
		

		
			How di ff erent is populism! Unconstrained by clear principles, personalistic plebiscitarian leaders flexibly adjust to prevailing opportunities and challenges, all in the quest for maximizing their electoral support. Populism ’ s lodestar is opportunism. Leaders will do whatever increases their chances for expanding their political in fluence and moving closer to government power. Accordingly, they are willing to adjust their orientations and promises. In ideational terms, populism therefore resembles a chameleon (Taggart, 2000: chap. 1). 
		

		
			Consequently, rightwing parties and movements can only turn populist if they dilute their extremist ideology fundamentally and turn it into a loose, vague mentality (Mammone, 2009); correspondingly, they switch from pursuing a principled cause to the opportunistic goal of winning power. Typically, this qualitative change coincides with a generational transition, such as the FPÖ’s takeover by Jörg Haider in 1986 or the anointment of Marine Le Pen as leader of the FN. As those who imbibed interwar fascism in their youth and still carry it in their bones step aside or are pushed out of the way, a new crop of leaders take the helm who can proceed with much greater flexibility. Therefore they discard paleo-fascism and focus exclusively on contemporary issues (on Le Pen, see Reynié, 2016: 51–56). Marine Le Pen ostentatiously marked this qualitative change from rightwing extremism to populism by expelling her own father from the party that he himself had founded. Whereas Jean-Marie spent his political life marking position and giving testimony of his cause, his daughter wants nothing more than to capture the French presidency (Shields, 2013). 
		

		
			The resulting risk for European democracy is that with the transition to populism, rightwing parties become electable. And although they have abandoned their extremist ideologies and do not hold the risk of totalitarianism, the main argument of this chapter suggests that their accession to power would create problems and danger for democracy. As mentioned above, the conservative populism of Silvio Berlusconi diminished democratic quality in Italy. Even more clearly, the rightwing populism of Viktor Orbán has resolutely transformed Hungary into an illiberal democracy, and Poland’s new government is quickly emulating this path (Rupnik, 2016: 80–81). 
		

		
			While the majoritarian position of Orbán’s party and the rise of an even more reactionary movement overwhelmed any resistance to the chief executive’s power grab in Hungary, Polish opposition parties and civil society are putting up a spirited fight, however. Thus, many European polities command greater institutional strength and boast a more firmly grounded pluralism than is the case in other regions of the world. These strengths prevail especially in 
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			the North-Western half of the Old continent. Thus, the authoritarian tendencies inherent in populism will face stronger opposition forces and are less likely to come to the fore and carry the day. The rise of populism threatens the quality of democracy, but is unlikely to undermine the maintenance of civilian competitive rule as such. 
		

		
			In particular, what Europe does not have to fear is a resurrection of fascism. The dramatic reverse wave of the interwar years will not recur. Where populist movements have a chance of winning government power, they have that chance only because they have discarded the reactionary ideology that gave them their initial imprint. Marine Le Pen and the new crop of populists in other countries clearly are right-wingers; but fascists they are not. 
		

		
			The same arguments apply to the current frontline in the global wave of populism, namely the U.S., which unexpectedly elected a consummate populist, Donald Trump. As this plebisci-tarian leader shares the autocratic tendencies inherent in populism, observers see risks to democracy (Bangel, 2016). While institutional conflict has already erupted, well-entrenched checks and balances will probably contain Trump’s attacks and limit their damage to democratic quality. Moreover, U.S. civil society with its firm liberal, anti-authoritarian currents poses a strong counterweight to this personalistic president, whose unorganized mass base, living dispersed across the hinterland, is difficult to mobilize for pressure tactics. Thus, as in Western European democracies such as Austria and Italy, the unprecedented irruption of populism in the U.S. will probably not succeed in moving the polity in an authoritarian direction. 
		

		
			5. Conclusion 
		

		
			This chapter has highlighted and explained the authoritarian tendencies that are inherent in populism. Out of its inner logic, personalistic plebiscitarian leaders incessantly try to concentrate power, expand their in fl uence, dismantle checks and balances, take over independent institutions, attack the opposition as enemies, and control the mass media and civil society. Their mass support and their systematic usage of majoritarian instruments, such as frequent elections and plebiscites, give them ample opportunities for establishing political predominance, if not hegemony. And the polarization and confrontation that they employ to intensify their uninstitutionalized and therefore fi ckle bonds to their followers create political risks that induce them to extend their power. As populist leaders deliberately make enemies to prove their indispensability as heroic saviors and to rally their supporters, they start fi ghts and fuel con flicts that expose them to danger. Thus, to compensate for the institutional de fi ciency of populism with extraordinary political strength, they feel compelled to grab more and more power. In order not to fall prey to the congenital fl uidity of populism, they try to destroy any competitor in society and politics (including inside their own movement) and to establish a monopolistic position. 
		

		
			While leftwing populists nowadays campaign with direct-democratic promises and institute participatory institutions, they effectively empower the citizenry at best at the local level, for instance via community councils (Rhodes-Purdy, 2017). At the national level, they operate participatory institutions only in a way that suits their opportunistic political needs. When a direct-democratic mechanism threatens their predominance, as opposition demands for recall referenda in Venezuela did in 2003 and 2016, they stall or simply block; yet when such an instrument promises to boost their power further, they eagerly jump on the opportunity, as Evo Morales did in 2008. In a pattern of fundamental politicization that resembles the discriminatory legalism mentioned above, leftwing populists use participatory institutions only where and when it serves them, yet not when it endangers their stranglehold on power. What could better exemplify the opportunism that is constitutive of populism as a political strategy? 
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			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				Where populist leaders revive the legacies of an earlier charismatic movement, as in Argentine Peronism, they take over the respective political parties, bend them to their will, and de-institutionalize them. 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				This paragraph is based on conversations with academics and citizens in Istanbul in July 2016. 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				For Latin America, Germani (1978) systematically explains the differences between populism and fascism. 
			
		

		
			
				4 
				This is the main conclusion of a book project that Raúl Madrid and I are editing, based on the conference on “President Trump’s Populism: Lessons from Europe and Latin America,” held at the University of Texas at Austin on 22 September 2017. Cambridge University Press will publish this book at the beginning of 2019. 
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			Populism’ s relationship to democratic regimes is, by most accounts, double-edged. Cas Mudde and Cristóbal Rovira Kaltwasser, for example, describe populism as a “friend and foe” (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012: 15– 25) of democracy. On the one hand, populist mobilization of marginalized sectors can serve as an important corrective to overly elitist or exclusionary democratic regimes; on the other hand, the hyper-majoritarianism and plebis-citarianism that is inherent to populism tend to undermine liberal democratic institutions, particularly those protecting individual and minority rights. In other words, populism is simultaneously inclusionary and illiberal. 
		

		
			This chapter argues that the regime consequences of Latin American populism have varied over time. During the so-called “classical” populist period, in the early to mid-twentieth century, many populists emerged in a context of restricted suffrage, limited associational rights, and frequent repression of the popular sectors; in such a context, successful populism frequently resulted in important (if sometimes short-lived) steps toward democratization (Collier and Collier 1991). In the contemporary period, by contrast, most populists emerge under real (if flawed) democracies. Thus, although contemporary populism mobilizes and empowers previously marginalized groups, its effects on political regimes are less democratiz-ing. Indeed, successful populism almost always triggers a slide into competitive authoritarian-ism, or regimes in which democratic institutions exist but the playing field is skewed against the opposition (Levitsky and Way 2010; Levitsky and Loxton 2013). 
		

		
			This chapter examines the link between populism and competitive authoritarianism in Latin America. We argue that successful populists push fragile democracies toward competitive authoritarianism because (1) they are political outsiders with little experience with (or stake in) liberal democratic institutions, (2) they earn an electoral mandate to bury the existing elite and its institutions, and (3) they almost always confront institutions of horizontal accountability con-trolled by established parties. Lacking experience, facing hostile legislatures and courts, and armed with a mandate to depose the old elite, newly elected populists often assault institutions of horizontal accountability, triggering a constitutional crisis. Presidents who prevail in these showdowns gain unchecked control over state institutions, which allows them to skew the playing fi eld against opponents. Almost invariably, the result is competitive authoritarianism. In the pages that follow, we present our theoretical argument and then illustrate it through an 
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			examination of three cases: Peru under Alberto Fujimori, Venezuela under Hugo Chávez, and Ecuador under Rafael Correa. 
		

		
			Populism and competitive authoritarianism 
		

		
			We define populism as the top-down mobilization of subaltern constituencies, usually by a personalistic outsider, against the entire political and/or economic elite. Following Barr (2009: 30–36), populism may be measured in terms of three key characteristics. First, populists are political outsiders, or individuals who rise to political prominence from outside the established party system. Second, populism is personalistic. Populists establish direct, personal linkages with voters, largely circumventing parties and other forms of institutional mediation. Indeed, the movements they spawn are often named after the leader (e.g., peronismo, fujimorismo, chavismo). Third, populists mobilize mass support via anti-establishment appeals, positioning themselves as representatives of “the people” in opposition to the entire elite. 
		

		
			An anti-establishment appeal is the sine qua non of populism. Thus, cases in which an anti-establishment appeal is combined with both outsider status and personalistic linkage may be considered instances of full populism. The combination of an anti-establishment appeal with one of the two other elements produces two partial or diminished subtypes of populism. Political insiders who abandon established parties and make personalistic, anti-establishment appeals (e.g., Fernando Collor; Rafael Caldera in the 1990s) may, following Barr (2009), be labeled maverick populists . Alternatively, anti-establishment outsiders who emerge “ from below, ” via non-personalistic social movements (e.g., Evo Morales), may be described as movement populists . 
		

		
			Populism’s consequences for democracy are double-edged (de la Torre 2000; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012). On the one hand, populism is inherently inclusionary. Populists mobilize marginalized or excluded sectors of society, including workers and sometimes peasants in the “classical” populist period (Collier and Collier 1991), the informal poor in Fujimori’s Peru and Chávez’s Venezuela, and indigenous groups in contemporary Bolivia. When they ascend to power, populists tend to displace existing elites and open up the political establishment to new or excluded actors. They “give voice to groups that do not feel represented by the elites” (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012: 21) by placing new issues on the public agenda, appointing representatives of previously marginalized groups to positions of state authority, or creating new institutional channels of access to the state. They may also extend new rights, implement redistributive social and economic policies, and challenge existing social and cultural hierarchies through discourse and a range of symbolic gestures. Such measures are often said to have a democratizing e ff ect on societies: they erode longstanding social hierarchies, empower subaltern groups, and reduce the social and cultural gap between elites and masses (de la Torre 2000). 
		

		
			On the other hand, populism’s consequences for liberal democracy are more ambiguous. Where pre-existing regimes are oligarchic or authoritarian, populism may have a democratiz-ing effect. In the classical populist period, for example, populist governments often extended basic rights – such as suffrage and workers’ right to organize – that had long been denied to much of the population (Collier and Collier 1991). Where regimes are already democratic, however, populism’s democratizing effects are more limited. Populist governments may be inclusionary, in that they give voice to under-represented groups, but in terms of liberal democracy, they tend to be more foe than friend. Indeed, in contemporary Latin America, successful populists almost invariably trigger a slide into competitive authoritarianism (Levitsky and Loxton 2012; 2013). 
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			Competitive authoritarian regimes are those in which formal democratic institutions exist and are meaningful, but in which incumbent abuse skews the playing fi eld to such an extent that the opposition’ s ability to compete is seriously compromised (Levitsky and Way 2010). Such regimes are competitive in that opposition forces use elections to contest seriously (and occasionally, successfully) for power. Yet competition is markedly unfair. Incumbents politicize state institutions such as the judiciary, security forces, tax agencies, and electoral authorities and use them to weaken their opponents. Government critics face various forms of harassment, including surveillance and blackmail; “ legal ” persecution for defamation, tax violations, or corruption; attacks by government-sponsored mobs; and occasional arrest or exile. Moreover, the government ’ s abuse of state resources and bullying and co-optation of private media results in highly unequal access to media and fi nance, tilting the playing fi eld against the opposition. Well-known cases of competitive authoritarianism in Latin America include Argentina under Juan Perón, Mexico under the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI), the Dominican Republic under Joaquín Balaguer, Nicaragua under the Sandinistas, Peru under Alberto Fujimori, and Venezuela under Hugo Chávez and Nicolás Maduro. 
		

		
			Populism tends to push fragile democracies into competitive authoritarianism for at least three reasons. First, because populists are political outsiders, they have little experience with institutions of representative democracy. Most career politicians spend years working within legislatures or subnational governments, and in the process acquire the skills necessary to make those institutions work, such as negotiation and coalition-building. Moreover, because the institutions of represen-tative democracy are their livelihood, professional politicians have a stake in their survival. Populist outsiders, by contrast, are political amateurs: Alberto Fujimori in Peru, Jorge Serrano in Guatemala, Hugo Chávez in Venezuela, and Lucio Gutiérrez and Rafael Correa in Ecuador had never held elected o ffi ce before winning the presidency. Without experience in the workaday politics of Congress, the judiciary, or subnational government, outsiders often lack the skill, patience, and commitment needed to pursue their goals within existing democratic institutions. Not having been socialized into democratic politics, they may also lack a normative commitment to those institutions. Indeed, every Latin American president to close Congress between 1990 and 2010 – Fujimori, Serrano, Chávez, and Correa – was an outsider. 
		

		
			Second, successful populists earn an electoral mandate to bury the political establishment. The core message of populist campaigns is that the elite and its institutions are corrupt and exclu-sionary, and that the existing regime is therefore not truly democratic (Hawkins 2010). Fujimori, Chávez, Morales, and Correa all claimed that their countries ’ regimes were “partyarchies ” (i.e., “rule by the parties ” rather than by “the people” ) and pledged to replace them with an “authentic” democracy. Presidential candidates who win on the basis of such appeals earn a mandate to “re-found ” the political system. Thus, subsequent e ff orts to alter the constitutional order are likely to enjoy broad public support. From a regime standpoint, this is deeply problematic, since the “ system ” that populists campaign against is representative democracy, and the “corrupt ” or “oligarchic” institutions that they pledge to destroy are parties, legislatures, and judiciaries. It is extremely di ffi cult to dismantle such institutions without threatening the demo-cratic regime. 
		

		
			Finally, newly elected populists generally confront hostile institutions of horizontal account-ability. As personalistic outsiders, most populists lack strong parties and, as such, usually fail to translate their victories in presidential elections into legislative majorities. Thus, Fujimori and Gutiérrez had few partisan allies in Congress, and Correa did not even fi eld legislative candidates when he fi rst ran for president in 2006. Moreover, newly elected outsiders have typically not had any in fl uence over past appointments to the Supreme Court, the electoral authorities, and other state agencies. After taking offi ce, then, most populists confront legislatures, judiciaries, and 
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			bureaucracies controlled by the very establishment elites they had promised to bury during the presidential campaign. This creates a dilemma. Populists could respond to this challenge by behaving like ordinary presidents, negotiating and sharing power with traditional parties. For populists, however, such behavior – reconciling with the traditional elite they had promised to bury – would constitute a betrayal of their mandate. As the case of Lucio Gutiérrez (discussed below) shows, abandoning a populist mandate can be politically costly. Populists thus have a strong incentive to assault existing democratic institutions: to attempt to close Congress, pack the courts, and/or rewrite the constitution. 
		

		
			The election of a populist president is thus likely to trigger a constitutional crisis – a showdown between an outsider with a mandate to sweep away the traditional elite and its institutions and an elite which views those institutions as its last bastion of defense. Given their anti-status quo mandate and personalistic linkage to voters, populist presidents often respond to such conflicts with plebiscitarian strategies. Frequently, they use referenda to circumvent Congress and convoke a constituent assembly aimed at “re-founding” the institutional order. Alternatively, populists may directly close Congress (in effect, carrying out a presidential coup), betting that such a move will enjoy mass support. 
		

		
			Although populists’ plebiscitarian strategies sometimes fail (e.g., Lucio Gutiérrez), they often succeed, for two reasons. First, public opinion generally favors the president. Because populists generally win election only in the context of broad discontent over the status quo (Doyle 2011), and because they have earned an electoral mandate to bury the traditional elite, populist assaults on institutions controlled by the old elite tend to enjoy broad public support. Chávez and Correa, for example, both enjoyed approval ratings above 70 percent when they assaulted Congress and the judiciary, and Fujimori’s public approval soared to 80 percent following his 1992 coup. Second, because populist victories generally occur in the context of inchoate or collapsing party systems, the opposition tends to be weak. Indeed, the election of an outsider often accelerates party system collapse by signaling to politicians that abandoning “traditional” parties is an effective electoral strategy (Levitsky and Cameron 2003). Thus, oppositions fragment and lose their capacity to mobilize collectively against incumbent abuse. 
		

		
			Where such plebiscitary strategies succeed, the result is likely to be competitive authoritar-ianism. Backed by referendum victories and majorities in newly elected constituent assemblies, populist presidents may liquidate Congress, purge the judiciary, appoint loyalists to head the electoral authorities and other key institutions, and impose new constitutional rules of the game. With unchecked control over the state, populists have little di ffi culty skewing the playing fi eld against opponents. 
		

		
			The relationship between populism and competitive authoritarianism should be strongest in cases of full-blown populism. Given their more extensive experience with representative institutions, maverick populists may pose less of a threat to democracy. In the case of movement populists, greater accountability to the movement-party could prevent the concentration and abuse of executive power. However, if allied social movements are themselves composed of anti-establishment forces, grassroots linkages may do little to prevent executive attacks on existing institutions. 
		

		
			The populist path to competitive authoritarianism has long existed in Latin America. Argentina under Perón is a classic example. During much of the twentieth century, however, populists were often toppled by military coups before they could establish any stable form of rule (e.g., Velasco Ibarra in Ecuador; Arias in Panama). The post-Cold War environment was more favorable for competitive authoritarianism (Levitsky and Way 2010). International and regional support for military rule disappeared, and as a result, the frequency of coups declined precipitously (Mainwaring and Pérez-Liñán 2014). In the absence of military intervention, 
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			populist presidents remained in power long enough to establish competitive authoritarian regimes. 
		

		
			Cases 
		

		
			The following section illustrates the relationship between populism and competitive author-itarianism in the cases of Peru, Venezuela, and Ecuador. It shows how three successful populists – Fujimori, Chávez, and Correa – triggered slides into competitive authoritarianism. The section compares and contrasts the Fujimori, Chávez, and Correa presidencies with three other presidencies that did not have the same deleterious consequences for democracy: Lucio Gutiérrez in Ecuador, a full populist who betrayed his mandate, lost his popular base, and fell from power; Rafael Caldera in Venezuela, a maverick populist who worked within existing democratic institutions; and Ollanta Humala in Peru, an unsuccessful populist in 2006 who won the presidency as a non-populist in 2011 – and governed democratically. By examining these “dogs that didn’t bark,” it becomes easier to pinpoint the causal mechanisms linking populism to competitive authoritarianism. 
		

		
			Peru 
		

		
			Alberto Fujimori ’ s presidency (1990– 2000) is widely viewed as populist (Roberts 1995; Weyland 2006). Fujimori was a clear outsider. Described by The Economist as “ the man from nowhere, ” he was a little-known university rector who had never held public o ffi ce. As a child of working-class Japanese immigrants, moreover, he was not part of Peru’ s predominantly white-skinned elite. Fujimori ’ s appeal was highly personalistic. His party, Change 90, was nothing more than a “personal platform ” (Planas 2000: 350). Indeed, Fujimori was “ opposed to any kind of organiza-tion” (Degregori 2000: 62). He created and discarded four di ff erent parties between 1990 and 2000, and his movement became known simply as fujimorismo . Finally, Fujimori made a thoroughly anti-establishment appeal. Running for president at a time of deep economic crisis and widespread public hostility toward the political elite, he cast himself as a representative of Peru ’ s cholos , or brown-skinned poor, in opposition to the pitucos , or “upper-class white creoles ” (Degregori and Grompone 1991: 96 – 97). Fujimori claimed to represent the “real Peru, cholo Peru. ” His main rival, Mario Vargas Llosa, was backed by virtually the entire elite, and his party ’ s legislative candidate list “ read like a who ’ s who of the Peruvian political establishment” (Cameron 1997: 43). In an election that came to be de fi ned as a “ confrontation between the white elite . . . and the nonwhite common people” (de la Torre 2000: 124), Fujimori won easily. 
		

		
			Fujimori’s government was, in some respects, quite inclusionary. Fujimorismo mobilized groups, such as evangelical Christians and the informal sector, that had been marginalized under the old party system (Daeschner 1993: 170–174; Roberts 1995: 99–100). It also brought an unprecedented number of women (Schmidt 2006) and provincial politicians into positions of power. As one fujimorista congressman put it: 
		

		
			The members of the . . . opposition are the ones who have always held power. With Fujimori, people like me are in Congress. The opposition would never have allowed me into their ranks because I’m not like them. I’m not white. I’m not from Lima. And I don’t have money. 
		

		
			Yet the government also proved authoritarian. Fujimori took office as a minority president. Change 90 won only 32 of 180 seats in the Chamber of Deputies, leaving the bulk of 
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			Congress in the hands of established parties of the right, center, and left (Kenney 2004). Likewise, the judiciary continued to be controlled by of judges appointed by the established parties (Kenney 2004: 196–197). Facing a hyperinflationary crisis, Fujimori reversed his programmatic course and adopted Vargas Llosa’s market-oriented program. Yet he remained thoroughly populist. Although opportunities existed to forge a legislative coalition with right-wing parties that backed his economic program (Kenney 2004: 126, 136), Fujimori lacked experience with (or interest in) negotiating such coalitions. According to a former aide, he “couldn’t stand the idea of inviting the President of the Senate to lunch in the Presidential Palace every time he wanted to pass a law.” 
		

		
			Fujimori thus responded to legislative and judicial opposition by launching a “systematic attack on Peru’s political elites and the establishment institutions they controlled – namely, the political parties, Congress, and the judiciary” (Roberts 1995: 97). Dismissing democratic institutions as “partyarchy,” he quickly entered into a “chicken game” with the opposition (Tanaka 1998: 212–213), circumventing Congress via executive decrees while congressional leaders moved to limit his powers and threatened to impeach him (Kenney 2004: 172–191). The result was an institutional showdown: as one government official put it, “either the Congress would kill the president, or the president would kill the Congress.” 
		

		
			The president prevailed, and the result was democratic breakdown. On April 5, 1992, Fujimori carried out a presidential coup, closing Congress, dissolving the constitution, and purging the judiciary. Several leading journalists and members of Congress were arrested, and ex-President Alan García was forced into exile (Cotler 1994: 209 – 210). Public opinion, which had increasingly backed Fujimori during his escalating confl ict with Congress (Tanaka 1998: 225 – 226; Kenney 2004: 234– 235), overwhelmingly endorsed the coup. The president ’ s approval rating soared from 53 to 81 percent (Carrión 2006: 129), and surveys found more than 80 percent support for the dissolution of Congress and purge of the judiciary (Conaghan 2005: 33; Kenney 2004: 228). A poll in Lima following the coup found that 51 percent of respondents characterized Fujimori ’ s autgolpe as “ democratic, ” while only 33 percent viewed it as “ dictatorial” (Kenney 2004: 231). With the “ traditional ” parties discredited and weakened by defection, opposition e ff orts to mobilize resistance failed miserably (Levitsky and Cameron 2003). 
		

		
			The 1992 autogolpe ushered in nearly a decade of competitive authoritarianism. The coup allowed Fujimori to “ monopolize a level of power unheard of in Peru in decades ” (Degregori 2003: 220). Thus, even as constituent assembly elections in late 1992, approval of a new constitution in 1993, and new presidential and legislative elections in 1995 restored the outward appearance of democracy, Fujimori and his intelligence advisor, Vladimiro Montesinos, used this power to systematically corrupt state institutions and tilt the playing fi eld against opponents. Judicial and tax authorities became “instruments of persecution, ” targeting opposition politicians, businesspeople, and independent media (Durand 2003: 459 – 463). Montesinos bribed and black-mailed hundreds of public o ffi cials, including four Supreme Court justices, three of fi ve members of the National Elections Board, and dozens of legislators and judges (Conaghan 2005). Eventually, he also placed four of fi ve private television networks and more than a dozen tabloid newspapers on the state’ s payroll (Fowks 2000: 58 – 72). This presidential power grab was facilitated by widespread public support: Fujimori ’ s approval rating remained consistently above 60 percent, allowing him to easily win re-election – and a solid legislative majority – in 1995 (Carrión 2006: 128– 129). 
		

		
			The regime grew more nakedly authoritarian after 1995, as Fujimori engaged in a series of abuses aimed at gaining an illegal third term. In 1996, the fujimorista-dominated Congress passed a dubiously constitutional law permitting Fujimori to run again in 2000 (Conaghan 2005: 121–122). After the Constitutional Tribunal ruled against the law, the rubber-stamp 
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			Congress impeached three of its members, effectively disabling the institution (Conaghan 2005: 126–130). The 2000 election was unfair. The electoral authorities were packed, media coverage was biased, and millions of dollars in state funds were diverted to Fujimori’s campaign (Conaghan 2005: 132–134, 163–188). Opposition parties thus “faced a steeply tilted playing field – indeed, a virtual cliff” (McClintock 2006a: 255). Opposition candidate Alejandro Toledo boycotted the runoff, allowing Fujimori to win unopposed. The victory proved pyrrhic, however, as a leaked videotape revealing Montesinos’ corruption triggered the regime’s collapse two months later (Cameron 2006). 
		

		
			The Fujimori presidency may be contrasted to that of Ollanta Humala (2011–2016). Like Fujimori, Humala was an outsider – a former military officer who led a failed uprising against Fujimori in 2000. Seeking the presidency in 2006, Humala ran a radical populist campaign, promising to sweep away Peru’s political and economic elite (McClintock 2006b: 100–101). Had he won, Humala might have triggered a regime crisis. However, Humala lost a second-round runoff to ex-President Alan García, whose ability to tag Humala as a chavista cost him support in Lima and along the coast (Cameron 2011: 387). Humala learned his lesson, and when he ran again in 2011, he abandoned populism. Thus, although his platform promised “social inclusion,” Humala studiously avoided anti-establishment appeals during the 2011 campaign. Indeed, his second-round victory owed much to the support of liberal establish-ment figures such as ex-President Alejandro Toledo and novelist Mario Vargas Llosa (Levitsky 2011: 90). In 2011, then, Humala neither sought nor earned a popular mandate to bury the elite or “re-found” the republic. And, notwithstanding elite hysteria over a potential chavista turn, Humala governed democratically. 
		

		
			In sum, Alberto Fujimori’s populist ascent to power was a major catalyst behind Peru’s slide into competitive authoritarianism. Lacking experience with (or a commitment to) democratic institutions, facing hostile institutions of horizontal accountability, and armed with a popular mandate to bury the political establishment, Fujimori had both an incentive and the capacity to use plebiscitarian means to assault the existing democratic institutions and tilt the playing field in his favor. By contrast, Ollanta Humala, despite having once been an open admirer of Hugo Chávez, was elected in 2011 as a non-populist, and he opted to work within the constitutional order. 
		

		
			Venezuela 
		

		
			Hugo Chávez is “arguably the most quintessential populist figure Latin America ha[s] seen since Juan Perón” (Roberts 2012: 136). First, he was an outsider. A lieutenant colonel who rose to national prominence in 1992 when he led an unsuccessful coup attempt against President Carlos Andrés Pérez, Chávez had no ties to existing parties and could thus portray himself as “untainted by the rampant corruption, political patronage, and collusive pactmak-ing” (Roberts 2003: 36) that many Venezuelans believed characterized the existing political elite. Second, Chávez was personalistic. His first party, the Fifth Republic Movement (MVR), was a “poorly institutionalized personalistic movement” (Roberts 2003: 53), and most of his supporters self-identified as chavistas (Hawkins 2003: 1150). Finally, Chávez made a virulently anti-establishment appeal. Claiming that Venezuela was a “partyarchy,” not a democracy, he pledged to sweep the established parties “from the face of the earth” and insisted that the “rotten elites of the parties” would “soon be consigned to the trashbin of history.” The appeal was successful: Chávez won the 1998 election easily, defeating Henrique Salas Römer, a wealthy, white-skinned candidate backed by Democratic Action (AD) and COPEI, Venezuela’s two established parties. 
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			The backdrop to Chávez ’ s rise to power was an acute political and economic crisis. Venezuela ’ s oil-dependent economy had been in decline since the late 1970s. Between 1984 and 1993, the poverty rate nearly doubled (from 36 to 62 percent) (Roberts 2003: 51). As the economy declined, popular rage with the political establishment grew. In 1989, mass riots broke out in Caracas in an event known as the Caracazo , and a poll in 1992 showed that 85 percent of Venezuelans agreed that political parties “ did nothing to help the country ’ s problems ” (Romero 1997: 16). As a result, when Chávez launched his 1992 coup attempt, he and his fellow conspirators “ became instant heroes for many Venezuelans ” (Hawkins 2010: 17). 
		

		
			The fi rst benefi ciary of this anti-establishment mood was former president Rafael Caldera, whose maverick populist presidency (1994 – 1999) may be usefully contrasted to that of Chávez. As a founding father of Venezuela’ s post-1958 democracy and a longtime COPEI leader, Caldera was a consummate political insider. However, his public display of sympathy for the 1992 coup plotters ’ motives transformed him into the “ principal spokesperson ” (Coppedge 1994: 53) for the emerging anti-establishment opposition and paved the way for a populist-style presidential bid in 1993. Thus, Caldera abandoned COPEI, created a personalistic vehicle, and campaigned as an “ anti-establishment fi gure ” (Coppedge 1994: 53), repeatedly attacking the two dominant parties. He won narrowly. Despite his populist route to power, however, Caldera governed democratically. Although he lacked a legislative majority, Caldera “ steadfastly resisted calls for a Fujimorazo ” (Crisp, Levine, and Molina 2003: 278). Instead, he forged a legislative pact with AD, which allowed him to muddle through to the end of his term with democracy intact. This restraint may have been rooted, in part, in Caldera ’ s experience with – and perhaps commitment to – existing democratic institutions. 
		

		
			The Chávez government, which succeeded Caldera’s, was markedly different. Like Caldera, Chávez won the presidency on an explicitly anti-system appeal. Also like Caldera, he initially lacked a legislative majority: his allies won only 70 of 188 seats in the Chamber of Deputies and 33 of 100 seats in the Senate. Yet whereas Caldera had opted to forge a legislative coalition and work within the existing institutional order, Chávez launched a plebiscitarian assault on it. Describing the opposition as a “nest of dying venomous vipers” and declaring his intention to “stab to death the moribund parties,” he immediately called a referendum on the idea of convening a constituent assembly. The referendum passed with 85 percent of the vote, and when constituent assembly elections were held in July 1999, chavista parties won an overwhelming majority of seats. The constituent assembly carried out a “‘constituent’ coup d’état” (Brewer-Carías 2010: 15): declaring itself “legally omnipotent,” it neutralized Congress, purged the judiciary, and appointed new electoral authorities (Cop-pedge 2003: 187–188). By the time the assembly had finished, “there was not a single national power, other than President Chávez himself, which [it] had not . . . appointed” (Coppedge 2003: 188). Chavismo used its supermajority to single-handedly write the new constitution. The constitution was overwhelmingly approved via referendum in December 1999, and in 2000, Chávez was easily re-elected, this time with a legislative majority. 
		

		
			Chávez ’ s ascent to power (and unilateral restructuring of the constitutional order) triggered a period of intense polarization, during which Chávez survived a brief coup (April 2002) and a massive general strike (December 2002–February 2003). Chávez ’ s public support plummeted during this period, making him vulnerable to an opposition-led recall election drive in 2003. However, the chavista -dominated electoral authorities stalled the opposition’ s referendum drive for a year, giving the government time to regain public support (Hsieh, Miguel, Ortega, and Rodríguez 2011: 202). Soaring oil prices enabled it to do just that, and when the recall election was fi nally held in August 2004, Chávez easily won it. After the failed recall, chavismo took advantage of a weakened opposition and 
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			skyrocketing oil prices to consolidate power. In December 2004, Chávez packed the Supreme Court, transforming it into a rubber stamp (Myers 2008: 315). (According to one study, not one of the 45,474 rulings issued by the Court between 2005 and 2015 went against the government [Corrales 2015: 44].) Moreover, the opposition’ s boycott of the 2005 legislative election left Congress entirely in chavista hands, and Chávez easily won re-election in 2006. 
		

		
			Unchecked control of the state allowed Chávez to tilt the playing fi eld against the opposition, transforming Venezuela into “ the paradigmatic Latin American case of compe-titive authoritarianism” (Corrales 2015: 38). The government politicized state institutions and deployed them systematically against its critics. Following the 2004 referendum, for example, chavista legislator Luis Tascón published a list of those who had signed the recall petition, which was then used for blacklisting (Hsieh, Miguel, Ortega, and Rodríguez 2011). Leading opposition fi gures were arrested or forced into exile; journalists and pro-democracy activists were prosecuted on defamation and other charges; and a major television station (Radio Caracas Television, RCTV) and dozens of radio stations were forced o ff the air (Corrales 2011: 127–129). New media legislation empowered the government to arrest or impose ruinous fi nes on media fi gures that criticized it (Corrales 2015: 39–42). Eventually, it became clear that “ the only way that a television station can guarantee its fi nancial survival is by staying out of politics – that is, by self-censoring ” (Corrales 2015: 42). In 2013, the owners of Globovisión, the last major independent television station, sold it to investors friendly to the government, leaving chavismo with de facto “communicational hegemony ” (Corrales 2015: 40). Moreover, the government spent billions of dollars in oil revenue in a discretionary manner, rewarding supporters and punishing critics (Corrales and Penfold 2011). The result was a government that was “ virtually impossible to defeat electorally, ” since the “ opposition can never match the level of resources deployed by the state ” (Corrales and Penfold 2011: 43). 
		

		
			Following Chávez’s death in 2013, his successor, Nicolás Maduro, narrowly won an election marred by an uneven playing field (Corrales 2015: 43). As the Venezuelan economy deteriorated and public support for Maduro declined, the regime grew increasingly repressive (Corrales 2015). In 2014, the government responded to opposition protest with heavy repression, detaining more than 3,000 protesters and imprisoning major opposition leaders such as Leopoldo López and Antonio Ledezma (Corrales 2015: 44–45). When the opposition Democratic Unity Movement (MUD) overwhelmingly won the 2015 legislative elections and gained control of Congress, the government used the Supreme Court to emasculate the body by nullifying all significant legislation – leading some to argue that the adjective “competitive” no longer described Venezuelan authoritarianism. 
		

		
			In sum, whereas maverick populist Rafael Caldera governed democratically between 1994 and 1999, Hugo Chávez, a full-scale populist, used his broad public support to dismantle Venezuela ’ s forty-year-old democratic regime via plebiscitarian means. Unchecked power – especially after 2004 – allowed chavismo to tilt the playing fi eld against an already weakened opposition, ushering in more than a decade of competitive authoritarianism. 
		

		
			Ecuador 
		

		
			Ecuador is a case of successive populist governments under Lucio Gutiérrez (2003–2005) and Rafael Correa (2007–2017). Both governments triggered constitutional crises, but these crises were resolved in different ways. Gutiérrez largely abandoned his populist strategy upon assuming the presidency, which undermined his support base and limited his capacity to 
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			make plebiscitary appeals – ultimately resulting in his fall from power. Correa maintained his populist strategy and, with the help of soaring oil process, used plebiscitary means to re-found the constitutional order and consolidate competitive authoritarianism. 
		

		
			The Gutiérrez presidency (2003–2005) 
		

		
			Lucio Gutiérrez was unambiguously populist. A junior military officer who led a left-wing coup – in alliance with indigenous organizations – against President Jamil Mahuad in 2000, Gutiérrez was a political outsider. His 2002 presidential candidacy was personalistic and anti-establishment. His Patriotic Society Party (PSP) was a personalistic vehicle (Ray 2009: 17–20). Gutiérrez’s candidacy was thoroughly anti-system. His “entire discursive arsenal . . . was directed against traditional politicians and bankers” (Montúfar 2008: 274). Railing against the “corrupt oligarchy” and the “putrefaction of the [traditional] parties,” he called upon his fellow Ecuadorians to “rise up . . . against the ones who are always in power.” And if elected, he pledged, he would overhaul Ecuador’s constitution and replace Congress with a “technical body” (Gutiérrez Sanín 2005: 126). 
		

		
			In office, however, Gutiérrez did an about-face. Faced with an opposition-controlled Congress in which the PSP held a mere seven of 100 seats, he abandoned populism for a strategy of “negotiation and compromise” (Montúfar 2008: 280). 
		

		
			Although he had run on a left-wing platform, Gutiérrez forged a coalition with the conservative Social Christian Party (PSC) (Mejía Acosta and Polga-Hecimovich 2010: 83 – 84). When this legislative coalition broke down in 2004, Gutiérrez attempted to revert to populism. Describing himself as a “ dictocrat ” (because, as he put it, “ to the oligarchy I am a dictator and to the people I am a democrat ” ), he declared that he would “destroy the corrupt oligarchy ” or “ die trying. ” Gutiérrez threatened to dissolve Congress and call a referendum for a constituent assembly (Montúfar 2008: 279, 288), and in late 2004, he illegally purged the Supreme Court, Constitutional Court, and the electoral authorities (Conaghan 2008a: 257 – 260). The government also harassed journalists and organized “shock troops ” to confront protesters (Mejía Acosta 2008: 226 – 228). By 2005, the Gutiérrez government bore “resemblances to the government of Alberto Fujimori ” (Ramírez Gallegos 2005: 19). 
		

		
			Gutiérrez’s power play failed, however. His earlier turn to the right had cost him the support of indigenous organizations and other former popular sector allies, and he no longer enjoyed broad public support. In early 2005, a wave of mass anti-government protest erupted, and in April of that year, Congress voted to remove him from office (Mejía Acosta and Polga-Hecimovich 2010: 84). Gutiérrez’s failure was at least partly rooted in what Montúfar (2008) describes as the “intermittent” nature of his populism. Having campaigned on a radical anti-establishment platform, Gutiérrez won a mandate to bury the political elite. His alliance with the PSC – the party of the conservative establishment – violated that mandate, which eroded his support base. Without broad public support, Gutiérrez could not rely on plebiscitary appeals when he later reverted to populism, leaving him in a weakened position when he attacked institutions of horizontal accountability. 
		

		
			The Correa presidency (2007–2017) 
		

		
			Rafael Correa was also a populist. An economist who brie fly served as fi nance minister under interim President Alfredo Palacio in 2005, Correa was a “quintessential ‘ outsider, ’ with no previous experience in electoral politics ” (Conaghan and de la Torre 2008: 271). His party, Proud and Sovereign Fatherland (PAIS), was so personalistic that it did not even 
		

		
			Populism and competitive authoritarianism 
		

		
			343 
		

	
		
			bother to fi eld legislative candidates when Correa ran for president in 2006 (Conaghan 2008b: 48 –50). Correa ’ s campaign was clearly anti-establishment. Correa ran “against the system itself” (Conaghan and de la Torre 2008: 271), framing the election as a “contest between good and evil: the honest citizenry . . . confronting the corrupt clase política ” (de la Torre 2010: 179). Like Chávez, he called for a constituent assembly that would dissolve Congress and put an end to the “domination of the traditional parties” (Conaghan and de la Torre 2008: 271). 
		

		
			Correa ’ s ascent to the presidency triggered a constitutional crisis. Within hours of his inauguration, he called a referendum seeking a constituent assembly empowered to dissolve Congress and rewrite the constitution (Conaghan 2008b: 51). When Congress rejected the move, an “interinstitutional war” ensued (Mejía Acosta 2008: 222). Because the new president enjoyed widespread public support (surveys showed 70 percent support for his agenda), he was well positioned to win (Conaghan 2008b: 51 – 52). Thus, in March 2007, the pro-Correa electoral authorities stripped 57 of 100 legislators of their seats (Conaghan 2008b: 52), which amounted to a “civilian president’ s coup ” (Domínguez 2008: 340). Opposition legislators were attacked by government-sponsored mobs, and when the Constitutional Tribunal ordered the deposed legislators’ reinstatement, the rump Congress sacked a majority of the justices (Conaghan 2008b: 52). The referendum passed overwhelmingly, and PAIS won 70 percent of the vote in the 2007 constituent assembly election. The new assembly placed Congress “in recess ” and allowed Correa to single-handedly rewrite the constitution (Conaghan 2008b: 57). The constitution was over-whelmingly approved via referendum in 2008, and the following year, Correa was easily re-elected, this time with a legislative majority. 
		

		
			Correa ’ s unilateral “ re-foundation” of the constitutional order ushered in a competitive authoritarian regime. Now in control of all branches of government, Correa politicized state institutions and used them to attack and weaken opponents. The government harassed journalists and used anti-terrorism laws to prosecute indigenous and other civil society leaders. It also used libel and defamation laws to punish independent media and government critics. Legislation passed in 2013 expanded the government’ s power to regulate and punish critical media. Finally, incumbent abuse of state institutions skewed access to media and resources (Conaghan and de la Torre 2008: 277). In 2013, Correa was easily re-elected, with 57 percent of the vote, and PAIS won 100 of 137 seats in the legislature. Although the election was technically clean, restrictions on campaigning, media access, and campaign fi nance – at the same time that PAIS made widespread use of the state – tilted the playing fi eld in favor of the incumbents (Conaghan 2016). 
		

		
			In sum, whereas Gutiérrez’s alliance with conservatives – widely seen as a betrayal of his anti-establishment mandate – undermined his populist coalition and fatally weakened his presidency, Correa successfully used plebiscitary means to dismantle pre-existing regime institutions. Other factors, including the commodities boom and the weakening of indigenous and other opposition organizations, facilitated Correa’s consolidation of power. But as in Venezuela, successful populism was arguably the primary catalyst behind the slide into competitive authoritarianism. 
		

		
			Comparative cases 
		

		
			How does our theory work among a broader set of cases? Levitsky and Loxton (2013) examined the fate of all fourteen presidents elected in Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, and Venezuela between 1990 and 2010. If we add the now-completed Humala presidency in Peru, we have fi fteen cases. Of these, four were full-scale populists (Chávez, Correa, Fujimori, and Gutiérrez); two were maverick populists (Abdalá Bucaram and Rafael Caldera); one was a movement populist 
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			(Morales); and eight were non-populists. These are listed in Table 22.1. As the table shows, all four cases of full-scale populism were marked by a slide into competitive authoritarianism (albeit an abortive one in the case of Gutiérrez), as was the case of movement populism (Bolivia under Morales). Interestingly, the two cases of maverick populism did not result in competitive authoritarianism (although Bucaram was removed in a dubiously constitutional manner), an outcome that suggests the importance of political outsider status. Finally, none of the eight non-populist governments slid into competitive authoritarianism. Although some of these govern-ments were undemocratic in other ways (for example, Hugo Banzer and Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada engaged in signi fi cant repression), none of them skewed the playing fi eld against opponents (Levitsky and Loxton 2013). 
		

		
			Alternative theoretical approaches do less well in explaining these outcomes. For example, economic crisis may have contributed to competitive authoritarianism in Peru and Venezuela, but it cannot explain competitive authoritarian outcomes in Bolivia and Ecuador, where economies were growing. Moreover, Presidents Sixto Durán Ballén, Jamil Mahuad, and Rafael Caldera governed democratically despite severe economic crises. Likewise, massive mineral rents may help explain competitive authoritarianism in Bolivia and Ecuador (Mazzuca 2013), but in Peru, competitive authoritarianism emerged prior to the commodities boom, while governments elected during the boom remained democratic. Likewise, Venezuela ’ s authoritarian turn began in 1999 – before the oil boom. Thus, although oil rents may have helped Chávez consolidate power, it was mass support, not oil revenue, that allowed him to dismantle representative democracy. 
		

		
			Some scholars have argued that although regimes in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Venezuela may have suffered a decline on the dimension of liberal democracy, they made gains on other, more participatory dimensions of democracy. Rather than characterize such regimes as competitive authoritarian, they argue, it may be more appropriate to view them as trading off one dimension of democracy for another. 
		

		
			To evaluate these claims, we examined data from the Varieties of Democracy (V-DEM) project, which uses expert surveys to score cases on multiple dimensions of democracy, including liberal, deliberative, participatory, and egalitarian democracy, as well as other dimensions that capture inclusion, such as civil society participation, societal engagement, access to justice, women’ s empowerment, and equal distribution of resources. To what extent do populist governments show improvement along these alternative dimensions? 
		

		
			The answer, at least according to V-DEM, is not much. Table 22.2 examines the change in V-DEM scores on a variety of dimensions over the course of four populist presidencies: Fujimori, Chávez, Correa, and Morales. Small-to-medium changes (5–30%) are marked by a simple (+) and (–), while large-scale changes (more than 30%) are marked by (++) and (--). Insignificant changes (± 5% or less) are marked with a 0. As Table 22.2 shows, all populist cases declined modestly (Bolivia and Ecuador) or substantially (Peru and Venezuela) on the dimension of liberal democracy. More surprising, perhaps, is that with the sole exception of women’s empowerment in Bolivia and equal distribution of resources in Bolivia and Ecuador, none of the populist cases exhibited improvement on any alternative dimensions of democ-racy. Indeed, on the dimensions of participatory democracy, deliberative democracy, and societal engagement, Ecuador, Peru, and Venezuela all suffered declines. There are, of course, limitations to indexes based on expert surveys, including possible biases among experts. Nevertheless, the V-DEM data suggests that the idea of a trade-off between the liberal and participatory or egalitarian dimensions of democracy may be overstated. At least in the cases of Fujimori’s Peru, Morales’ Bolivia, Correa’s Ecuador, and chavista Venezuela, there is little evidence that movement toward competitive authoritarianism was compensated by gains on other dimensions of democracy. 
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			Conclusion 
		

		
			This chapter has argued that populism was the primary catalyst for the emergence of competitive authoritarianism in post-Cold War Latin America. As the case studies of Peru, Venezuela, and Ecuador show, populist presidents have both incentives and a distinctive capacity to assault institutions of horizontal accountability; when they succeed, the result is almost always competitive authoritarianism. 
		

		
			How durable are competitive authoritarian regimes in the Andes? According to Levitsky and Way (2010), competitive authoritarian durability is rooted in the strength of state and ruling party structures. If they are correct, then Andean regimes are unlikely to consolidate. State institutions in Bolivia and Ecuador are notoriously weak, and they have weakened considerably in chavista Venezuela. And with the partial exception of Bolivia, ruling parties were also weak in all three cases. Where state and party institutions are weak, regimes tend to be unstable. Indeed, competitive authoritarianism lasted only eight years under Fujimori and broke down almost immediately under Gutiérrez. In large part because of the post-2002 commodities boom, contemporary regimes in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Venezuela, as of this writing, have survived for more than a decade (Mazzuca 2013). However, their institutional bases have not solidi fi ed. Paradoxically, then, the very conditions that contributed to the rise of populism and competitive authoritarianism in the Andes – namely, state and party weakness – may ultimately prove to be those regimes ’ undoing. 
		

		
			Table 22.1 Elected presidents and regime outcomes in four Andean countries, 1990–2016 
		

		
			Case Populism? Regime outcome 
		

		
			Peru 
		

		
			Alberto Fujimori (1990–2000) Yes Competitive authoritarian Alejandro Toledo (2001–2006) No Democratic 
		

		
			Alan García (2006–2011) No Democratic 
		

		
			Ollanta Humala (2011–2016) No Democratic 
		

		
			Ecuador 
		

		
			Sixto Durán Ballén (1992–1996) No Democratic 
		

		
			Abdalá Bucaram (1996–1997) Maverick populist Democratic/overthrown Jamil Mahuad (1998–2000) No Democratic/overthrown Lucio Gutiérrez (2002–2005) Yes Competitive authoritarian 
		

		
			(abortive) 
		

		
			Rafael Correa (2007–2017) Yes Competitive authoritarian Bolivia 
		

		
			Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada (1993–1997) No Democratic 
		

		
			Hugo Banzer (1997–2001) No Democratic (illiberal) Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada (2002–2003) No Democratic (illiberal) 
		

		
			overthrown 
		

		
			Evo Morales (2006) Movement populist Competitive authoritarian Venezuela 
		

		
			Rafael Caldera (1994–1999) Maverick populist Democratic 
		

		
			Hugo Chávez (1999–2013), Nicolás Maduro (2013–) Yes Competitive authoritarian Note: Modified from Levitsky and Loxton (2013). 
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			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				The argument draws on Levitsky and Loxton (2012, 2013). 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				Barr (2009) uses the term “plebiscitarian linkage,” but because plebiscitarianism is often understood 
			
		

		
			as a strategy of governing rather than a type of political appeal, we use the term “personalism.” 
		

		
			
				3 
				On diminished subtypes, see Collier and Levitsky (1997). 
			
		

		
			
				4 
				The exception is Honduran President Manuel Zelaya, who was overthrown in a military coup in 2009. 
				5 
				Quoted in Conaghan (2005: 16). 
			
		

		
			
				6 
				Quoted in Daeschner (1993: 250). 
			
		

		
			
				7 
				Congressional deputy Erland Rodas, interviewed by Liz Mineo, May 4, 1999. 
			
		

		
			
				8 
				Quoted in in McClintock (1996: 65). 
			
		

		
			
				9 
				Quoted in Cameron (1997: 56). 
			
		

		
			
				10 
				Quoted in López Maya (2005: 222). 
			
		

		
			
				11 
				Quoted in Hawkins (2003: 1154). 
			
		

		
			
				12 
				Quoted in Jones (2007: 230) and Corrales and Penfold (2011: 17). 
			
		

		
			
				13 
				Chavismo’s supermajority in the constituent assembly was in part due to a tailor-made majoritarian electoral formula that exaggerated the strength of its majority (Corrales and Penfold 2011: 18–19). 
			
		

		
			
				14 
				Former governor Manuel Rosales, Chávez’s main rival in the 2006 election, was forced into exile in 2009. Former COPEI presidential candidate Osvaldo Álvarez Paz was arrested in 2010. 
			
		

		
			
				15 
				See Francisco Toro, “ It’ s O fficial: Venezuela is a Full-Blown Dictatorship.” Washington Post , October 21, 2016. 
				www.washingtonpost.com/news/global-opinions/wp/2016/10/21/its-o 
				ffi
				cial-venezuela-is-
				a-dictatorship/?utm_term=.c072b6f8563a. 
			
		

		
			
				16 
				The coup was quickly reversed (although Mahuad was removed in favor of his vice president) and Gutiérrez was imprisoned. He was pardoned a few months later. 
			
		

		
			
				17 
				Quoted in Montúfar (2008: 272, 277) and Madrid (2012: 97). 
			
		

		
			
				18 
				Quoted in Montúfar (2008: 279, 295). 
			
		

		
			
				19 
				See Freedom House. “Ecuador.” Freedom in the World 2010. 
				www.freedomhouse.org/report/free 
				dom-world/2010/ecuador?page=22&year=2010&country=7815; 
				and Human Rights Watch. “Ecuador.” World Report 2011. 
				www.hrw.org/es/world-report-2011/ecuador. 
			
		

		
			Table 22.2 The impact of populism: change in V-dem scores on different dimensions of democracy under four populist governments 
		

		
			Bolivia 
		

		
			(2005–2013) 
		

		
			Ecuador 
		

		
			(2006–2013) 
		

		
			Peru 
		

		
			(1990–1999) 
		

		
			Venezuela 
		

		
			(1998–2013) 
		

		
			Liberal democracy index (-) (-) (--) (--) Deliberative democracy index (-) (-) (--) (--) Participatory democracy index 0 (-) (--) (--) Egalitarian democracy index 0 0 (--) (--) Access to justice 0 0 (-) 0 Engaged society 0 (-) (--) (-) Barriers to political parties 0 (-) (--) (--) Civil society participation 0 0 (-) (-) Women’s empowerment (+) 0 0 0 Equal distribution of resources (+) (+) 0 (-) 
		

		
			
				Note: Based on data from Varieties of Democracy project. See 
				www.v-dem.net/en/analysis/CountryGraph/. 
				Accessed on February 9, 2017. 
			
		

		
			0 No change (increase or decline of less than 5%) 
		

		
			+ Moderate improvement (increase of 5–30%) 
		

		
			- Moderate decline (decline of 5–30) 
		

		
			++ Substantial improvement (increase of 30% or more) 
		

		
			-- Substantial decline (decline of 30% or more) 
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				20 
				See Human Rights Watch. “ Ecuador: Don ’ t Prosecute President’ s Critics.” March 31, 2011. 
				www.hrw.org/news/2011/03/31/ecuador-don-t-prosecute-president-s-critics; 
				and Freedom House. “ Ecuador.” Freedom in the World 2015 . 
				https://freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/2015/ 
				ecuador. 
			
		

		
			
				21 
				See Freedom House. “Ecuador.” Freedom of the Press 2013. 
				https://freedomhouse.org/report/free 
				dom-press/2013/ecuador. 
			
		

		
			
				22 
				See also Freedom House. “Ecuador.” Freedom in the World 2015. 
				https://freedomhouse.org/report/ 
				freedom-world/2015/ecuador. 
			
		

		
			
				23 
				See, for example, Cameron (2014). 
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			Regional trajectories 
		

		
			The chapters in this section survey the theoretical and empirical scholarship of the distinct regional manifestations of global populism. Each of these chapters would be of help to scholars and students interested in learning the distinctive regional intellectual histories of populism, and the diversity of populist experiences. 
		

		
			
				Nic Cheeseman in 
				Chapter 
				23 
				surveys current debates on African populism. He argues that populism should not be seen as a binary logic, but as a continuum “ on a spectrum in which the key question is not whether a leader is populist, but what proportion of a party ’ s policies and appeals are underpinned by a populist logic ” . He distinguishes between exclusionary populists that use ethnicity to confront the dominant elites like Julius Malema in South Africa and leaders that successfully used ethnopopulist appeals like Michael Sata in Zambia, and Raila Odinga’ s unsuccessful attempt to win the presidency in Kenya in 2007. He concludes by arguing that the prospects for populism in Africa will depend on how ethnic and populist politics are reconciled. 
			
		

		
			
				In 
				Chapter 
				24 
				Marcus Mietzner argues that instead of “trying to identify a common, global strand of populism, it is increasingly important to study differences between the various forms of populism”. Historically he distinguishes between three consecutive generations of anti-colonial, developmental, and electoral populists. Within this latest wave of electoral populists, there are several sub-types: for instance, movement populists like Narendra Mondi who advocated Hindu nationalism and India’s integration in the world economy. The second subtype is oligarchic populism. Thaksin Shinawrata of Thailand is a billionaire who rallied the support of the very poor and initiated health care and massive infrastructure projects. His monarchist and pro-military adversaries saw their privileges threatened, and he and later his sister were toppled by military coups. Joko Widowo of Indonesia is described as a technocratic populist, whereas Rodrigo Duterte in the Philippines is an openly autocratic populist. Despite the diversity of populists in Asia, no one improved the quality of democratic participation or civil liberties. 
			
		

		
			
				Like in Africa and Asia, populism in the Middle East has a long history. Dani Filc in 
				Chapter 
				25 
				focuses on religious populism in Iran, Turkey, and Israel. This variety of populism is “characterized by a tension between inclusion and exclusion, since religion defines the boundaries of belonging, and as a consequence it has an irreducible exclusionary dimension”. Khomeinism has a tension between the populist and elitist view of political legitimacy as coming from the divine. The AKP was established in 2001, and assumed power the next year. 
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			“This new Islamic populism conceptualizes the ummah as a mass of socially and economically deprived but morally virtuous ‘common people’, opposed to rapacious and immoral elites (and their foreign, non-Islamic allies)”. Like in Iran, populism in Turkey relied on neoliberal policies. Its religious character excluded the Kurds, and after the failed coup attempt Erdogan increasingly moved his nation away from populism toward authoritarianism. Populism in Israel is exclusionary of those that do not belong to the religiously conceived people. “The most significant minority group – Israeli Arabs – belongs to a national collective with which the majoritarian ethnic group is in conflict; a situation that facilitates the emergence and strengthening of exclusionary populism”. 
		

		
			Ritchie Savage studies the trajectory of populism in the U.S. from the People’s Party of the 1890s to Donald Trump, and analyzes the different theoretical interpretations of American populism. Despite the diversity of U.S. populisms, all of them share a structural component based on the demonization of their enemies. Savage writes, 
		

		
			the People’s Party, McCarthyite, Tea Party and Trumpist discourses have more distinctly Manichean themes than simply pitting the people against a common enemy; these discourses demonize the enemy, and this demonization, which represents opponents or enemies as illegitimate political actors, organizes their discourses. 
		

		
			A second feature of American populism is the trope of the founding moment understood as the uniqueness of American democracy. This constant reference back to the “ founding moment, ” Savage writes, “ reveals the signi fi cance of the ‘ backward-looking ’ nature that dominates many instances of populist discourse ” . Trump, he argues, mobilized large unincorporated sectors (the Rust Belt) and formed a (white) multi-class coalition. He “ embodies all of the worst blunders of right and left populisms combined ” . 
		

		
			José Pedro Zúquete compares the self-interpretations of left and rightwing populist intellectuals. He argues that leftwing populist have disseminated their theories and normative positions in two schools or clusters in Europe: the Complutense cluster in Madrid linked to Podemos, and the Thessaloniki Cluster of Populism – based in the School of Political Sciences of Aristotle University of the northern Greek city of Thessaloniki. Leftwing national and transnational populist movements claimed to be the alternative to reactionary and xenophobic rightwing variants. Rightwing populisms link the protest of the people as demos (reclaiming more democracy) with the protest of the people as ethnos (reclaiming more identity). It is a revolt against what they see as ways of life threatened by globalization, immigration, and cosmopolitanism. He argues that populism could lead to a healthy and necessary shake-up of a closed, and irresponsive, political system, or alternatively to “an autocratic (or increasingly dictatorial) regime”. 
		

		
			
				Chapter 
				28 
				by Felipe Burbano de Lara surveys the intellectual debates and controversies of populism in Latin America. He discusses the three populist waves: classical, neoliberal, and radical populism, and analyzes the major controversies in the study of populism in this region. He analyzes the causes of populism, and whether or not it was an ephemeral phenomenon destined to disappear. He then focuses on the charismatic nature of populist leadership and the instability of this type of leadership. Then he addresses the relationships between populism and democratization. He argues that populism is another form of understanding democracy. According to the populist tradition, democracy means more than respecting political freedoms and rights. It entails altering relations of power to generate inclusion and social justice. Populists consider that political freedoms and rights in conditions of social injustice are a privilege of the well-to-do sectors of society. 
			
		

		
			Introduction to Part VI 
		

		
			354 
		

	
		
			
				Luis Roniger in 
				Chapter 
				29 
				shows how scholars of Central America, by focusing exclusively on violence and repression, overlooked and silenced populist experiences. Whereas in some nations like El Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras populism did not emerged, in Costa Rica under José Figueres it was subsumed to the logic of a party system, whereas in Panama and Nicaragua different populist leaders followed populist strategies rhetorically and organizationally to sustain themselves in power. Under Daniel Ortega populism undermined democracy, yet in other experiences it led to popular empowerment. Roniger concludes by arguing that populism could potentially empower the popular sectors, while posing a persistent threat to minimalist electoral versions of democracy. 
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				ethnically 
				blind
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				politics 
			
		

		
			Nic Cheeseman 
		

		
			
				When journalists and commentators state that populism is on the rise, they usually have the election of Donald Trump in the United States, and the rise of prominence of Nigel Farage, former leader of the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP), in mind. But there has also been a spread of populist strategies in the global south that is just as significant for the countries concerned. Indeed, it has become common for media commentators, academics and even comedians to draw analogies between Trump and African leaders over the past twelve months, a political meme that reached its apogee in October 2015 when a comedy sketch by Trevor Noah, the South African presenter of the Daily Show, depicted Trump as the “perfect African president”
				. 
				In the clips that followed, which have been widely circulated on the internet, Noah juxtaposed some of Trump’s quips on the campaign trail with footage of African dictators including Zimbabwe’s Robert Mugabe and Libya’s Colonel Gaddafi. 
			
		

		
			Of course, Trevor Noah’s comments were lighthearted, but they nonetheless speak to a set of widely held assumptions about African politics, namely that it features more than its fair share of populist rabble-rousers. In recent years, this sentiment has also found expression in the form of a number of well-received academic analyses. Giovanni Carbone has carefully documented the way in which the Ugandan President, Yoweri Museveni, uses “antipolitics as a legitimizing strategy” (2008: 77), while Zenobia Ismail (2015) has documented the rise of populism in “Southern Africa’s dominant party states”. Similarly, Danielle Resnick (2010) has written insightfully about the rise of populist leaders capable of mobilizing a mass support base in urban areas in Kenya and Zambia. In all of these cases, leaders have sought to rally support by deploying classic populist tropes: the reification of the common man, the demonization of elites and expertise, and the claim to be one with the people. 
		

		
			Partly because the populist label has been deployed so widely it is often used inconsistently and researchers have not always been careful to explain precisely what exactly is and is not populist about a given leader. In line with the findings of Noam Gidron and Bart Bonikows-ki’s literature review on this topic (2013), the term has often been applied somewhat uncritically to left leaning leaders who advocate more radical solutions to the challenges facing their countries, but has also been used by other authors to describe a very different dynamic of rural conservatism. At the same time, in the media, blogs, and more general 
		

		
			357 
		

	
		
			treatments of the continent, there has also been a noticeable tendency to deploy populism as catch-all concept in which it effectively becomes a rather empty way of describing leaders and policies with any kind of popular appeal. 
		

		
			Such depictions are unhelpful because they obscure the fact that what really marks a leader out as a populist is their self-identification with the “common man” and promise to defend the interests of the “pure people” against a “corrupt elite” that has manipulated power to pursue its own narrow self-interest (Mudde 2004: 543). This may be operationalized in different ways with different degrees of emphasis, but it is the claim to be able to represent and embody the interests of “el pueblo” that represents the defining feature of the populist approach (Levitsky and Roberts 2011: 6–7). 
		

		
			However, while advocating for a more careful and precise application of the concept of populism in sub-Saharan Africa, this chapter also discusses the extent to which elements of populist practice permeate the campaigns of a wide range of leaders. As Kevin Deegan-Krause and Tim Haughton have argued (2009), it is not helpful to treat populism as if it is a binary variable in which leaders either are populist or are not. Instead, we need to recognize that there is clearly a sliding scale of populism: most leaders use at least some populist appeals in their campaigns, but some leaders are more populist than others. Evaluating the policies, strategies and image of parties, prime ministers and presidents against a populist scale is particularly appropriate in sub-Saharan Africa, where it is not clear that a purely populist approach is compatible with a political context in which a great deal of electoral mobilization occurs along ethnic lines. Although the weakness of party structures encourages leaders to use populist messages in order to connect directly to voters, the tendency to combine this with exclusive appeals that privilege certain communities means that there is a limit to how broadly “ popular ” they can be. 
		

		
			While it is important to be clear about what counts as populism, and what does not, I resist the temptation to impose restrictive criteria on exactly how populism must be expressed. Gidron and Bonikowski (2013: 14) fi nd that there are three main ways that academics understand populism: as an ideology, as a discursive style, and as a form of political mobilization. One of the reasons that research in this area is beset with confusion and disagreement about the classi fi cation of leaders and regimes is that there has been a tendency for academics to select one of these lenses and discount the others. To avoid adding to the confusion, and to do justice to the variety of populist strategies at play – and the diverse ways in which these impact on everyday politics – this chapter recognizes the multifaceted nature of populist leadership. While some populists have coherent ideas but are not great public orators, others have the “ common touch ” but are not intellectually coherent. Given this, developing a richer understanding of how populism is deployed requires us to consider the extent to which a given leader can be considered to be populist along each of the dimensions that Gidron and Bonikowski identify. 
		

		
			In reviewing the potential for populism in the African context, I draw on recent work with Miles Larmer that has identi fi ed a number of “ ethnopopulist ” parties that seek to combine the “ethnic” appeal of party leaders within their own communities, especially in rural areas, in addition to a broader populist message that is usually most e ff ective in cosmopolitan urban constituencies (Cheeseman and Larmer 2015: 23). The fate of such parties is telling, because the tension between these two very di ff erent types of appeal tends to undermine the viability of their campaign, preventing leaders from achieving electoral success on the basis of the kind of cross-ethnic “ inclusionary populism ” that Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser (2013) describe in Latin America. As a result, it is not clear that the rise of populism will promote a new form of “ethnically blind ” politics that revolves around cleavages other than communal identity. 
		

		
			The chapter ends by discussing the conditions under which populist appeals are most likely to be e ff ective and the prospect for these conditions to become more common in the coming years. 
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			Scholars such as Resnick (2010, 2013) have depicted populism as a largely urban phenomenon, born of the slums and lower-income areas of capital cities. Although this argument risks overlooking the potential for rural populism, which has played a prominent role in both the United States and a number of African countries, there is strong evidence that the feasibility of a party running a “ pure” populist election campaign is related to the degree of urbanization, among other factors. Given this, the remarkable process of population growth that is currently taking place, which will see the continent go from being predominantly rural to predominately urban, is only likely to encourage the further spread of populist strategies in the future. 
		

		
			Populism in the African context 
		

		
			It is not surprising that populist appeals are commonplace, given the context within which African political leaders operate. Although there is significant variation in terms of the structure and dynamics of the continent’s political systems, parties tend to be weak, election campaigns often have limited programmatic content, and the capacity to communicate messages via television is limited to urban areas. As a result, political aspirants continue to rely heavily on delivering highly targeted messages through face-to-face meetings to get the vote out. It is for this reason that recent research by Dan Paget has found that campaign rallies are more important in Africa than anywhere else in the world (2016). Under such conditions, populist forms of political communication and organization, which do not rely on the existence of strong state or party structures, are likely to thrive. However, efforts to describe the kind of populism that has emerged in Africa have not always been fully successful. 
		

		
			In part, this is because the literature has variously understood populism through di ff erent combinations of the three approaches identi fi ed by Gidron and Bonikowski (2013: 14) – as an ideology, as a discursive style, and as a form of political mobilization – without always recognizing that which framework one embraces signi fi cantly shapes both the classi fi cation of political leaders and the understanding of their strategies. Following Cas Mudde, Gidron and Bonikowski suggest that one of the most common ways of viewing populism is as a thin ideology; “ a set of ideas characterized by an antagonism between the people and the elite ” (2013: 6). This kind of ideational approach emphasizes the intellectual content of populist theories, although it should not be taken to imply that they are internally consistent, or that all populist world views are the same. However, many authors prefer to downplay the ideological, in part because populist leaders often appear to be more opportunist than principled, preferring to frame populism as a discursive style. According to Kazin (1995), for example, populism is less an ideology than a rhetorical device based on emphasizing the di ff erence between “ them ” and us ” . A third body of literature also recognizes the rhetorical power of populism, but shifts focus to instead emphasize “ populism as a political strategy ” (Gidron and Bonikowski 2013: 10). Raul Madrid (2008), for example, explains the potential for populist policies to mobilize anti-system sentiments by promising widespread redistribution of economic opportunities. 
		

		
			Failure to fully grasp the various ways that researchers have conceptualized populist politics, and to keep them in mind, has created a tendency for different scholars to talk past one another. Some of this conceptual confusion is revealed by the reception of P. L. E. Idahosa’s 2004 book, The Populist Dimension to African Political Thought. Given the lack of research on this topic, Idahosa’s attempt to conceptualize populism as a political ideology in order to demonstrate that a populist outlook unites the thought of writers and leaders such as Franz Fanon, Amilcar Cabral and Julius Nyerere, represented a significant contribution to the field. However, in order to make this case Idahosa relied on a definition of populism that has proved to be highly controversial. Drawing inspiration from African and Russian literatures 
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			and examples, he conceptualized populism as “an emancipatory ideology based upon a specific conception of production relations”, giving it a distinctly socialist outlook (2004: 15). Idahosa also relied heavily on a distinction between nationalism and populism, in which nationalists paper over class differences while populists support “the peasant masses”. Other scholars proved to be less persuaded by this conceptualization. As Thomas Blaser has written, Idahosa’s analysis neglects the fact that “populism is not only the domain of the left”, while his “distinction between nationalism and populism falters on the eclecticism of daily political discourse and policy making” (2007: 1). 
		

		
			Despite Idagaso’s best efforts, the tendency of the literature to treat African politics as if it was an ideology-free zone, combined with the focus of recent work on the personalization of politics, meant that few researchers followed his example and took up the challenge of analyzing African populism as a system of political thought. Instead, most recent scholarship has typically focused on populism as a discursive style and as a political strategy. 
		

		
			Indeed, Africanists have tended to overlook the distinction between these two approaches, and for good reason. In a continent in which leaders mainly communicate with voters through rallies and through personal networks, discursive style is a political strategy. Thus, although Carbone concludes that “neither Museveni nor his regime are fully-fledged examples of ‘anti-political neo-populism’”, he locates a populist dimension in the president’s “ever more plebiscitarian and ‘pro-people’ discourse” (2008: 3). Similarly, Resnick identifies a number of populist practices in recent presidential campaigns in Kenya, South Africa and Zimbabwe, finding that “[Michael] Sata, [Raila] Odinga, and [Jacob] Zuma all utilized populist strategies that involved the fusion of charisma with policy promises oriented toward the priorities of the growing urban poor” (2010: 24, see also 2013). 
		

		
			Resnick’s analysis raises a broader question that could be asked of much of the recent literature: what is the criteria for defining a particular leader, party or slogan as populist? The standards that we apply to evaluating populism are particularly important because if the term is applied too liberally it loses meaning. At present, there is a problematic tendency to describe a given election campaign or manifesto as being populist simply because it includes claims or statements that are broadly popular. This is unhelpful, as while all leaders want to maintain their popularity, only some of them use populist techniques to do so. During a period of national economic crisis, for example, the promotion of technocratic leaders with specific expertise may receive broad popular support, but this does not make their rise “populist”. However, it often proves very difficult to establish a dividing line between what is and is not populist, in part because many leaders and parties that are at root conservative, or catch-all, or single-issue, integrate a select number of populist messages into their campaigns. In turn, the difficulty of agreeing on a common threshold has led to a remarkably broad range of slogans, ideas, leaders and policies being described as populist that do not fit comfortably within any of the different ways of conceptualizing populism identified by Gidron and Bonikowski. 
		

		
			One way out of this conundrum is to abandon an attempt to categorize the world into leaders that are, and are not, populist, and instead to think about them as being positioned on a spectrum in which the key question is not whether a leader is populist, but what proportion of a party’s policies and appeals are underpinned by a populist logic. As Deegan-Krause and Haughton argue, “the concept of populism need not be consigned to the conceptual trashcan if used as an adjective rather than as a noun and as a scale rather than a binary choice” (2009: 838). This approach has a number of advantages, not least that it recognizes that “allowing that all parties may use populist appeals to some extent” (2009: 822). However, it also carries certain dangers, most notably that researchers will not be careful enough to distinguish between campaigns with negligible populist content and those that that are dominated by it. 
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			Given this, it is important to follow Deegan-Krause and Haughton’s lead by empirically assessing policies and speeches for populist content within a comparative framework. Only in by working in this way can we identify the conditions under which populism is most likely to be tried, and to be successful. 
		

		
			Resnick’s focus on the urban poor represents a valuable step in this direction, because it marshals a range of different data and suggests that populist appeals are more likely to resonate, and hence more likely to be used, in densely populated cities and towns. This is one reason why much of the literature that has been written about populism in Africa has focused on the southern part of the continent, where inequality and a history of urbanization have given rise to a more radicalized population that can be more easily reached and organized. In this vein, Larmer and Fraser (2007) document the rise to political prominence of Zambia’s Michael Sata, who used a populist strategy to go from being a political also-ran to the country’s fifth president in the space of little more than a decade. To achieve this remarkable transformation, Sata carefully targeted his appeals to communities in towns and cities that, by virtue of the country’s history of mining, trade union activism, and urban poverty, were particularly likely to be responsive to his argument that the state could and should play a role in transforming the condition of the masses. 
		

		
			Larmer and Fraser ’ s analysis is particularly important because it explicitly makes the case that populism is often both a political strategy and a discursive style, and provides a strong argument as to why the two are inherently linked. More speci fi cally, they argue that Sata ’ s populist political policies were able to rally disa ff ected and disenfranchised Zambians to his side because they were given credibility by his intense and rabble-rousing speaking style (2007: 613). By launching into vociferous attacks on his opponents and ending his routines by tearing up a cabbage – chosen to symbolize the then-president Levy Mwanawasa, who Sata nicknamed “ the cabbage ” after he su ff ered a stroke – the opposition leader made believable the notion that he was a man of action capable of overthrowing the status quo (2007: 629 – 630). In this way, his discursive style was critical to the success of his populist message and strategy. 
		

		
			Fraser has subsequently expanded on this analysis, drawing on Benjamin Moffitt’s (2016) work to suggest that we should understand the campaign of the Patriotic Front in 2006 as being “populist on the basis that it used political theatre to construct antagonistic social identities” (Fraser 2017: 457). As part of this greater focus on the performative dimension of politics, Fraser persuasively argues that what gives populist communication its power is the active engagement and participation of the public. Thus, populist theatre “does not simply involve politicians performing to passive, leader-worshipping masses. The bodies and voices of the audience are also brought on stage; ‘the people’ are encouraged to perform to themselves” (2017: 463). While recognizing that this theatre was still enacted with a view to “creating and policing a moral boundary between the people and power” (2017: 464), Fraser also points out that this is not always successful. Precisely because populism as a discursive style involves mass participation, it is particularly vulnerable to apathy and public disappointment. Thus, Fraser concludes by considering what happened after the country’s ‘populist moment’ had passed, reflecting that “we might describe the Zambian scene as ‘post-populist’: politicians are still keen to try on populist costumes, but the people have increasingly left them alone and insecure on the stage” (2017: 470). 
		

		
			However, while the recent focus on urban populism has generated many valuable insights, it has also led to the relative neglect of rural populism. This is unfortunate, because the wider literature tells us that some of the earliest forms of populism emerged in rural settings, and variants of rural populism are alive and well in Africa. In Ghana, for example, President J. J. Rawlings – nicknamed Junior Jesus as a result of his charisma and popularity among his 
		

		
			Populism in Africa 
		

		
			361 
		

	
		
			supporters – used a populist discursive style to great effect in some of the most rural parts of the country. Similarly, Tshidiso Maloka (1996) has argued that the concept of populism can be profitably used to illuminate struggles over political power in rural South Africa. The neglect of rural populism in more comparative work overlooks this reality, and has led Africanists away from engaging with two critical questions: how does populism relate to ethnic politics, and is Afro-populism really just ethno-nationalism in disguise? 
		

		
			Inclusive and exclusive populism in Africa 
		

		
			With a small number of important exceptions, African elections witness high levels of ethnic political mobilization. Although recent research has found that a number of others factors shape voting behavior, such as evaluations of the economic performance of the incumbent, most studies conclude that ethnicity is the most powerful explanation of electoral behavior (Eifert, Miguel and Posner 2010; Cheeseman 2015). This is significant, because at first glance ethnic and populist forms of mobilization appear to be incompatible. Appealing to voters on the basis of the need to defend the interests of the “common man” implies a form of solidarity rooted in class or economic status that does not fit well with ethnic politics and its emphasis on sectional divisions. While populism has the potential to be relatively inclusive, with leaders pledging to improve the position of the disenfranchised whatever their ethnic or racial identity (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2013), the logic of ethnic politics is inherently exclusionary. Indeed, the notion that individuals should vote for a candidate of their ethnicity, who in turn is expected to deliver benefits back to their own community, effectively casts members of other ethnic groups as outsiders and rivals. 
		

		
			The tension between pure populism and ethnic and racial politics is well brought out by Halisi (1997) and Sabelo J. Ndlovu-Gatsheni’s (2008) work on South Africa. Featuring one of the highest levels of urbanization on the continent, and having experienced a particularly early and prolonged nationalist movement, it is perhaps to be expected that “South Africa has richer and more deep-rooted populist traditions than any other country in southern Africa” (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2008: 66). However, despite these traditions, and the promotion of the rainbow nation ideal by Nelson Mandela, Halisi and Ndlovu-Gatsheni conclude that the country lacks a unifying populist movement. One of the main reasons for this is the way in the very different intellectual traditions within the country’s various communities. As Ndlovu-Gatsheni notes, Halisi’s explanation of this is particularly insightful and so is worth citing at length: 
		

		
			Rival populisms, nourished by competing visions of liberation, are bound to have an impact on the evolution of South African citizenship because popular democratic traditions, of which populism is one manifestation, are among the most durable sources of inspiration for democratic thinkers. After centuries of racial domination, it would be unrealistic to expect an ethos of non-racial citizenship to prevail unchallenged by older political perceptions. Eventually, the black liberation struggle may come to be viewed by all South Africans as a national achievement and, therefore, a cornerstone of non-racial citizenship identity; but for the immediate future, successive governments will have to cope with the sensibilities grounded in both non-racial and race politics. 
		

		
			(1997: 78) 
		

		
			A classic example of this kind of exclusionary politics is the “racial populism” of Julius Malema, who rose to prominence as the leader of the ANC Youth League but then split from 
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			the ruling party after his relationship with ANC leader Jacob Zuma deteriorated. As the leader of the Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF), Malema has adopted a number of classic populist tropes, including having the party’s Members of Parliament dress in everyday workers’ overalls rather than smart clothes when they sit in the National Assembly. However, despite aligning himself with the “common man”, Malema’s rhetoric is far from inclusive. Instead, he has presented himself as the only leader willing to stand up to white political and economic power in order to reverse the injustices inherited from apartheid. According to Deborah Posel, “symbolically, Malema entered the public sphere as a counterpoint to Nelson Mandela unsettling the iconography of non-racialism, reasserting an angry and confrontational version of race that reinstated the specter of violent conflagration that Mandela’s ‘miracle’ held at bay” (2013: 32). As a result, the kind of competing populisms described over a decade ago by Halisi and Ndlovu-Gatsheni are very much alive and kicking in the country today. 
		

		
			South Africa is not alone in this respect: exclusionary forms of populism that mix appeals to economic solidarity with messages that invoke race/ethnicity can be found in many countries. This raises the question of how candidates can reconcile these two different types of appeal. Perhaps the most obvious answer to this puzzle, drawing on the South African example, is that “While there is often a tension between the vertical ties of communal identity that support ethnic mobilization and the horizontal ties of solidarity that underpin populist appeals, class and ethnic identities may coincide, removing the barrier to ethnopopulist politics” (Cheeseman and Larmer 2015: 8). In other words, where government discrimination has been so severe that the community that one is born into determines one’s life chances, class and ethnicity may overlap to the extent that they become coterminous. This is certainly the case in countries with a particularly poisonous colonial legacy, such as Burundi and Rwanda (Uvin 1999), and of course South Africa where the apartheid regime instituted a particularly systematic form of economic, social and political subjugation. In such a context, populist and racial/ethnic appeals may both target the same community without contradiction. However, this interpretation does not really account for the success of populist leaders in countries such as Kenya and Zambia, where there is as much inequality within ethnic groups as there is between them. 
		

		
			In order to explain the compatibility of ethnic and populist appeals we therefore need to look elsewhere. A different way to square this circle is to conceptualize African populism as a discursive style with no ideological content. Understood in this way, there is no real clash between populist and ethnic strategies because populism is little more than a rhetorical device that leaders use to rally their supporters around a range of different messages, which can be ethnic, religious, programmatic, nationalist and so on. In other words, one could argue that there is no tension between ethnic politics and populism because populism is simply a way of delivering a message; it is not the message itself. However, this answer is ultimately unsatisfactory because in at least some cases populism has clearly been more than just a discursive style. 
		

		
			To return to the example of Michael Sata, while it was his fi rebrand performances on the stump that caught the eye of any analysts, “ King Cobra ” also developed a powerful explanation of the country’ s economic woes that rested on the claim that an out of touch government had colluded with Chinese and other foreign “infesters ” to betray the interests of the common man (2007: 627– 629). Like many populists, Sata suggested that economic salvation was just a short step away, and could be achieved by transferring control of the state back in to the hands of ordinary Zambians, represented by their most loyal of servants – Sata himself. Thus, although Sata ’ s political platform was at times inconsistent and incoherent, his thinking demonstrates clear evidence of the kind of thin populist ideology described by Gidron and Bonikowski (2013: 5 – 6). 
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			Moreover, there is good evidence that these policies resonated with a signifi cant portion of Sata ’ s support base. Research conducted by the author, Robert Ford and Neo Simutani (2014) found that Zambians who held political beliefs and attitudes commonly associated with a leftist populist position – rejection of elites, support for high levels of state intervention – were signifi cantly more likely to support Michael Sata than those did not. By cultivating the appeal of his Patriotic Front (PF) party among these voters, Sata was able to consistently expand his support base across ethnic lines in urban areas. At the same time, he was able to grow his popularity in some rural areas through “ ethnic ” appeals to the Bemba community with which he identifi ed (Cheeseman and Hinfelaar 2010). Taken together, these two trends enabled Sata to increase his share of the vote from just 3% in 2001 to 42% in 2011, which proved to be su fficient to secure the presidency, unseating a formerly dominant ruling party in the process. In the case of countries such as Zambia, then, we cannot simply dismiss or sidestep the apparent tensions between ethnic and populist political strategies. 
		

		
			A comparative analysis of Zambia and Kenya helps to demonstrate the conditions under which it is feasible for leaders to deploy ethnopopulist strategies. The case of Zambia has already been introduced. The case of Kenya o ff ers a valuable point of comparison because although it has been noted as a country that has suff ered particularly violent forms of ethnic politics (Cheeseman 2008), scholars such as Resnick have identi fi ed Kenya’ s main opposition leader, Raila Odinga, as one of the new generation of eff ective populist mobilizers. In other words, by bringing Kenya into the analysis we can leverage the impact that a history of pronounced ethnic politics has on the potential for populist politics. 
		

		
			Comparing Odinga ’ s election campaign in 2007 – which was almost successful, and may have only been defeated by last minute rigging (Cheeseman 2008) – to Sata’ s reveals a number of similarities as well as some very signi fi cant di ff erences. In both cases, there was a clear tension between the messages leveraged by political leaders in urban and rural areas. To take the most obvious example, in Zambia Michael Sata pledged to reduce the cost of food for urban workers, which implicitly threatened to undermine the revenue received by agricultural producers among in his rural Bemba support base. At the same time, his pledge to promote the interests of the Bemba community implied that members of other ethnic groups might lose out if he secured power. So how was Sata able to rally support across these very di ff erent constituencies without his campaign being undermined by the inherent contradictions at the heart of this “ ethnopopulist ” approach? And to what extent did the greater prevalence of ethnic politics in Kenya prevent Odinga from doing the same? 
		

		
			One possible explanation of Sata ’ s success is that poor information networks in Africa mean that leaders can say di ff erent – and often incompatible – things to di ff erent groups without being punished. In other words, ethnic appeals about favoritism and local issues can be targeted at rural voters, while populist appeals can be targeted at urban voters, with neither group being aware of the what is being said to the other. This may be true in some instances, but it doesn ’ t appear to apply in the Zambian case. Instead, there is strong evidence that Sata was able to appeal to various constituencies at the same time because despite their diff erent economic interests they shared many of the same political beliefs (Cheeseman, Ford and Simutanyi 2014: 358). In other words, Sata did not simply mobilize in a “populist” way in urban areas and an “ethnic ” way in rural locales (though there was certainly an element of this); rather, he articulated a set of grievances that resonated with both constituencies. 
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			Although well documented, the Zambian experience is relatively rare in Africa. On the whole, populist appeals have not been so ethnically inclusive, or so effective. The case of Kenya demonstrates this tendency well. In the run up to 2007, Raila Odinga struggled to find a common message to rally his ethnically diverse support base. Forming a “pentagon” of leaders from each part of the country to back his candidacy proved to be an effective way of broadening the reach of his campaign, but in effect Odinga’s candidacy depended on the ability of regional “Big Men” to deliver their communities. In other words, despite his populist rhetoric Odinga attracted a cross-ethnic support base by harnessing diverse ethnic identities, rather than overcoming them. This raises an important question: how can the variations in outcome between Kenya and Zambia described here be explained? 
		

		
			The literature on populism in other parts of the world has already suggested some potential answers to this puzzle. Most notably, Madrid has sought to explain the “rise of ethnopopulism in Latin America” by arguing that ethnically based appeals can be successfully married to populist ones when ethnic identification is not “unidimensional” and ethnic polarization is relatively low (2008: 479). For example, Madrid suggests that the electoral strategy of Evo Morales succeeded because the mobilization of self-identified indigenous peoples did not clash with more class-based appeals to the poor in Bolivia’s multidimensional political space. However, although Madrid’s work is illuminating, such explanations are of little help in Africa where the salience of communal identities is profound and ethnicity is often the overriding political cleavage. 
		

		
			Instead, my research with Miles Larmer suggests that the two main factors that shape the feasibility of successfully adopting an inclusive form of ethnopopulism are “ variation in the reach of the urban political economy and the extent to which ethnic identities have historically been politicized ” (2015: 22). More speci fi cally, we argue that in order to bridge the likely gap between ethnic and populist constituencies, leaders must be able to “ articulate shared narratives of exclusion in order to integrate diverse constituencies into a united campaign” . This is most likely to be possible 
		

		
			where urban areas have comparatively high economic and political significance, such that patterns of rural–urban–rural migration and urban–rural remittances bridge the divide between urban and rural voters and increase the willingness of rural communities to support populist parties. 
		

		
			(2015: 23) 
		

		
			The very diff erent fortunes of ethnopopulist leaders in Kenya and Zambia demonstrate this point well. In Zambia, high levels of urbanization and industrialization have underpinned a history of urban radicalism, while President Kenneth Kaunda’ s one-party state attempted – though not always successfully – to manage ethnicity out of politics. The cumulative e ff ect of the repeated circulation of people and ideas between urban and rural locations (Macmil-lan 1993), the centrality of the urban economy to wider developments, and the lower political salience of ethnic cleavages, ensured that populist appeals resonated beyond the cities. On this interpretation, it was the shared interests of rural Bemba and urban voters, who both stood to gain from improvements in the pay and conditions for urban workers as a result of the signifi cance of urban remittances to rural livelihoods, which underpinned their common support for populist positions. As a result, Sata was able to run a more inclusive campaign in which voters from a range of ethnic groups were attracted to his political platform, overcoming – if only for a short time – the country ’ s ethno-linguistic divisions. 
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			By contrast, in the Kenyan case the high salience of ethnicity and comparatively low level of urbanization limited the reach and efficacy of ethnically neutral populist appeals. Faced with such a context, Odinga had little option but to mobilize support by co-opting regional leaders, which had the side effect of emphasized the importance of ethnically constituted patron-client relations, exacerbating inter-communal tensions. In turn, this contributed to the outbreak of ethnic violence following a particularly heated election campaign, which culminated in the electoral commission announcing a disputed result. In this way, the “fate of the PF and the ODM reveals not only the constraints under which opposition leaders operate, but also the danger posed by forms of ethnopopulism that rely more heavily on ethnic, rather than populist, foundations” (Cheeseman and Larmer 2015: 23). 
		

		
			This fi nding represents an important challenge to the notion that populism is rife, and e ff ective, in Africa. Such a claim may be true if we confi ne ourselves to speaking about populism solely as a discursive style, but it is misleading if it is taken to imply the existence of a populist ideology, or the e ff ective deployment of populist strategies of electoral mobilization. Of course, not all African states feature “ethnic politics ”, and there are a number of countries that are more ethnically homogenous and in which ethnicity has played a less important role in structuring political competition, such as Botswana and Zimbabwe. However, when it comes to the salience of ethnicity most African states are closer to Kenya than they are to Zambia, and there are few countries in which leaders can hope to win elections on the basis of urban votes alone. As a result, an inclusive populist appeal in urban areas is rarely enough for a leader to secure national power. In turn, this constrains the potential for pure populist strategies to be successful and pushes aspiring candidates toward ethnopopulism. 
		

		
			The future for populism in Africa 
		

		
			If it is true that populism thrives in the context of larger urban populations, and closer ties between rural and urban areas, then the next twenty years are likely to see the rise of an increasing number of leaders in the mold of Michael Sata. According to UN Habitat (2014), Africa is one of the fastest urbanizing areas in the world. By 2035, around 50% of people on the continent will live in urban areas, while the number of urban dwellers on the continent is likely to increase from 400 million to 1.26 billion by 2050 (2014: 9). A recent report by the consultancy group Oxford Analytica (2016) suggests that this is likely to change the political geography of the continent, giving rise to extended metropolitan areas, growing urban corridors, and in some cases urban “mega-regions”. Already the average distance between urban centers with populations of more than 10,000 people in West Africa has decreased from 111 km in 1950 to just 33 km in 2000. Thus, in the future more Africans will be living in urban areas, and the gap between those urban areas, and between them and the rural hinterland, is going to decrease (2016: 1). 
		

		
			This suggests that the kind of high-density urban environments that according to Resnick facilitate populist mobilization are likely to become much more common in the future. Moreover, the in fl uence of urban life on rural areas is likely to increase. As the above discussion of Zambia makes clear, urban culture, economics and politics already has a profound impact on its rural equivalent (Macmillan 1993; Ferguson 1994). This is not only because of the high volume of people that move between urban and rural locales, but the many forms of communication that connect the two. In the future, the strength of this infl uence is likely to be reinforced from two directions. On the one hand, as rural Africa shrinks and urban Africa expands, the physical distance between urbanites and rural dwellers will fall. On the other, high 
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			mobile phone penetration, and in particular the growing number of smart phones that can share videos, music and news, will further integrate rural and urban information networks. If this process plays out in other African states as it has in Zambia, once consequence of these processes will be that urban political ideas will increasingly resonate outside of urban areas. 
		

		
			Of course, the relationship between urbanization and populism will be mediated by the policies that governments put in place to manage ever expanding urban populations. At present, there are few examples of successful urban planning on the continent (Davis 2007; Kaplan 2014). Although the Lagos State Government has done an impressive job of raising locally generated revenue and using it to provide better services, it is the exception that proves the rule (Cheeseman and de Gramont 2017). Given the limited investment in infrastructure across the continent, current demographic trends are likely to stretch urban administration and government facilities beyond breaking point. While much of the analysis of urbanization has focused on capital cities such as Lagos and Nairobi, around 75% of the urban population increase will be absorbed by small and intermediate sized cities (Oxford Analytica 2016: 1). This means that a considerable portion of the challenge of accommodating new urban residents will be borne by areas that typically lack the finance and human capital to respond. Without urgent action, it is almost certain that the growth of towns and cities will result in the emergence of new slums (UN Habitat 2014: 17–18). Taken together, these developments are likely to encourage marginalized urbanites to listen to populist appeals. 
		

		
			However, as in the past other trends will complicate this story. It is unclear whether the overall political salience of ethnicity is rising or falling on the continent, but recent research has demonstrated the propensity for election campaigns to focus attentions away from over-arching sentiments such as class and nationalism and toward narrow sectional interests such as ethnicity (Eifert, Miguel and Posner 2010). Along with continuing tensions between “indi-genes” and “settlers” over the local distribution of political rights and economic resources (Geschiere 2009), this suggests that ethnic cleavages are likely to play a major role in the struggle for power for the foreseeable future. Moreover, while urbanization is often said to reduce the prospects for ethnic politics – in large part because factors such as travel, inter-marriage and access to a greater diversity of information have been found to correlate with a more “civic” mindset (Bratton and Kimenyi 2008) – it may also exacerbate ethnic tensions, especially in the short-term. Historical and anthropological research has found that urban migration can bring different ethnic communities into competition over jobs, which may serve to strengthen the salience of ethnic identities (Mitchell 1969). Given this, the chances are that future political leaders will continue to face the challenge of how to reconcile populist and ethnic constituencies. We therefore need to develop a better understanding of the dynamics and possibilities of ethnopopulism in the African context. 
		

		
			It will also be important to investigate the sustainability of populist strategies in those countries in which conditions appear to be favorable, such as Zambia. Although Michael Sata ’ s opposition won power in 2011 – an impressive achievement in what had been a dominant-party state – the new government subsequently struggled to consolidate its authority. Following Sata ’ s untimely death in 2014, and his replacement by Edgar Lungu, the PF ’ s popular appeal has fallen as the government has struggled to live up to its pre-election promises. Refl ecting on this decline, Alastair Fraser describes a populist legacy characterized by “ hyper-partisanship, violence and authoritarianism ” , in which “ An optimistic, future-oriented project” to meet popular needs has given way to “ popular cynicism and apathy and an insecure, authoritarian ruling party ” (2017: 457). If populist theatre cannot be sustained even in more supportive contexts, it may prove to be a star that burns twice as bright precisely because it burns half as long. 
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			Notes 
		

		
			
				* 
				An earlier and shorter version of this chapter was circulated in the newsletter of the Comparative Politics section of the American Political Science Association in 2016.The author would like to thank Jonathan Fisher and Miles Larmer for helpful comments and suggestions. 
			
		

		
			
				1 
				Episode 2,681 of the Daily Show aired on 1 October 2015 in the wake of the Oregon College shooting. It can be viewed at: 
				www.thewrap.com/trevor-noah-compares-donald-trump-to-african-
				dictators-oregon-shooting-daily-show-video 
				(accessed 29 August 2016). 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				“Ethnic” is used here as a shorthand for a range of ethnic, linguistic and regional identities that are politically salient in Africa, the precise form of which varies across countries. 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				Sata was a member of the Bisa community, and so not a Bemba, but he spoke Bemba and sought to identify himself with and mobilize through this more numerous ethno-linguistic group. 
			
		

		
			
				4 
				In 2009, citizens from a number of different ethnic communities were found to have no bias against Sata, even when they did not share his background and had the option of backing co-ethnic leaders. The one exception was the Tonga community (Cheeseman, Ford and Simutanyi 2014: 358). 
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			Donald Trump ’ s victory in the United States, the successful Brexit campaign in Great Britain, the coming to power of populist governments in Eastern Europe and the strengthening of radical parties in Western Europe: all of these developments highlight the seemingly unstoppable rise of extreme populism around the world (Inglehart and Norris 2016). In these cases, populists have exploited a widespread sense of frustration among voters with the way contemporary democracies function (Abromeit, Cherston, Marotta and Norman 2016). Promising to destroy the status quo and replace it with a more “ people-oriented ” system, populists have used both leftist attacks on free trade as well as right-wing ideas of xenophobic isolationism to gain support. But as linear as the rise of populism may appear, a closer look at world regions outside of the US and Europe shows a more nuanced picture. While populism is expanding its in fluence there too, there are many cases in which populists have failed; have adjusted their policies once in o ffi ce; or have off ered “ soft ” populism to defeat more hard-line populists. Thus, rather than trying to identify a common, global strand of populism in the wake of Trump and Brexit, it is increasingly important to study di ff erences between the various forms of populism; the successes or failures they record in di ff erent societies; the competition between distinct types of populism; and the responses of elites and populations towards populist experiments. 
		

		
			One such world region where types of populism have competed among each other, and where populists have both succeeded and failed, is Asia. In India, for instance, Prime Minister Narendra Modi, a classic movement populist, has pushed a Hindu-nationalist agenda, but continued to pursue India ’ s integration into the world economy. In Thailand, the oligarchic yet redistributive populist Thaksin Shinawatra (and his successors) propagated pro-poor policies, but they were overthrown by the established elite. What ’ s more, their populist failure ushered in an era of military-backed authoritarianism – emphasizing that anti-populist forces are often deeply unde-mocratic themselves. In Indonesia, a “soft ”, technocratic populist, Joko Widodo, beat an oligarchic-populist hardliner, Prabowo Subianto, in the 2014 elections, only to fi nd himself challenged by new forms of popular mobilization from Islamic conservative groups. In the 
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			Philippines, the autocratic populist Rodrigo Duterte came to power in 2016 and immediately launched a brutal campaign of extra-judicial killings against small-scale drug-pushers. Bragging that he had pushed suspects out of helicopters and would do it again, Duterte carefully cultivated his image as “ the punisher ”. But while many world leaders were horri fi ed, Duterte commanded high approval ratings from ordinary citizens, and he even enjoyed considerable support among reformers who viewed him as the only chance to destroy the country’ s dominant network of land-owning family clans. Hence, the story of populism in Asia is a complex one: it is marked by chauvinism and pragmatism; successes and defeats; inter-populist struggles as well as contests between populists and their democratic and non-democratic adversaries. 
		

		
			This chapter reviews the facets of populist experiences in Asia, and explores what they tell us about the global rise of populism. In doing so, the chapter proceeds in four steps. First, it provides a brief overview of the history of populism in Asia, highlighting the di ff erences between the anti-colonial populists of the 1950s, the developmental populists of the 1960s to 1980s, and today ’ s electoral populists. Second, it introduces the four case studies of India, Thailand, Indonesia and the Philippines, which each represent a distinct type of populism. Third, the discussion documents disagreements among scholars over the interpretation of populism in Asia and its impact; while some view populism as a force of democratic, social renewal that can challenge old power networks, others underline the autocratic tendencies inherent in populism. Again others recognize the reformist potential of populism, but believe that this has been successfully neutralized by the established forces of oligarchy and militarism. In the fourth section, I summarize the insights drawn from the Asian case for the debate on global patterns of populism, arguing that while the entry of “oligarchic populists” into the electoral arena and the escalation of identity politics are common to both Asian populism and its pendants around the world, we need to remain aware of the many shapes populism takes in Asia, as well as its highly heterogeneous outcomes. Very few of these outcomes, however, have been supportive of democratic strengthening, making Asia as much part of a global populism story as of a narrative of universal erosion of democracy. The fi nal section draws key conclusions, and looks ahead to the future of populism in Asia and how to study it. 
		

		
			History: anti-colonial, developmental and electoral populists 
		

		
			Given the hype around Trump ’ s election and other recent populist triumphs, it is tempting to view populism as a relatively new phenomenon, in the West and elsewhere. If parallels between Trump and other periods in world history have been drawn, it is with European and Japanese fascism of the 1930s and 1940s, not with other eras of less extreme forms of populism. But populists have been prominent in many polities of the post-1945 landscape, including in Asia. While they were not called populists at the time, they ful fi l many of the criteria this volume has identi fi ed as key components of populism. In Asia, most populist post-War leaders emerged from anti-colonial struggles, in which radical rejection of the status quo, demonization of the then ruling elite and appeals to the “ ordinary people ” were standard elements of nationalist mobiliza-tion (Kahin 1952; Hammer 1954). In some cases, the nationalist-populist campaign for indepen-dence was ideologically framed within the broader communist concept of defeating capitalism, such as in Vietnam. But although ideological elements were present in some anti-colonial struggles, mostly the notion of a nationalist revolution against foreign occupiers was paramount (Dahm 1969). Indeed, the strategy of popular mobilization through anti-colonial rhetoric became so important to leaders of independence movements that they maintained it after they became state offi cials themselves in the mid- and late 1940s. Sukarno of Indonesia, for instance, attempted to keep the revolutionary spirit alive through indoctrination and new military confl icts with the Dutch – partly in order to distract from his mismanagement of the economy. For Vietnam ’ s Ho 
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			Chi Minh and his immediate successors, war even became an institutionalized instrument of sustaining the revolution – fi rst against the French, then against the United States, and later against China and Cambodia. 
		

		
			Few of Asia ’ s fi rst generation of post-War populists had to bother with competitive democratic elections. Sukarno had himself declared president for life in 1963, Asia ’ s high-pro fi le communist leaders – Mao Zedong and Ho Chi Minh – based their rule on one-party control, and pro-Western autocrats such as Norodom Sihanouk of Cambodia manipulated elections in order to legitimize their rule. In Burma, the popular nationalist leader Aung San was assassinated three months after the fi rst post-independence election, leading to a series of unstable governments headed by much less charismatic fi gures. In Malaya and Singapore, a di ff erent type of populist leaders rose in the 1950s, partly by successfully engineering elections in their favour (Mizuno and Phongpaichit 2009). Both countries had obtained independence from Britain through negotia-tions rather than revolutionary struggle, requiring alternative political strategies and narratives to allow pre-independence leaders to hold on to power. The Alliance in Malaya and the People’ s Action Party in Singapore appealed to ethnic sentiments and promised greater redistributive justice, producing – in the case of Singapore – generous public housing and other social welfare programmes. In addition to massive gerrymandering, these populist programs helped to secure an uninterrupted succession of electoral victories. Of Asia ’ s populist leaders in the early post-War period, only Nehru had to engage in competitive elections, although his Indian National Congress Party easily won all elections between 1952 and 1962. 
		

		
			The longer anti-colonial leaders served as presidents and prime ministers, the less they were able to uphold the image of “fi ghting the establishment ” – the core component of populism. Now the establishment themselves, former independence fi gures tried to substitute the fi ght against domestic elites with one against foreign imperialists or internal counter-revolutionaries, but the eff ectiveness of such campaigns was increasingly limited. At the end, especially those populist, anti-colonial regimes that had poor economic records became vulnerable to counter-populist campaigns by military and other conservative forces. Hence, many of Asia ’ s fi rst-generation populist regimes fell in the 1960s and were replaced by military dictatorships that portrayed themselves as neo-populist in that they too aimed at the destruction of outdated and corrupt systems. Instead of revolutionary rhetoric, they o ff ered developmentalist and industrialist populism (Robison, Hewison and Rodan 1993). In 1961, General Park Chung-Hee ended the democratic experiment of the Second Republic in South Korea, initiating a program of accelerated industrialization. In Indonesia, General Suharto removed Sukarno from offi ce in the mid-1960s, establishing a military regime committed to economic development. In Burma, Ne Win toppled Burma ’ s weak democratic government in 1962, replacing it with a military regime leaning towards Moscow but pragmatic in practice. In all three cases, military governments had come to power as a result of deep dissatisfaction with the incumbent elites (a dissatisfaction aggravated by the military), and promises of creating new institutional orders that many citizens hoped would lead to improvements in their economic conditions. In Indonesia, Suharto signalled this break with the past by calling his regime the “New Order ” . 
		

		
			The second generation of Asian populists was aware that it was much less genuinely popular than the fi rst. The fi rst-generation populists had acquired their charisma in painful struggles against colonial rule, with long prison terms and/or involvement in military combat equipping them with authenticity and a sense of shared su ff ering. By contrast, the second-generation populists were rather technocratic military leaders without much personal charisma, making them much more reliant on economic performance, repression and state-managed popularity than their predecessors. Thus, actual economic redistribution – or at least a visible rise in public prosperity – was essential for the sustainability of their populist contract with the citizenry. In 
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			the case of South Korea and Indonesia, signi fi cant economic development took place between the 1960s and 1990s, allowing the countries’ military regimes to rule with at least tacit support of the majority of the population (Hill 2000; Lie 1998). Critical dissidents, however, were harshly repressed. In the case of Burma, economic development was much more limited, forcing the regime to resort to repression as its primary mode of operation. And although Park and Suharto knew of their charismatic shortcomings – or precisely because of them – they allowed their aides to build a cult of personality around them, which sat oddly with their dry personalities. Suharto’ s assistants gave him the title of “father of development ” and put his picture on bank notes, while Park ’ s “ image on posters and paintings [was] displayed dynamically at marches and stadium gatherings ” (Winstanley-Chesters and Ter Molen 2015: 18). Ne Win, on the other hand, tried to create the mystical image of a withdrawn and reclusive leader – an image that subsequent junta leaders in Burma copied. 
		

		
			A number of factors put an end to Asia ’ s second-generation, developmentalist populists. First was the “populist ’ s dilemma ” that had already brought down the fi rst generation of populists: namely, that after decades of ruling themselves, they no longer could credibly claim to take on the establishment. As the fi rst generation, the second generation of populists tried to substitute “ the elite” with other enemies (communists, Islamists, separatists and liberals), but this campaign began to wear o ff too. Second, the social transformation generated by economic development had swelled the ranks of a more critical middle class, which viewed authoritarian government as increasingly obsolete – South Korea ’ s democratization in the late 1980s and early 1990s was the fi rst product of this trend (Oh 1999). Third, the Asian Financial Crisis of 1997 and 1998 destroyed the residual rationale of the military developmentalism initiated in the 1960s. In Indonesia and Thailand, pro-military governments had to leave after the economic collapse terminated their contract with the population. For all the prosperity the regimes had created in their decades of repressive rule, the unprecedented meltdown of their economies made their positions untenable (not in Burma, however, where the military clang on to power for another two decades). And fourth, there was the seemingly unstoppable march of democracy – in addition to South Korea, the Philippines had become democratic in 1986, Pakistan (temporarily) in 1988, Mongolia and Taiwan in the mid-1990s, Thailand in the late 1990s, and Indonesia in 1998. With this, Asian populists now had to compete in democratic elections – unlike most of their fi rst- and second-generation predecessors. 
		

		
			Hence, with the advent of the third generation of Asian populists in the late 1990s, the focus of populist mobilization has shifted to the electoral arena – and so have populism studies. Scholars have asked: how do populists gain support without the charisma attached to an independence struggle, or a repressive apparatus enforcing loyalty vis-à-vis the incumbent leader? What kinds of populists have run for office, which ones have succeeded, and why? Broadly, there have been four types of contemporary populists in Asia. First, there are what Levitsky and Loxton (2013: 10) identified as “movement populists”; i.e. populists who emerge from groups or parties with strong grassroots ties and a social, cultural and/or ideological agenda. Second, “maverick populists” are those from within the elite who then lament its decay and promise to destroy it (Levitsky and Loxton 2013: 10). A prominent sub-group of this category are the “oligarchic populists” (Aspinall 2015). These are rich elites who appeal to the poor by proclaiming that it needs an oligarch to defeat oligarchy from within. Third, “technocratic” populists offer a mild version of anti-establishment criticism, often mixed with references to their own lower-class background (Mietzner 2015). Their aim, however, is not the destruction of “the system”, but its improvement. And finally, there are openly autocratic populists who carefully craft strongman reputations and commit systematic violations of existing rules to cement that image. The following section explores four Asian case studies, 
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			each representing one populism type, and discusses how they have fared in the context of growing populism around the world. 
		

		
			Asia’s populists and their approaches: four case studies 
		

		
			Asia ’ s third-generation populists began to increase their in fluence in the late 1990s and early 2000s, but a signi fi cant spike took place in the mid-2010s, in concert with other successful populist campaigns in the Americas and Europe. One of the most prominent Asian populists in that latter period has been India ’ s Modi, who came to power in 2014. A classic movement populist, he rose through the ranks of the Hindu-nationalist organization Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS) and its political arm, the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP). His lower-class upbringing (he belongs to what the Indian government classi fi es as “other backward class ”) allowed him to build an image not only as a religious activist, but as a “ man of the people ” interested in improving public welfare. In 2001, his movement and party leaders appointed him as Chief Minister of Gujarat, where he quickly gained a reputation as a fi erce campaigner against Muslim interests. He was accused of sparking the 2002 Gujarat riots by publicly blaming Muslims for an attack on Hindu pilgrims, and by assisting the Hindu side in their counter-attacks. At the end of the riots, the o ffi cial death toll stood at around 1,000, but others put the number at nearly 2,000 (Human Rights Watch 2012). While his anti-Muslim stance earned him a travel ban by the US, it made him highly popular among the majority of Gujarati voters. Modi won re-election in 2002 (just after the riots), 2007 and 2012. Besides his promotion of Hindu values and groups, he also benefi ted from strong economic growth in Gurajat during his three terms, averaging above 10 per cent and thus above national growth levels ( The Economist 2015). In the eyes of many voters, this economic record proved that Modi was not only committed to a pro-Hindu agenda, but also possessed the pragmatism necessary to grow the economy. 
		

		
			For Modi and his movement, the establishment he aimed to challenge and defeat was the Indian National Congress (INC) and the Nehru dynasty that ran it. Between 1947 and 2014, the INC had been in charge of the government for more than 60 years, and if its Prime Ministers were not direct members of the Nehru family, they were their proxies. The RSS believed that the INC betrayed India’s Hindu heritage, and it pledged to make the latter its primary concern when in office. For many RSS activists, the contest with the INC was not only political and ideological – it was deeply personal. Modi, for example, had spent time underground during the government of Indira Gandhi in the 1970s, instilling in him a particular sense of disdain for the INC. Subsequently, Modi watched with interest how the BJP gained power in 1998, only to lose it again in 2004 – a loss many blamed on the failure of the BJP to connect with ordinary, rural Indians. The BJP Prime Minister at the time, Atal Bihari Vajpayee, was a poetry-loving intellectual from an upper-caste family, and thus an unlikely representative for an anti-system, populist agenda. It was with this lesson in mind that the RSS and BJP asked Modi to run for Prime Minister in 2014. Vajpayee had been critical of Modi after the Gujarat riots, and he later blamed the riots for his 2004 electoral defeat (India Today 2004). But now, apparently, the RSS and BJP boards believed that a more hard-line and religiously polarizing lower-class candidate was needed to remove the INC government from power. And indeed, after a fierce campaign in which Modi advanced an exclusivist Hindu-nationalist program, showcased his lower-class roots and highlighted his economic successes, he became Prime Minister in May 2014. 
		

		
			In office, Modi successfully implemented significant parts of his Hindu-nationalist agenda, including through new education policies at the national and state levels. But in economic terms, Modi found it necessary to periodically switch between policies of market reform and 
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			populist support programs for the poor. After he was criticized in his first two years in office (both by domestic and international observers) for not doing enough to modernize the Indian economy, he suddenly launched a “big bang” initiative against the informal, cash-based economy in November 2016. Without warning, he withdrew all 500 and 1000 Rupee bills, which accounted for 86 per cent of all currency in circulation (Saberin 2016). This move hit the lower classes hard, which felt forced to rapidly move towards electronic banking without the necessary infrastructure being in place. Fearing a backlash, Modi announced new populist measures in a speech in late December 2016, promising more government support for the poor, farmers, women and small businesses. Thus far, Modi’s prioritization of Hindu-nationalist issues, anti-Muslim themes and promises of restoring India’s old grandeur, in combination with his economic policies that are interchangeably pragmatic and populist, seems to have served him well. In a 2016 poll, 81 per cent of respondents stated that they held a favourable view of Modi; 80 per cent approved of how he ran the economy; and 65 per cent believed that India was on the right track. In the two latter categories, this constituted a 23 and 36 per cent increase respectively over the level of satisfaction under the previous INC government in 2013 (Forbes 2016). 
		

		
			Another of Asia’s populists, Thaksin Shinawatra of Thailand, initially recorded similar triumphs, but he eventually fell victim to his own success. To be more precise, his ability to rally the poor behind him triggered an elite backlash, which led to two coups, institutionalized military rule and severe legal, economic and personal repercussions for Thaksin and his family (Funston 2009). A billionaire with vast domestic and international investments, Thaksin belonged to the sub-type of oligarchic populists. He founded his Thai Rak Thai (Thai for Thais, TRT) party in 1998, and went on to win the 2001 elections with a large plurality. Benefitting from a reformist 1997 constitution that strengthened the role of elected govern-ments over the military and the monarchy, Thaksin became the first democratically elected prime minister in Thai history to complete a full term. Essential to this success was his populist appeal to poor voters in the North and Northeast of the country, who traditionally felt neglected by the Bangkok-based elite (McCargo and Pathmanand 2005). To court them, Thaksin initiated a universal healthcare program that became very popular with the poor, and he launched a massive infrastructure program that created jobs and opened access to previously remote areas. He did all that while still decreasing the overall debt-to-GDP ratio, cementing his image as a competent economic manager and generous dispenser of welfare patronage to the poor at the same time. Unsurprisingly, then, he was re-elected in 2005 in a landslide, with the North and North-eastern voters delivering him the votes he needed to succeed. 
		

		
			But instead of consolidating his position, the 2005 election spelled the end of his rule: his pro-military and monarchist adversaries saw their privileges threatened by Thaksin ’ s growing power, and began to mobilize against him (Chachavalpongpun 2014). Following mass demonstrations led by Bangkok elite fi gures, Thaksin was toppled in a military coup in 2006, and after his sister Yingluck won another election in 2011, she too was overthrown in 2014. Subsequent to the second coup, the military decided not to hand back power to civilians until it had engineered a political order that would keep Thaksin and his family away from power inde fi nitely. In 2016, therefore, a constitution was passed that installed a fully appointed Senate, with powers to overturn any decision made by an elected government. At the same time, legal machinations put Thaksin into permanent exile and his sister on trial for a subsidy program for rice farmers seen as harmful to the state (she eventually fl ed the country as well in August 2017). Thus, oligarchic populism failed in Thailand, but it did so because of its unprecedented capacity to mobilize poor voters behind a leader outside of the conventional military and monarchist cliques. The elitist counter-reaction to the populist challenge in Thailand threw the country well behind its 
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			democratic achievements of the 1990s and 2000s, and turned it into one of the world ’ s few remaining military dictatorships, even as the Burmese generals relinquished power in 2015 after their own 60-year rule. This shows that opposition to populist regimes is as likely to come from conservative, anti-democratic forces as from democrats concerned about the authoritarian tendencies of populist rule. 
		

		
			There was, to be sure, signi fi cant democratic opposition against Thaksin ’ s rule as well. Like many populists, Thaksin had a strong autocratic streak, which expressed itself in disdain for opponents, dismissive remarks about certain groups (such as the Muslims in the South), and a predilection for heavy-handed policies (such as the extra-judicial killings of drug addicts in 2003). Many voters felt attracted by his strongman attitude, but it also made it impossible for Thaksin to build coalitions with other civilian parties when his government was threatened by the military. Importantly, Thaksin ’ s authoritarian personality traits grew more extreme over time. His 2005 electoral victory in particular confi rmed – in his view – his invincibility and indispensability, and he moved to cut the rights of the opposition and democratic freedoms more generally. With this, Thaksin’ s narrative also became a story of populist self-defeat. Having come to power democra-tically and with genuinely strong mass support, Thaksin arguably would have had a much better chance of long-term survival (and, indeed, continued success) had he not tried to undermine the democratic system. Of course, Thaksin was not the only populist whose attempts to turn democratic majorities into unlimited authoritarian rule proved damaging to rather than supportive of the overall populist project. Turkey’ s Recep Tayyip Erdo ğ an, for instance, followed a very similar path: after several democratic election victories that made Turkey a much-celebrated model of a functioning Muslim democracy, he tried to personalize his rule, transforming the country into an electoral autocracy marred by political uncertainty, economic decline and incessant security disturbances (Esen and Gumuscu 2016). 
		

		
			In Indonesia, the 2014 elections saw a contest between a Thaksin-style oligarchic populist, Prabowo Subianto, and a much more moderate, technocratic populist, Joko Widodo (or popularly called “ Jokowi ” ). Both tried to exploit widespread public dissatisfaction with the stagnation that had arrested the country under the 10-year rule of Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono (2004 – 14). But they did so with very di ff erent methods: Prabowo promised to replace the “rotten ” and “ corrupt ” system with a stronger presidential regime resembling that of the pre-1998 order, while Jokowi highlighted his non-elite background as evidence that he was committed to better pro-poor governance (Mietzner 2015). Jokowi prevailed in the elections, promising to begin a new era of direct popular rule in which the president no longer had to accommodate self-interested elites. But as Jokowi found out very soon, the old elites possessed a number of instruments to curtail Jokowi ’ s presidential powers and frustrate his populist mandate (Muhtadi 2015). It took Jokowi two years to settle into a stable but inconvenient equilibrium with the established elites, and while this strengthened his power, it cut the edges off his populist and reformist plans. Indeed, except for a heavy concentration on infrastructure development, there was little in the policies of the Jokowi government that set it apart from the Yudhoyono administration. Hence, while Jokowi ’ s victory had prevented the rise of an oligarchic populist with authoritarian designs, his own version of softer, technocratic populism was strongly diminished by his need for continued elite accommodation. 
		

		
			To some extent, Jokowi’s difficulties in turning his populist campaign platform into government practice were self-inflicted. Despite much pressure, Jokowi resisted proposals to institutionalize his large army of volunteers that had delivered him victory in the elections. The volunteers told him at several occasions in late 2014 that they stood ready to form a pro-Jokowi party, but he refused (Interview with Jokowi, 15 September 2014). Instead, he remained with the party that nominated him, and with which he had a continuously difficult 
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			relationship. Had Jokowi developed his own party, he would have turned into a movement populist, with stronger grassroots support giving him greater control over his own presidential agenda. The implications of Jokowi’s decision not to entrench his movement as a power base became especially obvious in November and December 2016, when he faced a challenge from another powerful populist movement: the Islamists. Irritated by Jokowi’s high approval ratings (around 70 per cent throughout 2016) and the prospect of him winning a second term, the Islamists – who rejected Jokowi as too secular – started to mobilize extra-parliamentary opposition against him. The concrete trigger was a blasphemy case involving the close Jokowi ally and Jakarta governor Basuki Tjahaja Purnama, a Christian Chinese, who was running for re-election. In two demonstrations in November and December 2016, Islamists – supported by other Jokowi opponents – mobilized hundreds of thousands of protesters who demanded the governor’s arrest. Shocked by the massive turn-out, Jokowi asked his assistants why nobody had mobilized to defend him. The answer was clear: because of his own decision to not form a party, Jokowi did not possess a movement that could have been used to counter-mobilize against the Islamists. As a result, Jokowi became vulnerable to the growing power of Islamist populism (Mietzner 2017). 
		

		
			In the Philippines, a prototype of an openly autocratic populist came to power in 2016. Rodrigo Duterte had been mayor of the Southern town of Davao, where he gained a reputation for extra-judicial campaigns against violent crime and drug tra ffi cking. In 2009, he stated that “ If you are doing an illegal activity in my city . . . for as long as I am the mayor, you are a legitimate target of assassination” ( The Independent 2009). When he ran for president, he promised to apply the same approach to the Philippines, saying that he would dump so many bodies in Manila Bay that the “ fi sh will grow fat” ( New York Times 2016). Instead of outrage, his remarks earned him growing poll numbers from a population craving for change. He went on to win the elections easily, and his administration immediately launched a campaign against drug addicts and traffi ckers. Between July 2016, when Duterte took offi ce, and January 2017, 6,223 people were killed in this campaign (Rappler 2016). While Duterte avoided personal responsibility for the killings, he continued to protect – and indeed, encourage – the perpetrators. In December 2016, he responded to a question about the killings by saying that “ In Davao, I used to do it personally, just to show to the guys (police) that if I can do it, why can ’ t you? ” ( The Guardian 2016). He also peppered his tough talking with attacks on the West and the UN, which had condemned the killings. And the Philippine citizenry approved: in December 2016, Duterte ’ s job satisfaction rating stood at 86 per cent ( Pulse Asia 2017). 
		

		
			In addition to the extra-judicial killings, Duterte ’ s autocratic persona was also highlighted by his routine disregard for the separation of powers. In August 2016, he read out – on public television – the names of state o ffi cials he suspected of involvement in crimes. None of the persons mentioned had been legally charged, and Duterte said his allegations “ might be true or it might not be true ” ( The Philippine Star 2016). Eff ectively usurping the powers of the judiciary, Duterte demonstrated his disdain for proper legal and political procedure. Moreover, he began to circulate personal rumours against political opponents – for instance, he revealed that the chair of a senate committee charged with investigating the extra-judicial killings had bought a house for a lover, calling her an “immoral woman ” and telling her to “ hang herself” ( Newsweek 2016). Without any evidence, he also asserted that she too was involved in the drug trade. The aff ected senator was arrested soon afterwards. However, it would be short-sighted to reduce Duterte to his self-styled strongman image. One reason why Duterte was not only supported by law-and-order-oriented ordinary citizens but also by a remarkable segment of the country’ s intellectual elite – including liberal political science professors – was his preparedness to try new approaches to long-neglected political problems. This included trying to make peace with 
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			communist rebels, proposing a federal reorganization of the state, and accelerating the Mindanao peace process (Arugay 2016). He has also expressed support for gay rights (even supporting same-sex marriage) and women’ s rights. None of this, however, could repair the damage Duterte had done to the Philippine ’ s constitutional fabric by essentially abolishing the principle of a fair trial for everyone. 
		

		
			While the four case studies above demonstrate that the different types of populists in Asia have used diverse approaches and experienced highly heterogeneous outcomes, the scholarly debate on their rule has focused on two main sets of interrelated questions and disagreements. The first of these inquiries is centred on the question of whether populism has led to a decline in democratic quality, or whether – conversely – democratic decline in pre-populist regimes was essential in facilitating the rise of populist agendas. In this regard, the issue of whether strong public approval for populists is an indicator of democratic functionality is especially contested. The second field of examination relates to the effectiveness of populists in challenging the entrenched elite networks and oligarchic dominance that they pledged to overcome. While some authors believe populists had some successes in reducing the power of old elites, others are convinced that the former were simply absorbed by the latter, and that populist, anti-elite rhetoric is only a mask for non-democratic platforms. It is these questions and debates that the following section will now turn to. 
		

		
			Scholarly disputes: how democratic and effective are Asia’s 
		

		
			populists? 
		

		
			The fi rst major debate on Asian populism, namely that on its democratic quality, has divided scholars and observers into two camps. One school, mostly made up of domestic activists, democracy theorists, comparative political scientists and global democracy indexes, have generally argued that the rise of populism goes hand-in-hand with a decline of democratic quality. Shikha Dalmia (2016), for instance, asked whether “India’ s Narendra Modi [is] turning into just another thin-skinned, populist despot? ” The 2016 Freedom in the World report on India seemed to answer in the a ffi rmative, stating that “threats to freedom of expression increased, including intimidation of and attacks against writers, journalists, academics, and bloggers ” (Freedom House 2016). It also noted an “uptick in violence against Muslims. ” Similarly, Freedom House detected a continuous decline of democratic freedoms under Thaksin ’ s rule between 2001 and 2006, downgrading Thailand from “free” to “partly free ” in 2006 “ due to a progressive weakening of opposition political parties and a lack of political competitiveness ” (Freedom House 2006). Later in that year, Thaksin was overthrown, and the country slipped further into military-dominated authoritarianism. Indonesia was also downgraded from “ free ” to “ partly free” in 2014, when populist campaigns – both secular and Islamist – started to challenge the democratic status quo, and the country did not regain its “free” status after Jokowi ’ s election. In regards to the Philippines, the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Zeid Ra ’ ad al-Hussein called for Duterte’ s prosecu-tion in December 2016, refl ecting the UN ’ s view that the populist Philippines were sliding into lawlessness ( Sydney Morning Herald 2016). 
		

		
			But for the opponents of this populism-causes-democratic-crisis argument, the reverse causality is closer to the truth. For these scholars – often in-country academics with a long-term view of its history – populism did not create democratic crisis, but was the attempt to overcome it. As Arugay (2016) commented, “Duterte’s electoral mandate comes from the collective rage of Filipinos against the status quo but also from their unshakeable faith that as a catalyst for change, Duterte can provide decisive leadership to curb criminality, inequality, and corruption”. Implying that critics of Duterte were preoccupied with the extra-judicial killings 
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			and missed the democratic core of his agenda, Arugay insisted that “of all the candidates in [the 2016] election, only Rodrigo Duterte promised to amend the Constitution to introduce two fundamental institutional changes: federalism and parliamentarism.” Thus, for Arugay, democracy was not eroded by Duterte – this was done by his many predecessors. Similarly, Pavin Chachavalpongpun (2016) asserted that the real threat to Thailand’s democracy was not primarily Thaksin, “but the traditional elites’ persistence in demeaning the democratic process”. While “not saying that Thaksin was a role model for democracy”, Chachavalpong-pun claimed that “he opened up a political space for fairer competition through electoral politics and in the process empowering those marginalised residents [in the North and Northeast].” Thus, Thaksin’s populism wasn’t designed to destroy democracy – it aimed at saving it from the elites. 
		

		
			Another sub- fi eld in the debate on the democracy-populism nexus is the extent to which strong popular support for the populist is an indication that democracy is functioning. The populism sceptics maintain that the popularity of populists has no relevance for the assessment of their impact on a polity ’ s democratic quality. This is because democracy is not only de fi ned by majority rule; indeed, truly democratic systems are marked by the strength of their constitutional protections for minorities and dissidents (Diamond and Morlino 2004). But the opponents of this view often point to compelling electoral victories of populists, or their strong standing in the polls, as evidence that the people ’ s will – the core of democracy – has been accomplished. Edmund Tayao, for example, highlighted Duterte ’ s democratic legitimacy by stating that “ If there ’ s any reason why this president remains popular and supported by many, particularly the ordinary folks, [it] is precisely because this administration has addressed . . . the most basic of services that the people expect from the government ” (ABS-CBN News 2016). He went on to say that Duterte was likely going to be “ one of the very best presidents ” of the Philippines. And indeed, the question of how to conceptualize populists who gain a popular mandate in democratic elections with an anti-democratic agenda, and then use autocratic measures while maintaining their high popularity, goes to the heart of democracy theory. Neither theorists nor non-populist, democratic politicians have thus produced a de fi nitive answer. 
		

		
			The second major arena of debate among scholars focusing on Asian populism is the question of just how transformative they have been. Have they succeeded in dismantling the elite networks they promised to take on? Or have the elites, on the contrary, managed to co-opt and/or defeat the populists? The sceptics point out that many Asian populists have either failed to challenge the elites and instead chose easier substitute targets, or have been entirely co-opted by oligarchic forces. In the case of Duterte, Joseph Franco (2016) insisted that his war on drugs was in reality a “war on the poor”. Instead of trying to displace oligarchic elites from power, then, he turned against a much easier target many middle-class Filipinos had little sympathy for. Thompson (2016) explained that “Duterte’s aggressive campaign has played to the deep resentments of those marginally better off after a couple of decades of solid growth” – and those sentiments were at least as strongly anti-poor as they were anti-oligarchic. Another substitute target was external: his hostile attitude towards the US distracted – like his drug war – from his failure to seriously challenge the Philippine’s land-owning clans. Perhaps, this was not surprising given that Duterte himself originates from a powerful political clan. As Isaac and Aceron emphasized, 
		

		
			the Duterte family is closely related to the Duranos and Almendrases, which are two of the most powerful political clans in Cebu province. [Duterte]’s own father, Vicente Duterte, was even at one point mayor of Danao City, before moving to Davao where he served as governor. 
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			Duterte’s brother and children also held, and continue to hold, leadership positions in Davao. From this perspective, Duterte has done little to damage “the system” within which his family grew powerful, and neither was he expected to. 
		

		
			A similar argument has been made for Jokowi ’ s failure to dislodge the country’ s powerful oligarchs. For Je ff rey Winters, this was predictable as Jokowi himself was “ yet another manifesta-tion of oligarchic and elite in fl uence” . As Winters (2014) argued, Jokowi 
		

		
			did not rise up through the party ranks but instead parachuted in from above, with enormous financial backing from major oligarchs. Combined with an enthusiastic pump-up from the major media, which are overwhelmingly owned by a dozen oligarchs, Jokowi rocketed from complete anonymity into the public consciousness. 
		

		
			Two years into his government, the two leading scholars of the Indonesian oligarchy, Hadiz and Robison (2017: 488), concluded that “rather than being transformative, [Jokowi’s and other] populisms are harnessed to the maintenance of oligarchic domination”. 
		

		
			Other authors, however, have underlined the transformative potential of populists, even if the evidence for their influence is a major push-back from elites that subsequently terminated the populist project. Hewison (2010: 130) argued that “it remains true that Thaksin has reshaped Thailand’s politics. Arguably, his most thorough-going contribution was the embed-ding of ideas regarding state welfare”. Indeed, the fact that Thaksin was eventually over-thrown proves, for Hewison (2010: 128), just how strong a challenge he launched to the country’s entrenched oligarchy: 
		

		
			the 2006 coup was about opposing the changes Thaksin wanted and preserving the status quo that involved the dominance of the old oligarchy. To take down Thaksin and to overcome the challenge he posed, the old oligarchy had to become more actively politically engaged than it had been for about three decades. 
		

		
			And it did so by mobilizing mass demonstrations against Thaksin, aligning ever more closely with the monarchy, and supporting the military in its anti-Thaksin campaign. From this perspective, the military’s attempts to stay in control after the 2014 coup by engineering a new political system is an implicit tribute to the tremendous socio-political change Thaksin unleashed since the early 2000s. With this, Thaksin is arguably the only of Asia’s third-generation populists who reshaped his country to an extent that will long outlive both his tenure and his ouster from office. 
		

		
			Asian populists and global populism studies 
		

		
			What then, can populism theorists and comparativists learn from studying populism in Asia? It is important to begin this section with a warning: whatever lessons there are to be drawn from the Asian case studies, the most significant feature of Asian populism remains its diversity. Populists in Asia have come from different backgrounds, belong to specific types, operate in a variety of socio-political and economic country contexts, and have experienced highly heterogeneous outcomes. Thus, it would be dangerous to brush over these differences in order to artificially identify commonalities with the Trump phenomenon and other cases of populist resurgence in the West. Having said that, a number of conclusions can and must be drawn, and some of these relate to the diversity mentioned above. First of all, as the previous section has shown, populists are both respondents to and actors in a broader crisis of 
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			democracy. In other words, trying to identify a strict causality in the democracy-populism nexus means oversimplifying a complex relationship of interdependence. Populists rarely have a chance of rising if the existing democratic polity functions effectively. Deep-seated percep-tions of democratic failure or stagnation deliver populists the material they need to succeed. It is also true, however, that most populists not only exploit, but aggravate democratic deficits. In Asia, there has been no case of a populist who improved the quality of democratic participation, civil liberties and other indicators of a democracy’s health. Indeed, most polities governed by populists have seen further democratic decline since they took office, the strong popular support they often receive for their anti-democratic behaviour notwithstanding. 
		

		
			Second, there is also little evidence from Asia that populists have succeeded in what they set out to do, and that is replacing the existing “ rotten ”, oligarchy-dominated system with a more people-oriented polity. When running in 2014, Modi pleaded to the voters, “ You have given 60 years to [the INC] to rule, I ask only for 60 months. Trust me once. I will be your servant and not ruler ” ( The Indian Express 2014). And while he remained popular half way through his fi rst term, very few observers – and even sympathizers – would claim that he has substantively changed the way Indian politics, society and economy work. Similarly, with the world fi xated on Duterte ’ s bellicose rhetoric, few have realized that he did little to modernize the foundations of the Philippine polity. For his part, Indonesia ’ s Jokowi found himself having to make compromises with the elite he had promised to ignore, and while Thaksin initially had signi fi cant successes in reducing the powers of the oligarchy, military and monarchy, their combined resistance not only removed him, but made the established elite stronger than ever before. 
		

		
			Third, the Asian cases deliver significant insights into what triggers and drives populist challenges – and what doesn’t. For instance, contrary to widespread claims (Resnick 2013), none of the Asian cases can confirm that economic decline and increasing poverty are important preconditions for populist campaigns. Indeed, India, Indonesia and the Philippines all had strong GDP growth and declining poverty before populist challengers succeeded, while Thailand had recovered from its 1997 meltdown when Thaksin took over in 2001. Sizeable middle classes had emerged as a result of the growth under pre-populist regimes, demanding that the elites that had run the latter give up their privileges. There was also concern in those middle classes over the increasing inequality that GDP growth had produced. Thus, rather than economic decline, it was the side effects of economic growth that facilitated the rise of third-generation populists in Asia. By contrast, the role of religious and other sectarian sentiments in populist campaigns is less clear. In India, this role was prominent, with Modi appealing to fears that Hinduism was under threat from Muslims, globalization and Indian secularists. In Indonesia, however, Jokowi won without using sectarian prejudices – indeed, he had to fend off a religious smear campaign against himself. Duterte not only refrained from exploiting religious themes but made a point of insulting the Catholic Church. Thaksin, for his part, used anti-Muslim sentiments as a marginal issue. The same diversity was visible in the role of anti-foreign or xenophobic rhetoric – which is often a hallmark of populist campaigns elsewhere (Schedler 1996). While Modi has been known for his anti-Pakistan stance, he was careful not to offend China, Russia or the West. Jokowi rejected any anti-foreign themes, while Thaksin was a declared friend of the US. Duterte, on the other hand, drew much of his strongman image from his attacks on Washington. 
		

		
			Finally, it is also essential to keep in mind that some of Asia ’ s fi rst- and second-generation populist regimes remain in power today. Given that they have been in government for decades and no longer can present themselves as “ anti-system ” , their “ populism ” label has expired. But the authoritarian regimes of China, Vietnam and Singapore ascended during the wave of anti-colonial populism in the 1940s and 1950s, and their current economic success – in addition to their 
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			e ff ective repressive apparatuses – has allowed them to withstand pressures for democratic change. As non-democracies, the surviving populist states of the fi rst and second generation have not had experience with third-generation populism, which occurs competitively in the electoral arena rather than through the statism of autocratic polities. Thus, if there is one overall conclusion to be extrapolated from the historic and contemporary Asian experience with populism, it is this: while old populist regimes have shielded themselves from democratic reform pressure, the new ones have taken advantage of and deepened the crisis of democratic polities created during the third wave of democratization. The chances for a fourth, post-populism wave of democratization are currently limited at best – much more limited, it seems, than the possibility of a fourth generation of populists emerging that no longer competes in free and fair elections, but abolishes them. 
		

		
			Conclusion and outlook 
		

		
			This chapter has introduced four di ff erent types of populists who have left their mark on Asia’ s contemporary electoral politics. Whether movement-based, maverick/oligarchic, technocratic or openly autocratic populists, they have promised to dismantle the status quo and institute a more people-oriented style of governance. Few of them have succeeded in doing so, however, despite high levels of public approval for their often brazen rhetoric and manoeuvres. Instead, traditional democratic liberties have declined in populist regimes, aggravating the crisis of democracy that helped populists to gain power in the fi rst place. It is this nexus between democratic crisis and populism that deserves more scholarly attention in the years to come. Populists deepen democratic de fi cits, but they wouldn ’ t emerge without such de fi cits enabling their rise. In the past, scholars have focused on populist challenges in new, third-wave democracies in Latin America, South-Eastern Europe or – as in this chapter – Asia. Alternatively, they have discussed how left- or right-wing parties have occupied political space at the margins of Western Europe ’ s liberal democracies. But Trump ’ s victory in the US has highlighted that populists can not only win in still developing democracies or gain parliamentary seats in liberal ones, but that they can take full control in the world ’ s oldest democratic systems. In the case of Asia, this means taking a fresh look at the few liberal democracies in the region – such as Japan, South Korea or Taiwan – and analyse the extent to which crises in public confi dence towards democracy could make them vulnerable to populist take-overs in the future. And for populism studies based in the liberal democracies of the Americas, Europe and Oceania, this means better understanding why people increasingly turn away from the system that, despite its fl aws, had uncritically been described as the best and only game in town. 
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			1. Introduction 
		

		
			Populism in the Middle East has a relatively long history. Examples in the twentieth century are Nasser’s populism in Egypt (Hibbard and Layton 2010; Di Tella 1997; Nedelcu 2014), Kemalism in Turkey (Karpat 1963; Keli 1980; Di Tella 1997), and Menahem Begin’s Likud party in Israel (Filc 2006, 2010; Shapiro 1991, 1996). Populism in the Middle East, though, does not only belong to the mid-twentieth century, but is still a significant presence in countries such as Egypt, Iran, Israel, and Turkey (Hadiz 2016). The present chapter will discuss populism in the last three countries, each one presenting different variants and developments of the populist phenomenon. 
		

		
			While there is a relatively broad agreement among scholars in characterizing political phenomena such as Khomeinism, the Turkish AKP, or the Israeli Likud as populist, the term is often used without a clear de fi nition, as if its use was non-controversial. However, populism has been understood as an ideology, a discursive strategy, an economic approach, a mobilization strategy, or a political style; thus, in order to allow for a regional analysis of the phenomenon, we must make clear how the term is understood and used. Lately, Cass Mudde ’ s de fi nition of populism as a thin ideology that considers society as separated into two antagonist groups – the pure people and the corrupted elites, and that politics must be an expression of the people’ s general will (Mudde 2007) – has been widely accepted and has based comparative and empirical research on populism. Although it has been used in order to analyze Latin-American populism, Mudde’ s de fi nition was developed in the research of the European populist radical right. When analyzing countries with non-liberal democracies, or limited democracies, this de fi nition fails to distinguish between any democratic movement, and populist ones (Ochoa Espejo 2011). Thus, in addressing populism in the Middle East, I propose to adopt a more complex de fi nition of the term, combining Mudde ’ s and Laclau ’ s (2005) contributions to the de fi nition of populism with insights from political sociology which analyze populism as a political practice by which a group undergoes a process of transformation by which it becomes an active collective political subject (Jansen 2011). For Jansen populism is a political project, de fi ned as “ a concerted and sustained set of . . . mobilizational and discursive practices – that maintains a degree of enduring coherence, both in terms of its rhetorical underpinnings and its ongoing enactment ” (2011: 
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			77). A political project is populist when it is built on the prolonged mobilization of excluded social groups, mobilized through anti-elitist and nationalist rhetoric and grounded on the signi fi er “ people” as a common denominator. While Jansen’ s emphasis on excluded groups stems from his focus on Latin America, his main contribution in my view is that populism is not only de fi ned by its ideology but also by its practices and its socio-political consequences. 
		

		
			Thus, in the present chapter populism will be understood as a “ family” of political move-ments which present an alternative hegemonic project in societies in which con fl icts over the inclusion/exclusion of certain social groups are central. Those movements are characterized by understanding society as divided into the people and its enemies (elites, foreigners), and by their anti-liberal understanding of democracy as expressing the will of a homogeneous people. Populist movements conceptualize the people as simultaneously the whole nation, the “plebs ”, and an ethno-national unity (Hermet 2001). While all populist movements use those three meanings (or combinations between them), movements who stress mainly the people as “ plebs ” belong to the inclusive populist sub-family, and those movements that understand the people mainly as an ethno-national unity belong to the exclusionary sub-family. The former use the signi fi er people as a way to symbolically include previously excluded social groups, through the formula “ we also are the people” . In the latter case, “ people” plays a symbolically exclusionary function: “ we are the people, you are not” . The populist movement is built through the conformation of chains of equivalences between the claims of di ff erent social groups (Laclau 2005). However, while Laclau considers the chain of equivalences as symbolical, the present chapter considers three di ff erent dimensions around which populist movements are constituted: symbolical, distributive or material, and political. 
		

		
			The chapter discusses three case studies – Iran, Turkey, and Israel – analyzing if and which movements can be considered populist, and considering whether there are examples of inclusive or exclusionary populism. Moreover, as argued in the specific cases, the study of populism in the Middle East illuminates another sub-family, that of religious populism. Religious populism is characterized by a tension between inclusion and exclusion, since religion defines the boundaries of belonging, and as a consequence it has an irreducible exclusionary dimension (Tugal 2002). 
		

		
			2. Populism in Iran 
		

		
			The political forces that played a leading role in the 1979 revolution and led to the establishment of the Islamic republic presented strong populist tones. Several researchers have characterized both Ayatollah Khomeini ’ s leadership and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad ’ s presidency as Islamic populism (Afrachteh 1981; Dodson and Dorraj 2008; Alamdari 2005). However, while both leaders and their movement present features that fi t the de fi nition of populism, there is a constant tension between these features and the intrinsic elitist character of Khomeinism ’ s political theory and practice; a tension already present in Shia Islam as a duality between an egalitarian conception of justice and an elitist conception of political leadership (Dorraj 2014). 
		

		
			The process of authoritarian economic transformation from a basically agrarian economy with urban commerce to a capitalist economy led by Reza Shah created the socio-economic conditions not only for the revolution, but also for the emergence of a populist movement. The economic and cultural changes displaced the bazaar elites, positioned the clergy as a subordinated elite, created a new mass of urban working class that due to the characteristics of the transition to capitalism did not engage in more “traditional” forms of class politics, and generated cultural alienation. This complex combination produced a struggle for inclusion, and thus the precondition for the emergence of a populist movement. Khomeinism, however, 
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			was a more complex movement than more “traditional” populist movements in South America, the USA, or Europe, with an internal contradiction between its populist and elitist character-istics. Khomeini’s political theory, built around the concept of Velayat-e-Faqih (the supreme religious jurist), is strongly elitist. For Khomeinism, sovereignty does not reside in the people but in God and his temporal deputies (Afrachteh 1981). Khomeini extended to the political realm the Shiite precept that “all Shiite lay personas must choose a . . . cleric whose rulings on the details of religious practice they must follow” (Alamdari 2005). Since government must observe the divine law, the supervision of the clergy is mandatory (Arjomand 2009). While it was accepted traditionally in the Shia that following the occultation of the Twelfth Imam the jurists are the religious authority, Khomeini argued that also the Imam’s right to rule devolved upon the jurists. Moreover, as against the traditional Shiite principle that no jurist has authority over other jurists, Khomeini claimed that if a jurist succeeded in setting up a government, the other jurists must follow him (Arjomand 2009). The Imam (and Khomeini was considered an Imam after the revolution) is the personification of the popular will (Afrachteh 1981). Khomeini specifically attacked the concept of popular sovereignty, central to the populist worldview, writing, “No religious jurist has said or written in any book that we are kings and sovereignty is our right” (quoted in Arjomand 2009). With the consolidation of the Islamic Republic of Iran, the concept of Velayat-e-Faqih developed into a concrete political role – the Supreme leader – with the authority to dismiss the president, declare war and peace, and appoint military commanders and the senior clerics to the Council of the Guardians (Abrahamian 1991). This elitist and anti-populist strand is even more crude among some of the most important clerics of the revolution, such as Morteza Motahhari. Motahhari specifically denounced what he called “the plague of populism”, arguing 
		

		
			Our leaders cannot render a leading role because of the plague of populism . . . It is intrinsic to the character of the lay people to adhere to the past and the way that they are accustomed to, they do not distinguish between right and wrong. 
		

		
			(quoted in Ashtiani 1994) 
		

		
			But together with this strong elitism, Khomeinism was a movement organized around the centrality of the opposition between the people and its other in a double sense: as the opposition between the oppressed or disinherited (mostazafin) and the oppressors (mostakberin), and as the opposition between the umma, the community of believers, and its enemies. The tension between the elitist and the populist trends was overcome by the argument that the new Islamic republic is the regime of both the umma and the Imamate, since the constitution converts the people into the umma (the community of believers) and the umma “inevitably needs the Imamate” (Arjomand 2009). 
		

		
			As a populist movement Khomeinism has clear inclusive characteristics at the three above-mentioned dimensions; but because of its strong religious identity, it also presents exclusionary features, since it is closed for non-Muslims (non-believers), and even for Sunni Islam. The importance of inclusive concepts such as community, authenticity, social justice, and socio-political participation was stressed through the use of Islamic symbols, which excluded non-Muslims (Ashtiani 1994). 
		

		
			Khomeinism, in accord with Mudde and Canovan’s characterizations of populism, sees society – and the whole world – as a struggle between two antagonist camps: the disinherited or oppressed (mostazafin) and the exploiters or oppressors (mostakberin); the poor against the rich, the shanty-town dwellers against the palace dwellers, the oppressed nations against Satan’s government (Abrahamian 1991). Within this Manichean view, the revolution belongs 
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			to the disinherited and the barefooted (Dorraj 2014; Salehi-Isfahani 2009), and Khomeini was posed as the leader of the dispossessed masses of the world (Dodson and Dorraj 2008). Khomeini constituted the opposition between the people and the enemy – the elite, the USA, Israel, Iraq, and their internal allies such as liberals, seculars, leftists, and the corrupted – through what Ernesto Laclau (2005) called “chains of equivalences ”, claiming, for example, “ [T]he martyrs of the Islamic revolution were all members of lower classes – peasants, industrial workers and bazaar merchants and tradesmen ” (quoted in Abrahamian 1991). Moreover, in a symbolic attempt to close the gap between Khomeinim ’ s populist and elitist characteristics, he argued that most of the Shia ulama , including the grand Ayatollahs, emerged from the common people (Abrahamian 1991). 
		

		
			Khomeinism also had an inclusive material dimension. In the fi rst two years, nationalizations and confi scation of property from individuals associated with the Shah ’ s regime resulted in a signi fi cant redistribution of wealth. Khomeinism produced a reversal of prior social mobility patterns to the relative bene fi t of the Islamic constituency. The Gini coeffi cient fell by 7% in the Revolution’ s early years. The regime implemented redistributive policies such as ceilings to private property, reduction of the nominal salaries of all but the lowest echelons of the state bureaucracy, food and energy subsidies, a law that reduced the gap between blue-collar and white-collar workers, and interest-free banking (Dorraj 2014; Afrachteh 1981). Inclusive policies comprised also the extension of services and the implementation of basic welfare measures such as building of infrastructure in the rural areas and poor urban neighborhoods, the provision of electricity, safe drinking water, health services and schools to millions of poor households, and the establishment of a housing foundation for the urban poor (Afrachtech 1981; Dorraj 2014; Salehi-Isfahani 2009). The public fi nancing of civil society institutions run by the clergy, and the channelization of public funds for welfare, and even investment, through the bonyads – Islamic charity foundations – exemplify the ways Khomeinism tried to combine populist discourse and policies with clerical elitism. 
		

		
			The tension between its populist and elitist poles is more salient at the political dimension. The constitution is a clear expression of Khomeini’s political philosophy, as expressed in the office of the Supreme leader or in the Council of the Guardians (a body of six clerics and six lawyers which among other tasks supervises laws passed in the Parliament to ensure that they do not contradict the shar’ia or the constitution). This role of the Council of the Guardians presents strong similarities with anti-majoritarian judiciary review in liberal democracies. 
		

		
			On the other side, Khomeini made use of direct democracy instruments such as referenda. Moreover, Khomeinism was also a movement that allowed for the political empowerment of social groups that were outsiders to the political arena, as appears from the high turnover in parliament, the high percentage of representatives coming from low echelons in the security forces or public services, and the high percentage of deputies born in small towns (Arjomand 2009). 
		

		
			While the presidencies of Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani and Mohamad Khatami represented a departure from Khomeinism as a populist movement; Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s election signaled the reappearance of populist Khomeinism. Ahmadinejad himself presented his mandate as a return to the origins of the revolution and to Khomeini’s way. Already as major of Teheran he adopted a populist approach, stressing his humble origins, his being a “man of the people”. For example, he donned the uniform of garbage men and said he would not trade his job of the people’s street sweeper for anything (Arjomand 2009). He used the same topic when running for presidency, when one of his campaign’s slogans was “I am proud of being the Iranian nation’s humble servant and street sweeper” (Arjomand 2009). Ahmadinejad symbolically constructed the opposition between conservative Islam as the people, and the reformists as the elites, for example criticizing president Khatami for living in the rich north and not in popular 
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			Teheran (Ansari 2007). During his campaign he blamed reformists for corruption and growing inequality and identified them as rich north-Tehranis (Ansari 2008). 
		

		
			Arjomand claims that as president, Ahmadinejad had “an instinctive sense of the integrative dimension of the Islamic revolution” (Arjomand 2009). He traveled to 2,000 towns, held cabinet meetings in some of these towns, received millions of personal requests and petitions, and dedicated time to answering those requests. Among the antagonist positions he presented as part of the people/elites divide was that between the martyrs of the revolution, the defenders of the nation and the people – the soldiers fallen in the war with Iraq – and the intellectuals and the students. As part of the symbolic construction of this antagonism he wanted to rebury martyrs of the war in the universities (though he did not succeed in his attempts and had to limit himself to reburying them in city parks) (Arjomand 2009). He attacked intellectuals and universities, depicting them as a fifth column that polluted the purity of the Islamic revolution by importing Western ideas (Ansari 2007). “With the forming of the ninth government [Ahmadinejad’s] the death knell of intellectualism was sounded”, declared the head of Parliament’s commission for cultural affairs, and an Ahmadinejad supporter (quoted in Farzanegan 2009). 
		

		
			Ahmadinejad’s populism was more exclusionary than Khomeini’s. His belief in the return of the Twelfth Imam stressed the exclusively Shiite character of the “people”, within a messianic and millenarian worldview for which the revolution’s main mission “is to pave the way for the reappearance of the Mahid” (quoted in Arjomand 2009). He also adopted a nativist Iranian definition of the “people”, arguing that Iranians are the chosen people, and adopted an aggressive nationalist stand, as exemplified by his confrontational politics concern-ing the nuclear issue (Ansari 2007; Dodson and Dorraj 2008). 
		

		
			There was also a material dimension to Ahmadinejad’s populism, already from his time as major of Teheran, when he redirected resources toward income support programs such as marriage assistance loans for the poor. During his presidential campaign he argued that privatization and price deregulation had been exploited to benefit a small group of elite politicians and businessmen, and promised to alleviate poverty and provide jobs, condemning the size of the state and its bureaucracy, wealth and income differentials, low wages, and monopolies (Habibi 2015; Fang 2007). He argued that insofar as banks are allowed to operate as profit-making institutions, there is no possibility for a thriving national production, a version of the populist producers/financers dichotomy. In what was arguably one of his most remembered campaign promises, he committed to “putting the oil money on everyone’s dinner table”. Following this commitment, as president he directly distributed money to the poor, increased the minimum wage and implemented special funds that offered no or low-interest loans to young couples. Ahmadinejad headed a “populist” privatization of public firms, distributing “justice shares” to low-income households at highly discounted prices. This was also a way to reward low-income supporters of the regime: The Basij militia, veterans of the Iran-Iraq war, families of those who fell in the war (Habibi 2015). Ahmadinejad also adopted proactive financial policies, ordering state-owned commercial banks to direct financial resources toward preferred geographic areas and economic sectors at low interest rates. He facilitated the establishment of non-bank financial institutions, most of them affiliated with Islamic charity foundations and the military (Habibi 2015). In parallel with redistributive measures, the clergy headed bonyads and the security apparatus increased their control over the economy – a proof of the tensions, also in the material dimension, between the populist and the elitist tendencies. All in all, Ahmadinejad’s first presidency had inclusive social results. Quality of life based on UNDP indicators improved, the total index rising from 0.671 in 2005 to 0.707 in 2011 (Habibi 2015). The access of Iranian households to a variety 
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			of durable goods and appliances improved during his mandate. In the fi rst year of Ahmadinejad ’ s presidency the Misery index decreased from 30% to just above 20%, and the Gini index decreased (Faranegan). However, in his last years as president, the poverty rate increased once again, mostly due to high inflation and growing unemployment (Habibi 2015). 
		

		
			Politically, Ahmadinejad’s government resulted more in the strengthening of the clerical elite than in the inclusion of the “common people” into the political arena. The increased strength of the clergy and the security apparatus’ role in the economy and their increased role as providers of welfare services, strengthened their political stand. Moreover, he was supported by the most conservative and elitist sectors within the Iranian political system, among them the cleric Muhamad-Taqi Mesbah-Yazdi. The latter, who saw Ahmadinejad’s as the first true Islamic government and was said to have a strong influence on the President (at least until 2012), holds strongly elitist views and opposes any form of popular sovereignty. In his view authority had not been delegated by God to the people, but remains with the Hidden Imam. Sovereignty is always divine. Popular sovereignty implies the dilution of the Islamic revolu-tion’s core values, which can only be protected by a religious intellectual elite (Ansari 2008). In the end, Ahmadinejad’s government fell prey to the contradictions between the elitist and populist tendencies of Khomeinism and its legacy, which resulted in growing authoritarianism, international isolation, and economic difficulties. 
		

		
			3. Populism in Turkey 
		

		
			Populism as a mobilization strategy has been a feature of the conservative center parties in Turkey since the 1950s, even though Kemalist parties were not populist movements in the full sense of the term (Akman 2010). Top-down modernization, authoritarianism, Turkish nationalism, and the militant laicism of Kemalism, excluded (and repressed) those who did not identify with the state-imposed identities (Ozen 2015). Combined with the specific way in which capitalism developed in Turkey (generating a new urban working population, most of them working in the informal sector or unemployed, and a peripheral big bourgeoisie), it created the social basis for the potential emergence of a populist movement (Hadiz 2014). When the distant attitude of Muslim masses toward modernism and laicism (Koruglu 2013) combined with a serious economic crisis, it opened the opportunity for the emergence of a populist Islamic movement, represented by the AKP (Ozen 2015; Hadiz 2014). The AKP was established in 2001, only a year before the 2002 election, as the “reformist” wing following the division of the Islamist Virtue party into the AKP and a more traditionalist wing, the Felicity Party (Koruglu 2013). This new Islamic populism conceptualizes the ummah as a mass of socially and economically deprived but morally virtuous “common people”, opposed to rapacious and immoral elites (and their foreign, non-Islamic allies). The project, in its first years, combined aggressive economic liberalization, some steps toward democratization and conservative values based on the Islamic tradition (Ozen 2015; Sambur 2009). 
		

		
			The AKP’s rhetoric divides society into the “people” and the elite, “[T]hey [the elites] have no toleration to the people and their values” (Erdogan, quoted in Koruglu 2013). They present themselves as the defenders of the people against the state, which was seen as dominated by the elites. An expression of this was the slogan “Yeter, Soz Milletin” (Enough, Nation speaks), which was later modified to “Enough, Nation decides” (Koruglu 2013). Erdogan and the AKP use the signifier people in inclusionary ways, to denote the “common people”, as against the laic and illustrated elites: “My story is the story of this people. Either the people will win and come to power, or the pretentious and oppressive minority . . . will remain in power. The authority to decide . . . belongs to the people” 
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			(Erdogan, quoted in Aytac and Onis 2014). The AKP presents itself as “the party of the people . . . voice of the silent masses, protector of the defenseless” (in Akman 2010). Erdogan has been promoted as a man of the people and the voice of all the marginalized groups (Selcuk 2016). 
		

		
			The AKP’s support comes indeed from “the common people”, since the majority of the AKP’s votes come from housewives, followed by farmers, blue-collar workers in the private sector, and the unemployed (Bozkurt 2013). However, as argued above, religious-based populism has always also an exclusionary element, because the boundaries of the people are those of the religious community. In the Turkish case, the limits of the people are both those of the religious community and of the Turkish nation. From here stems the exclusion of minority groups, mainly the Alevis, and since the stalemate in the conversations with the Kurds, also the latter. Erdogan has symbolically excluded the Alevis, for example by naming a new bridge over the Bosporus after the Sultan Yavuz Selim, who defeated the Shia Safavids and extirpated the Alevis from the empire (Salt 2016). He has also implied that Alevis are not truly identified with Turkish interests, and that opposition leader Kilicdarogu’s opposed Turkey’s policy in Syria because he is an Alevi (Salt 2016). Concerning the Kurds, as late as 2013 Erdogan represented a more inclusive approach that was common in Turkish politics, permitting towns to refer to themselves by Kurdish names and allowing private schools to give some classes in Kurdish, and even having contacts with Abdullah Ocalan the Kurdish leader in jail. But in 2015, in relation with the development of the civil war in Syria, the talks reached a dead end and Erdogan adopted an aggressive policy, which eventually led to a de facto war against Kurdish towns and villages in southeast Turkey (Karaveli 2016). Moreover, in similar ways to Ahmadinejad in Iran and, as discussed below, exclusionary populism in Israel, Erdogan builds a chain of equivalences linking the “enemies of the people”, such as “[A] cademician-looking supporters, journalists-looking spies, Politician-looking activists and civil servant-looking militias are no different from terrorists with bombs in their hands” (Erdogan, quoted in Salt 2016: 130). Among the enemies of the people AKP leaders have included the secularist elites, intellectuals, the international media, the Jewish diaspora, foreign economic interests, and the “terrorist” Kurds (Salt 2016; Ozen 2015). As a populist movement, AKP’s view of democracy is non-liberal, stressing direct democracy mechanisms and opposing anti-majoritarian checks and balances. Erdogan has a plebiscitary view of democracy, where democracy is equated with popular will and majorities in the ballot box epitomize the will of the nation (Aytac and Onis 2014). In line with this view of democracy, the 2017 referendum in fact transformed the parliamentary system into a presidential one, but with the president having the power to dissolve Parliament. The reforms have been justified by Erdogan as a step needed to “remove the cacophony” of the present system, allowing the president to issue decrees carrying the force of law. However, presidential decrees cannot contradict rights and responsibilities guaranteed by the constitution, and cannot contradict laws legislated by Parliament (Kirisci 2017). The AKP already strengthened the presidency vis a vis the Parliament as a mediator between the executive and the people’s will. Thus Erdogan became the first president elected by popular vote and not by the Parliament (Salt 2016). For him the Constitutional Court and the High Judiciary “formed an alliance to prevent people from achieving power” (quoted in Aytac and Onis 2014). The powers of the Constitutional Court mean that “[T]he will of the majority was imprisoned by the will of the minority” (quoted in Dincsahin 2012). The constitutional amendments proposed by the AKP are aimed to allow for the “direct” expression of the people’s will, since “[I]t is only the people who can protect the republic, not an institution” (quoted in Dincsahin 2012). Erdogan and his government even challenged the authority of the Constitutional Court. When in March 2016 the Court 
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			ordered the release of two jailed journalists, Erdogan said he neither respected nor would abide by the Court’s decision, since it was “against the nation” (Salt 2016). 
		

		
			Similar to Khomeinism in Iran, the AKP has successfully absorbed the traditional Islamic solidarity patterns to reproduce the neoliberal model (Ozdemir 2015). For AKP ’ s neoliberal Islamic populism, the markets operate in ways favorable to the ummah (Hadiz 2014), combining privatization and liberalization of fi nance and of the labor market with targeted help to the poorest sectors – a low-cost means to gain support for neoliberalism (Ozdemir 2015). 
		

		
			AKP ’ s radical neoliberalism included fi scal discipline, tight monetary policies, broad privati-zations (20 billion raised in privatization revenues from 2005 to 2007) and the implementation of pro-capital policies (Aytac and Onis 2014). Among the latter, “fl exibilization” of employ-ment, the dismantlement of administrative barriers to investment, reducing the corporate tax rate, strengthening the legal protection of foreign investors, incentives for foreign investment such as easy access to real estate, guarantees to transfer proceeds, and no minimum capital requirement (Aytac and Onis 2014). 
		

		
			Apart from targeted means-tested measures, the initial success in lowering in flation improved the situation of the sectors with lower incomes living from fi xed incomes. Low in flation resulted in a decline in the interest rates and extension of credits, especially mortgages, which supported the construction sector led economic boom. The construction boom resulted from giant costly infrastructure projects, the state becoming a direct provider and a facilitator of housing, and an increase in household debt (Ozdemir 2015; Ozen 2015). The volume of consumer loans and credit card debt increased from 1.8% of the GDP in 2002 to 18.7% in 2012, and household debt grew from 7.5% of disposable income in 2003 to some 50% in 2012 (Ozdemir 2015). The increase in consumer credit was most salient in the housing market, due not only to lower interest rates but also to the 2007 mortgage law, which broadened the fi eld of mortgage lenders and created a sub-prime market where securitization of mortgages allows funds for further lending (Cobandag 2010). Economic growth led by the construction sector not only benefi ted economic sectors close to the party, but increased the demand for labor, with special emphasis on demand for relatively unquali fi ed workers (Kaynak 2016). AKP implemented a redistributive program, by which construction companies paid for the right to build apartments for the middle and upper-middle classes in public lands, and those funds were used to fi nance housing projects for lower-income groups (Ozdemir 2015). 
		

		
			Welfare policies included two di ff erent, but complementary, types of policy. First, the transformation of the existing welfare regime, from a social security system based on workers ’ rights to targeted assistance programs (Ozdemir 2015; Kaynak 2016). Second, the increase in the number of people receiving social aid, through the conversion of social policy to charity. The Turkish welfare regime had similarities with what Espig-Andersen (1990) named conservative welfare regime, since there were three di ff erent social security schemes depending on the type of employment (civil servants, workers in the private sector, self-employed). This was a system in which the informally employed – some 50% of the Turkish working force – did not have social security at all (Ozdemir 2015). The modi fi cation in the social security system combined the broadening of eligibility criteria – thus making it more inclusive – with the privatization of services, in accord with neoliberal ways. This combination is exempli fi ed by the 2006 Social Security and Universal Health Insurance law. The law uni fi ed the three existing systems into one, resulting in diminished bene fi ts and increased costs to veteran members of the social security system, while expanding benefi ts to the formerly excluded (Ozdemir 2015). The new law established contributions of 12.5% of the personal income, and state funding for people whose income was less than one third of the minimum wage. The transformation of the welfare regime bene fi ted sectors of the subordinated classes – the more excluded, those working in the 
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			informal sector – while worsening the conditions of organized labor. The latter were already harmed by measures such as the fl exibilization of employment, diminishing job security, worsening of working condition, and limitation on unions ’ activity, such as the postponement of legal strikes, a telling feature of industrial relations under the AKP government (Aytac and Onis 2014; Ozdemir 2015). During the AKP ’ s government workers ’ rights eroded and union-ization rates decreased form 10% in 2000 to 5.7% in 2010 (Ozdemir 2015). The Turkish case, thus, particularly emphasizes the contradictions between populism and traditional class politics. 
		

		
			The second main characteristic of AKP ’ s welfare policy was the shift of responsibility for social security from the central government to municipalities and vakifs (charitable foundations). The increasing role of the latter increased the charity character of social services (Ozdemir 2015). Moreover, the state itself adopted an NGO character. The AKP created the SYDGM, the General Directorate of Social Assistance and Solidarity, an autonomous organization accountable only to the Prime Minister o ffi ce, which distributes means-tested and in-kind aid (Onis and Senses 2009). The SYDMG was molded on the vakif institutional model, based on the Islamic tradition that emphasizes the duty to care for the poor. The SYDGM funds and supervises about 1,000 local foundations run by civil society religious organizations (Ozdemir 2015), a system which has similarities with the state funding of bonyads in Iran. 
		

		
			At the political level the AKP has a contradictory role, re fl ecting the fact that it presents inclusive and exclusionary characteristics. The AKP has facilitated the strengthening of a new political elite among party supporters (Whiting and Kaya 2016). Moreover, the planned reform increases the number of Parliament members and lowers the age requirement to be elected for Parliament, both inclusive steps. On the other side, in the last years Erdogan has adopted a politically exclusionary approach toward the Kurds, exempli fi ed by his call to “throw them (HDP representatives allegedly supporting the PKK) out of the Grand National Assembly . . . or even denaturalize them. These people cannot be MPs or citizens of Turkey ” (quoted in Salt 2016: 129– 130). Moreover, his increasing authoritarianism – while grounded in populist motives and justi fi ed as a defense of popular democracy against coup attempts – also has clear exclusionary traits (Yabanci 2016). Erdogan ’ s authoritarianism has increased following the failed coup attempt, leading to mass arrests of journalists, academics, and fi gures of the opposition, undergoing a transition from a populist approach to a more openly authoritarian one (Temken 2017). 
		

		
			Summing up, the Turkish AKP represents a form of religious – Islamic – populism combining inclusionary characteristics at the symbolic, material, and political dimensions, with the exclusionary intrinsic characteristics of a religious definition of the common we. 
		

		
			4. Populism in Israel 
		

		
			Populism is prevalent in Israeli politics because confl icts concerning the inclusion/exclusion of subordinate social groups have marked Israeli society since its inception. Such con fl icts stem from the interplay of several factors: the tension between the conceptualization of the Jewish people as a religious unity and its heterogeneous character, the lasting con fl ict with the indigenous Palestinian population, and the ongoing colonial situation in the Occupied Territories. Thus Israel is characterized by persistent confl icts about the inclusion/exclusion of di ff erent social groups, among them Israeli Arabs, Mizrahim (Jews who immigrated to Israel from Arab countries), and immigrants from the former USSR or from Ethiopia. In a divided society, the signi fi er “people ” has become a major reference point for the constitution of political identities, and populism a central feature of the political system. Historically, the current dominant party, the Likud, developed as a populist inclusive movement under Menachem Begin ’ s leadership. Populism was the way for inclusion 
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			within a social context in which class politics were not a real alternative for the excluded Mizrahim, since the workers ’ union played a central role in their exclusion. The party developed a narrative of the Israeli history that symbolically included Mizrahim in the common “ we ” ; implemented some economic and social policies aimed to their material inclusion; and politically included Mizrahim by opening the party to a Mizrahi young political leadership that emerged at the local level and reached national dimensions (Filc 2010). Today, there are three parties which can be considered populist, the three of them part of the current government coalition: “ Shas ” , an ultra-orthodox religious Mizrahi party, “Israel Our Home ” (IOH), and the Likud (which as argued below is currently an exclusionary populist party). 
		

		
			Shas emerged in 1983, as a reaction both to the exclusion and segregation of Mizrahim within the closed ultra-orthodox world and to the exclusion of Mizrahim in Israeli society as a whole. At its peak (1999) it achieved 17 seats out of 120; in the last elections they got seven seats, and lately they are losing their power even more. Shas addresses the socio-political world as divided into “we the people” (the Jewish people, understood as a religious community, with the subordinate Mizrahim as its core – the “true” people) and the “Other” (the elites, mainly the secular Israeli Ashkenazi Jews and non-Jews like migrant workers and asylum seekers). As is the case with Islamic populism, Shas presents inclusive characteristics within the exclusionary limits of religious belonging, limits that establish that you are a Jew only if you are born to a Jewish mother (or convert following the strict Orthodox rules). Shas supports exclusionary policies toward migrant workers and asylum seekers, even though its approach to Israeli Arabs is more nuanced, differing from the clearly exclusionary and xenophobic approaches of IOH and the Likud. 
		

		
			Shas ’ populism is built around two main oppositions: traditional or religious Mizrahim who are the common people, versus the secular Ashkenazi elite; and Jews versus non-Jews. Its goal is to restore the people “to its ancient glory for all the classes, groups and communities that make our people, especially the poor classes ” (Shas Homepage), where restoration implies restoring the primacy of the Jewish religion. Shas ’ leader Arie Deeri summed up this view in an interview: 
		

		
			they [the secular elites] want to be the ones who determine the agenda for being Israeli. They want to decide what an Israeli has to look like, and anyone who does not adhere to their style and standards is not a “true” Israeli; he is a fanatic, a Mizrahi, a fool. And they are a minority . . . they want to be a Western island in the Middle East. 
		

		
			(Ben-Hayim 2002) 
		

		
			Shas aspires to replace the secular Ashkenazi worldview with a model of Israelness rooted in the Mizrahi traditional worldview: 
		

		
			we do not want to be a metastasis of their government. Rather, we want to be partners in a revolution whereby we will become part of the government . . . not only with regard to religious but also to social and other issues. 
		

		
			(Cohen 2000) 
		

		
			In the 2015 elections Shas campaigned as the champion of the “transparent” people, the poor and the marginalized, and the enemy of the affluent middle classes. Shas’ vision of democracy is profoundly anti-liberal. They completely oppose the idea of the state as neutral, they are very critical of juridical review and of the court as a secular comptroller, and they even oppose the very idea of a constitution, since, while the laws are human, the only legitimate constitution is from divine origin. 
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			In the material dimension, Shas considers social justice as one of its two main goals. For Shas neoliberal globalization represents a “threat to the country’s character, and damage the Jewish values of equality, charity, compassion, and mutual responsibility” (Shas Homepage). Shas supports a welfare state “grounded on the values of equality, social justice, and communitarian solidarity”, which places the needs of the lower classes high on the national agenda, ensuring basic services to low-income families, and increasing family and old-age allowances (ibid.). However, due to its exclusionary conflation between people and religion, Shas is a welfare chauvinist party that considers that asylum seekers should be denied access to basic social rights, such as the right to work and the right to health care services. Moreover, it should be noted that Shas was a key coalition member during almost 30 of the last 32 years, and a fundamental partner in the neo-liberalization of Israel that took place since 1985 (Sheetreet 2001), even though it conditioned its participation in government on the imple-mentation of some redistributive measures such as the increase in transference payments; and opposed regressive measures such as charging VAT on fruit and vegetables or “across the board” budget cuts. 
		

		
			From the political point of view, Shas is di ff erent from most populist movements. While the latter are in general characterized by a loose organization, Shas resembles traditional mass parties, with developed civil society institutions such as schools, youth, and consumer organizations. Also politically Shas plays both an inclusive and an exclu-sionary role. Shas became the channel that allowed a generation of young Mizrahi religious youth to enter politics, and become political subjects; while in parallel excludes women from political activity and opposes any openness toward the integration of asylum seekers and migrant workers. 
		

		
			IOH, created in 1999 and with six seats in parliament in the last elections, promotes a nativist view of the people as an ethnically homogeneous people, as a natural community; a view that grounds xenophobia and nationalism. IOH ’ s worldview includes also anti-elitism, a “ law and order ” approach to social issues, and an anti-liberal understanding of democracy. The party embraces a nativist vision of the people and longs for a homogeneous community, free from 
		

		
			the existence of minorities, which creates conflict among people with different identities living under the same roof . . . Where two peoples or two religions coexist there is potential for conflict . . . This is even truer in our case, where the identity struggle combines the national and the religious. 
		

		
			(IOH Homepage) 
		

		
			For IOH, 
		

		
			[t]he state of Israel was bound to be the Jewish state, and not the state of the Jews, or the state of all its citizens. The definition of Israel as a Jewish and democratic state is not banal. Israel is first a Jewish state, then a democratic one. 
		

		
			(ibid.) 
		

		
			In order to pursue ethno-national homogeneity, the party claims that peace conversations should aim to redraw the borders of Israel and the future Palestinian state in such a way that the two states would be as ethnically homogeneous as possible. “The core of this idea is to divide the Jewish and Arab peoples and to create a separate political framework for each one” (ibid.). This represents the people’s will to be one and unified. For IOH the elites collaborate with the foreign enemy against the people. In the party’s view, traditional dominant groups 
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			“the social oligarchy” are in connivance with the foreign enemy against “us|”, the people (Lieberman 2002). “Us” are “the new immigrants, the residents of development towns, the settlers in Judea and Samaria [the West Bank], and ultra-orthodox Jews”. “Them” are first and foremost the judiciary – especially the Supreme Court – the left, the media, the police, the state bureaucracy, and government officials (especially Treasury officials) (Lieberman 2006). IOH fights 
		

		
			against this oligarchy, this thin stratum that occupies all the centres of power and wealth . . . this is a struggle between those who hold the reins of power and do not want to share them, and we, the rest, who are the majority. This is a war of democracy against the oligarchy. 
		

		
			(ibid.: 57) 
		

		
			IOH’s vision of democracy is an anti-liberal one, and pluralism is seen as attempting against the people’s imagined original unity. In this line, the party considers that both the legislative and the judiciary branches should subordinate civil rights to personal and collective security, and that anti-majoritarian checks and balances, such as judiciary review, should be curtailed. In arguing for a bill that would free military orders from juridical supervision, Lieberman said: “I think that the Supreme Court’s interference with the decisions of commanders in active service is unprecedented. The goal of this bill is to free military decisions from juridical review” (Lieberman 2007). Thus, the party promotes the establishment of a Constitutional Court whose membership will be elected by “the people’s representatives in the Knesset” (IOH Homepage). This new Court will respond to 
		

		
			the will of the people . . . Since this court will deal mostly with principled, ideological, and even political issues, the judges will have to lift their eyes from the legal text and derive their decisions not from narrow juridical considerations but from everyday life. 
		

		
			(IOH Homepage) 
		

		
			In sum, Lieberman ’ s (and his party’ s) discourse includes several features that characterize radical right populism: nativism and xenophobia, anti-elitist conception of society, an anti-liberal notion of democracy, and the belief in a strong, authoritarian state. IOH socio-economic view combines – as is the case with the AKP – neoliberalism (privatization, fl exibilization of labor relations, dismantlement of the welfare state) with means-tested policies toward the poorest. Politically, IOH is a clear exclusionary party, being the fi rst Israeli political party that made a central claim the political exclusion of Israeli Arabs. Under the slogan “ No citizenship without loyalty ” IOH claims that Israeli Arabs ’ citizenship must be conditioned to playing allegiance to Israel as a Jewish state. The third populist party in Israel is the Likud, led by Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu. Likud is currently Israel ’ s biggest party, with 30 seats in parliament. The party underwent two changes since its arrival to power as an inclusive populist party in the late 1970s. In the 1990s, under Netanyahu ’ s leadership, it became a neo-conservative party, similar to the Republican party in the USA under Ronald Reagan and George W. Bush. However, since the 2010s, it is undergoing a second transformation, into an exclusionary populist party. The main fi gures embodying this change are the Minister of Culture and Sports Miri Regev, the current Ambassador in the UN and former Deputy Minister of Defense, Danny Danon, and the coalition ’ s Whip, David Bitan. And, of course, Netanyahu himself is adopting – at least discursively – populist exclusionary topics: nativism and xenophobia, the people (as a closed ethno-national unity)/elites division and an anti-liberal understanding of democracy. Ernesto Laclau (2005) argued that the 
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			people is built through a chain of equivalences. Netanyahu builds the “ anti-People ” through a discursive chain of equivalences where ISIS is like Iran, Iran is like Hezbollah, Hezbollah is like Hamas, Hamas is like Abu Mazen and the Palestinian Authority and all the Palestinians in the OPT, the Palestinians in the OPT are like the Israeli Arabs, and the Israeli Arabs are like the Israeli left, all of them enemies of the “ true people ” . 
		

		
			As is the case with IOH, Likud’s main message nowadays is directed against Israeli Arabs, the “other” of the people, and against the “leftist elites” – intellectuals, the media, the Supreme Court. In last election day Netanyahu called Jewish citizens to come to vote because “the Israeli Arabs are galloping to the ballot boxes”; and when in November 2016 Israel faced several serious fires, all the Likud leadership – with no proof at all – accused Israeli Arabs for “fire terrorism”. Likud’s nativism is expressed also in their attacks against asylum seekers. Regev called Sudanese migrants “a cancer in the body of our nation” (JP 16/7/13) and Danon, wrote: 
		

		
			The influx of undocumented men . . . did real damage to the social fabric of our society . . . The Likud government . . . will work tirelessly until there are no more infiltrators crossing our borders and the number of illegal residents in our cities is severely reduced. 
		

		
			(JP 19/12/13) 
		

		
			The leftist elites are attacked as enemies of the people and accomplices of non-Jews. When the Court ruled against a law to imprison asylum seekers Regev declared: 
		

		
			The court is disconnected from the people. The court’s decision is essentially calling everyone in Africa to come to Israel, because infiltrators can move around freely. The court didn’t think of the good of the Israeli public in its decision and will make the situation intolerable. 
		

		
			(JP 22/9/14) 
		

		
			Minister of Tourism Yariv Levin directly accused the Court of being a nest of left-wingers. Regev’s anti-elitist discourse has been especially salient in her current post as Culture and 
		

		
			Sport Minister. She has declared her intention to rechannel state funds from the elitist cultural institution to institutions in the periphery and in the Jewish settlements in the occupied Palestinian Territories, and builds herself as the champion of the people’s culture as against the culture of the elites. In an interview she declared: 
		

		
			I, Miri Regev-Siboni from Kiryat Gat, daughter of Felix and Marcelle Siboni, have never read Chekhov and almost never went to plays as a child. I listened to Jo Amar [a Moroccan-Israeli singer, pioneer in introducing Moroccan Jewish liturgy music into Israel] and Sephardi songs, and I’m no less cultured than all the consumers of Western culture. 
		

		
			(JP 18/11/15) 
		

		
			Netanyahu constantly attacks journalists that criticize him and his government as ultra-leftists, and attempts to close the public broadcasting corporation for being “infiltrated by leftists”. 
		

		
			According to this view democracy is mostly about “the rule of the [Jewish] people”, understood as the will of the majority. In this vein Likud opposes central elements of liberal democracy such as judiciary review, the independence of the judiciary, or individual rights; for weakening the people’s will. Human right organizations and anti-occupation NGOs such 
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			as “Breaking the Silence” have been demonized and attacked for being anti-Israeli, opposed to the common people’s interests, and caring only for “infiltrators”: 
		

		
			thousands of infiltrators that are helped by human rights organizations, leftist human rights’ organizations, since there are no organizations caring for the human rights of the [Israeli] citizens, those that pay taxes and go to the army . . . human rights are only for infiltrators. 
		

		
			(Regev, Knesset protocols 8/12/14) 
		

		
			Likud’s socio-economic policies under Netanyahu have been radically neoliberal, including broad privatizations, weakening the trade unions, financial liberalization, partially dismantling the welfare state, privatization of pensions, tax reductions for corporations and the upper classes, and direct financial support for foreign investors. However, figures such as Regev and Danon promote targeted financial support to villages and towns in the periphery, and the Likud-headed government funnels funds to specific poor social groups, such as ultra-orthodox Jews. 
		

		
			Politically, the Likud underwent a transition from allowing for the inclusion of Mizrahim, to build most of its political discourse on the exclusion of Israeli Arabs. Politicians as Regev and Danon promoted legislation aimed to ban specific Israeli Arabs MKs; and Bitan declared that he would be happier if Israeli Arabs wouldn’t vote at all. Reminding Erdogan’s approach to Kurdish members of Parliament, Regev called Arab MKs “Trojan Horses” (JP 22/9/14). She declared: “[MK Basel] Ghattas is another one of those Trojan horses that take advantage of the Knesset’s stage and represent terrorist organizations . . . Therefore, they belong out of the Knesset” (Knesset protocols 12/11/14). In the last elections the Likud promoted an initiative to forbid Arab MK Hanin Zohabi from running for Parliament. In the present Parliament, the government has passed a bill allowing for an elected MK to be expelled from Parliament if approved by three quarters of Parliament members, a bill outspokenly aimed against Arab MKs. 
		

		
			The Israeli society presents several characteristics that explain the pervasiveness of populist movements, and the tendency of these movements to present exclusionary characteristics. First, the way in which social stratification is framed by the Israeli society’s heterogeneous, multi-cultural character (a significant Arab minority and the heterogeneity of its Jewish population), making for permanent conflicts about the inclusion/exclusion of certain social groups. Second, the most significant minority group – Israeli Arabs – belongs to a national collective with which the majoritarian ethnic group is in conflict; a situation that facilitates the emergence and strengthening of exclusionary populism (Mudde 2007). Finally, the lack of a territorial definition of “we the people” and the religious boundaries of the people facilitate to equate demos with ethnos. 
		

		
			5. Conclusions 
		

		
			The analysis of Middle East populism illuminates the importance of a perspective that takes into account not only the ideological and/or discursive dimension; but also the conditions of its emergence, the interplay among inclusion and exclusion, and the particularities of the articulation between religion and populism. The three cases examined show how populism stems from the interaction between top-down modernization and exclusion combined with the local social consequences of neoliberal globalization. In the three cases we can also assess how religious populism, as it appears in the Middle East, presents inclusive elements at the 
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			symbolic, material, and political levels; but presents an unsurpassable limit to inclusion, by equaling the people with the religious community. Defining the people as a religious community builds an unsurmountable obstacle for including those belonging to other religious confessions, or all those who do not consider themselves as belonging to any religion. Inclusiveness, thus is limited to the in-group, to the community of believers, and completely excludes non-believers. 
		

		
			Albeit the similarities, the three cases o ff er di ff erent insights. The Iranian case empha-sizes the tensions between populist anti-elitism and its commitment to popular will, and religion (both because of the intrinsically elitist character of religious hierarchy and because the transcendental character of sovereignty). The Turkish and the Israeli case highlight the characteristics of populism in non-liberal (or semi-liberal) democracies, and the exclusionary potential of populism in societies characterized by ethno-national con fl icts. Future research on Middle East populism must further address the specifi c ways in which religious populism copes with the contradiction between understanding sover-eignty as transcendental and the claim that democracy must be the expression of popular will, and the tension between anti-elitism and the hierarchical (and elitist) character of religious institutions. Moreover, it should deepen our understanding of the speci fi c forms in which globalization processes interact with ethno-national confl icts in giving birth to exclusionary forms of populism. 
		

		
			Note 
		

		
			
				1 
				The dynamic of anti-democratic attempts to bring down a populist leader by the force of arms, and the following exacerbation of authoritarian traits, is not exclusive of the Turkish case, and it happened also in Peron’s Argentina, and in Chavez’s Venezuela. 
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			Ritchie Savage 
		

		
			Introduction 
		

		
			What does it mean to refer to ‘populism’ in the United States? In a spectrum of usages from the journalistic to the academic, ‘U.S. populism’ is most commonly defined as a style of rhetoric, language, or discourse that pits the people against the elite, with historical roots in the 1890s People’s Party. Does populism then begin as a socialist-oriented ‘farmers’ movement?’ Where does the history of politicians’ populism found in controversial rightwing or racist figures, such as McCarthy and Wallace, fit into this typology? How does one explain the emergence of the Tea Party – as a grassroots movement, cluster of special interest groups, and reactionary wing of the Republican Party, simultaneously, not to mention President Trump? 
		

		
			This chapter employs a structuralist conception of both left and rightwing populism as a retrograde discourse, in order to distill the essence of a phenomenon splayed out across the different levels of the political Lebenswelt – from movements to heads of state. Following Ernesto Laclau (2005), it is evident that cases of populist discourse, especially on the left side of the spectrum, often employ future-oriented positive-laden signifiers to construct and unify a conception of ‘the people’ such as the notion of the ‘plain people’ in the People’s Party, Huey Long’s ‘Share our Wealth,’ Obama’s ‘Hope,’ Occupy’s ‘We Are the 99%,’ and Bernie Sanders’ ‘A Future to Believe In.’ Yet in comparing left and right populist discourses, this chapter stresses the distinctive structural feature they both share, which is the dual discursive emphasis placed on a more retrograde demonization of the enemy. In the left cases one finds the People’s Party’s emphasis on big business, Long’s attack on the Federal Reserve, Obama’s brief campaign strategy of admonishing Wall Street fat cats, Occupy’s 1%, and Sanders’ general attack on banks and the elite corporate structure of power in American politics. 
		

		
			On the right, one fi nds Coughlin ’s demonization of Jews, Wallace’ s racist discourse targeting African-Americans, Nixon’ s ‘ Law and Order Society, ’ the Tea Party ’ s ‘ socialism, ’ and Trump’ s demonization of Muslims, Mexicans, Latinos, Jews, immigrants, and terrorists and his pronounced inaugural return to the ‘ Law and Order Society. ’ In placing the emergence of both left and right U.S. populism in its proper historical context, a structural discursive analysis emerges capable of navigating between these cases. This emphasis on the legacy of the People ’ s Party in particular as the historical root of populism in the U.S. 
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			reveals the demonized enemy that is commonly invoked across left and right cases – the monetary/banking structure, whether it be big banks, the Federal Reserve (for Long, libertarians, and the Tea Party), taxes, trade deals, and corporate elitism. From the People ’s Party on, I argue that this discursive feature has often manifested itself, in psychoanalytic terms, from an analysis of Hofstadter to Lacan retrospectively, as a kind of ‘ paranoia ’ and ‘ fantasy. ’ 
		

		
			Historical overview 
		

		
			The history of populist parties, politicians, and movements has continued to be a constitutive feature of both left and rightwing American politics up until today. The fi rst party to be characterized as ‘ populist, ’ as previously mentioned, was the People ’ s Party of the 1890s. The party was composed primarily of farmers who banded together against the crop lien system (farmer struggles under furnishing merchants) and the threat of other economic hardships they encountered in the post-Civil War South. They articulated an anti-big business discourse, including a greenback doctrine calling for the introduction of a fi at currency, and they mobilized to form cooperatives. In the 1896 elections, the People ’ s Party backed the Demo-cratic candidate, William Jennings Bryan. Although Bryan was defeated by William McKinley, his famous ‘ Cross of Gold ’ speech, in which he argued against the gold standard, is regarded as one of the most famous political speeches in history and contained populist overtones. 
		

		
			This left-oriented populist legacy was invoked later in the 1930s in the speeches of Louisiana Governor and later Senator Huey Long, who opposed the Federal Reserve and demonized the banks and wealthy in his ‘Share Our Wealth’ plan. During the late 1930s, Father Charles Coughlin became the first populist to disseminate his calls for monetary and labor reform as well as the nationalization of industries over radio broadcasts, which also had a starkly anti-Semitic tone. This ‘paranoid style in American politics’ (Hofstadter, 1964) present throughout the history of U.S. populism has been theorized to link the earlier cases of left populism to the rightward populist turn first evident in the anti-communist speeches of Republican Senator Joseph McCarthy during the late 1940s and early 1950s, and later in the racist and anti-segregationist populist rhetoric of Alabama Governor and Democrat Senator George Wallace during the 1960s and 1970s. 
		

		
			American historians have thus traced out a ‘ populist persuasion’ from these fi gures through the presidential history of Nixon, Reagan, Bush, Clinton and G.W. Bush, which oscillates between the left and right ends of the political spectrum. Populism then, taken in general as discursive elements that invoke the ‘ people ’ against the ‘ elite ’ or ‘ enemy ’ are present in the more current institutionalized Democratic politics of Obama ’ s fi rst 2008 presidential campaign in slogans, such as ‘ Yes We Can,’ and in the anti-corporate, anti-elite politics of Bernie Sanders. 
		

		
			Reacting against Obama ’ s election and later healthcare reform, the Tea Party and other rightward leaning libertarian movements have emerged in a ‘ complex network ’ of grassroots movements, non-profi t organizations, political advocacy groups and think tanks, combined with funding from billionaire donors such as the Koch brothers (Skocpol and Williamson, 2012). The Tea Party appeals to diverse bases oriented around taxpayer identity politics, evangelicalism, and anti-immigration and cultivates a populist discourse against government spending and socialism alongside mutual relationships of support with Republican political fi gures. 
		

		
			In the wake of the 2011 global protests, Occupy Wall Street emerged as a left-oriented grassroots political movement with a populist discourse of the ‘99%’ versus the ‘1%’ in a critique of the contemporary forces of global capitalism, ushering in a new era of American 
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			left movements on the ground including ‘Strike Debt!’ ‘People’s Climate March,’ ‘Flood Wall Street,’ and ‘Black Lives Matter.’ 
		

		
			Finally, emerging out of a true (white) multiclass coalition and the superior grassroots and institutional organizational skills of the Republican Party, Donald Trump promises to be the first populist president with overt authoritarian tendencies in the history of the U.S. 
		

		
			Perspectives 
		

		
			One of the more prominent historical accounts of populism in America is provided by Lawrence Goodwyn. Similar to most other analysts of American populism (Hicks, 1961; Hofstadter, 1964; Szasz, 1982; McMath, 1992; Kazin, 1995) and including my above description, Goodwyn historically situates the emergence of populism in the economic destitution experienced by farmers in the post-Civil War period. Goodwyn (1978) suggests that populism in America consisted of a movement culture that really began when the farmers of Lampasas County, Texas, reacting against economic hardships, banded together in 1877 to form the ‘Knights of Reliance,’ a group which later became known as ‘The Farmers Alliance’ (25, 26). This movement culture was a complex and multi-layered set of ideologies and practices that consisted of three sets of processes often intermingling: the farmers’ emphasis on self-help, education and the formation of cooperatives; the farmers’ view that they were part of a larger industrial class leading to boycotts and coordination of efforts with other move-ments such as the Knights of Labor; and the acceptance of the greenback doctrine calling for the introduction of fiat currency in conjunction with C. W. Macune’s subtreasury system. 
		

		
			Goodwyn’ s historical account of the formation of the Populist Party has encountered substantial critiques. Concerning the emphasis that Goodwyn places on the greenback ideology, Clanton (1991) comments, ‘ Not all historians of Populism would agree that greenback ideology was quite that fundamental, but it fi gured prominently in the thought of a signi fi cant segment of the leadership, in Texas and elsewhere ’ (18). McMath (1992) has suggested that Goodwyn ’ s analysis of the origins of populism is too narrowly focused on a radical type of Alliance action exhibited in the formation of cooperatives, which occurred only to a large extent in Texas, and that Goodwyn’ s study overemphasizes a distinctive and local movement culture that dismisses the broader reception of populism by the nation (15). 
		

		
			Whereas Goodwyn suggests that the core of the populist movement revolved around the attempted formation of cooperatives and the dissemination of the greenback ideology, Szasz (1982) argues that it was the moment at which cooperatives proved unsuccessful and the Populists began to support other issues when populism began to broaden its appeal as a movement. Thus, as the issues that the Populists supported became diversified so too did their social base of support. The Populist party ‘provided the only real political alternative to the Republicans or Democrats . . . In addition to agrarians, the famous 1896 Populist convention at St. Louis bounded with Single Taxers, Bellamyite Nationalists, Socialists, Prohibitionists, Greenbackers, and Suffragettes’ (Szasz, 1982: 194). Furthermore, the fact that ‘much of the Populist vote in the western mining states of Colorado and Montana relied on labor support’ justifies Szasz’s (1982) claim that, not unlike Latin American forms of populism, populism in the United States could be described as ‘multiclass, expansive, electoral, socially reformist, and led by charismatic figures’ (195, 191). 
		

		
			Authors such as Szasz and Kazin build from a historical account of the populist movement of the 1890s to show that this political heritage, in the form of a language of the ‘people’, has been adopted by a myriad of political figures in the subsequent decades of American history, 
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			extending all the way to the present. Although exhibiting some basic rhetorical affinities with the initial movement, insofar as there is always an appeal to the common people, the history of populist discourse in the U.S., much like in Latin America and now Europe, reveals an articulation of diverse ideological contents that oscillates between left and right: ‘thus, the Populist heritage has been ambiguous: it provided ammunition for both liberals and con-servatives’ (Szasz, 1982: 203). Accordingly Szasz and Kazin have traced a populist discourse that runs through the rhetoric of such diverse political figures as Bryan, McCarthy, Wallace, Nixon, Reagan, and Bill Clinton. However, most analysts agree that there is still a common element in American populism, which Kazin (1995) defines as ‘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’ (1). Both these factors of the people’s disenchantment with institutionalized politics and the anti-system/‘outside politics’ orientation shed light on such phenomena as the brief electoral success of Ross Perot in the United States (Westlind, 1996). 
		

		
			Debates: left or right? 
		

		
			Richard Hofstadter was the first to suggest an affinity between the Populist Party and McCarthyism. For instance, in ‘The Paranoid Style in American Politics,’ Hofstadter (1964) writes about the paranoid style of politics that ‘the feeling of persecution is central, and it is indeed systematized into grandiose theories of conspiracy,’ and he goes on to give side-by-side examples, first of a 1951 speech by McCarthy and then an 1895 Populist Party manifesto, which proclaim conspiracies ‘by men high in government’ and ‘the international gold ring’ respectively (4, 7–8). 
		

		
			Other authors attempting to trace out the history of American populism, such as Szasz and Kazin, have followed suit and also included McCarthyism as a case of populism in the United States. Although for them, McCarthyism does not represent a perfect fi t with the legacy of populist reform dating back to the 1890s. Szasz (1982), choosing to de fi ne populism in reference to a type of politician, writes the following about McCarthy and Hofstadter ’ s treatment of him: 
		

		
			McCarthy was not exactly a ‘populist,’ but the atmosphere his accusations created so influenced Richard Hofstadter that he formulated in his brilliant Age of Reform (1955) a view of the original Populist movement that dominated a generation of scholarship. Populism, according to his interpretation, was basically a retrograde movement. It fostered isolationism, demagoguery, anti-Catholicism, anti-Semitism, and a general anti-intellectualism. Its legacy could be seen in McCarthyism. 
		

		
			(209) 
		

		
			For Kazin (1995), who defines populism as a type of language that pits ‘ordinary people’ against ‘elites’ and attempts to ‘mobilize the former against the latter,’ the strength of McCarthy’s populism emanated from his demeanor when appearing on television and his penchant for catchy sound bites (1, 188). Much like Szasz, Kazin has his own reservations about directly linking McCarthy’s legacy to the contrastingly reformist impulse of the 1890s Populist Party. Kazin notes that the novelty of the Red Scare was that it signified the pronounced shift of populist language from the left to the right, and he critiques authors such as Hofstadter and Bell (1963) accordingly for forging such reductive comparisons, yet he admits that ‘there was a close resemblance between the “rhetoric of Populist campaigners and that of conservative anti-Communists”’ (4–5, 192). 
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			Just as there is this precedent in the literature for analyzing McCarthyism in light of the history and tradition of American populism despite some key ideological differences between the People’s Party and the impetus behind the Red Scare, representations of the Tea Party in the liberal media have also relied on the term ‘populism’ as a means for understanding the discourse of this political movement in historical perspective. And once again, despite the vast ideological differences between the Tea Party and the original Populist Party, the character-istics which purportedly link these movements revolve around the use of a certain political language and rhetoric. 
		

		
			Since the first protests in 2009, the Tea Party has often been labeled as a ‘populist’ movement by various news and media sources. But once again, this label is usually applied loosely with little attention to historical detail. One could argue that the Tea Party is tied to this historical tradition, insofar as it seems to entail micro movements that are spontaneous, perform emotions of outrage and anger, and can be located on the left or right of the political spectrum. Many news sources accordingly associate populism with strong rhetoric and emotions, and as they trace out the current incarnations of the populist geist, the source of the ‘outbreak’ is most often tied to the fallout from 2008 economic crisis. It is evidence enough to point to magazine headlines, such as Newsweek’s ‘The Thinking Man’s Guide to Populist Rage,’ and Time’s ‘Why Main Street Hates Wall Street.’ 
		

		
			The media would also frequently single out Sarah Palin and Michele Bachmann as Republican representatives of the Tea Party sentiment by pointing to their pronounced anti-elitist rhetoric as endorsement of populist convictions. In another New York Times article, titled ‘The Populist Addiction,’ op-ed columnist David Brooks, makes the argument that populism emerges from both sides of the political spectrum, and mentions John Edward’s ‘Main Street vs. Wall Street’ rhetoric after referring to how Palin rhetorically divides America ‘between the real Americans and the cultural elites.’ Similarly, an Al Jazeera Opinion written by Naomi Wolf, ‘America’s Reactionary Feminists,’ inquires into the appeal of Palin and Bachmann – only to find it in the ‘American tradition of populist demagoguery’ from which other notable figures have emerged such as ‘the anti-communist witch-hunter Joe McCarthy.’ It follows that one of Bachmann’s throwbacks to McCarthyite rhetoric was her condemnation of members of the GOP as ‘frugal socialists.’ Even more novel, and perhaps alarming, is the fact that prominent Tea Party figures themselves have identified with McCarthy and tried to reinstate his once revered patriotism, as evidenced by Glenn Beck’s glowing endorsement of Evan’s (2007) Blacklisted by History. 
		

		
			From this analysis, it is clear that certain strands of the both the academic literature on McCarthyism and the media focus on the Tea Party tend to classify these movements as ‘populist,’ seeing in American history a tradition of ideologically divergent political move-ments fostering anti-elitist rhetoric and psychological/emotional states ranging from paranoia to simple anger and outrage. But are these the only characteristics of the American populist tradition? Is it enough to point to emotionally charged, anti-elitist rhetoric and end the analysis there? 
		

		
			The aforementioned authors in the American tradition have been right to hone in on the ‘ language’ of populism, but their analysis of the constituent features of this language is not nearly as in-depth or complex as a structural analysis of populist discourse can reveal. Identifying populism as a discursive phenomenon with recurring structural components solves further problems with the ambiguity of the concept and provides a framework for more insightful comparisons between the People ’ s Party, McCarthyism, the Tea Party, and Trump. 
		

		
			I argue that one must analyze the basic components of Ernesto Laclau’ s (2005) theory of populism and evaluate their relevance in terms of how they measure up against the 
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			characteristics of the People ’ s Party, McCarthyism, Tea Party, and Trump’ s discourse. The fi rst component necessary in Laclau ’ s recipe for populism is the formation of an antagon-ism between the people and the power bloc or enemy: we have seen this feature of populist discourse in the People ’ s Party, McCarthyism, the Tea Party and Trumpism. In the People ’ s Party it was the ‘ big city ’ elite and big business, and in both the People ’ s Party and McCarthy’ s speeches it was the political elites, ‘ men in high levels of govern-ment, ’ and specifi cally regarding McCarthyism, men from prominent East Coast Anglo-Saxon families that were the eff eminate communist enemies threatening the values of hardworking, middle-class, Midwestern, German and Irish Catholic, common tough guys like ‘ Joe’ himself. For Tea Party-courting politicians such as Palin, this antagonist rift is evident in how she divided ‘ the country between the real Americans and the cultural elites. ’ Accordingly, Trump owes much of his electoral success to his demonization of Clinton/Obama/Clinton administrations and democratic politics in general as part of the pejoratively viewed ‘ establishment. ’ 
		

		
			The second aspect of populist discourse for Laclau is the formation of empty signi fi ers such as the ‘ people. ’ Clearly all of the movements in the tradition of American populism have exalted the common people, not to mention those we are analyzing here, but there is a potential problem with examples of empty signi fi ers that Laclau often repeats, such as ‘ people, ’ ‘ nation, ’ and ‘ revolution, ’ insofar as they are all overwhelmingly positive-laden signi fi ers. From an examination of the discourses of the People’ s Party, McCarthyism, the Tea Party and Trump-ism, it is clear that the respective signi fi ers ‘ elite, ’ ‘ communist, ’ ‘ socialist, ’ ‘ immigrant, ’ ‘ illegal, ’ ‘ alien, ’ ‘ terrorist,’ ‘ Mexicans, ’ ‘ Muslims, ’ and ‘ Crooked Hillary’ play a much more salient role in organizing the discourse. As McCarthy stated in a speech published in 1950, ‘ In my opinion the State Department, which is one of the most important government departments, is thoroughly infested with communists. ’ The main theme of the speech does construct an antagonistic rift ‘ in a fi nal, all-out battle between communistic atheism and Christianity, ’ but where words Christian and Christianity are only mentioned fi ve times, communist and communism are mentioned a total of 21 times in a 2,332-word excerpt from the speech. In the same way one is reminded of how Bachmann had admonished the ‘ frugal socialists ’ in the Republican Party or how the Tea Party in general views Obama as a ‘ socialist ’ and a ‘ statist ’ – not to mention the way in which Trump seems to attack everyone who is not white and everyone else who attacks him. 
		

		
			The third feature of Laclau’s notion of populism is that empty signifiers such as the ‘people’ organize and link together a series of democratic demands that were previously isolated. This is evident in the People’s Party, which brought together Single Taxers, Bellamyite National-ists, Socialists, Prohibitionists, Greenbackers, and Suffragettes and eventually sought alliance with the industrial Knights of Labor. There is no clear evidence of this in McCarthyism insofar as it was based more directly on a conspiracy theory that resonated with people’s anxieties, fears, and fantasies rather than a positive slogan that embodied their democratic demands. Laclau’s theory is consistent with the Tea Party case insofar as there top ten demands can be found right on the homepage of one of their popular websites, Contract from America, and the Tea Party’s demands to reduce taxes are clearly related to the experience of the original Boston Tea Party. Yet once again, the demands of the movement are not so much organized around a positive slogan, such as the role ‘99%’ has played in Occupy for instance, and neither emancipatory signifiers nor democratic demands are the central organizing features of these discourses. The ironic characteristic of Trumpism, how-ever, is that it links together democratic demands that oscillate between left and right ideological positions: bringing back manufacturing, critiquing free trade, building walls, and deporting ‘illegals.’ 
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			People’s Party, McCarthyite, Tea Party and Trumpist discourses have more distinctly Manichean themes than simply pitting the people against a common enemy; these discourses demonize the enemy, and this demonization, which represents opponents or enemies as illegitimate political actors, organizes their discourses. Laclau has fallen short of articulating this in his theory of empty signifiers. To be sure, ‘elite,’ ‘fat cat,’ ‘communist,’ ‘socialist,’ ‘immigrant,’ and ‘1%’ are empty signifiers in the sense of their correspondence to the central tenets of Saussurean, Lacanian, and Althusserian theory, but they do not embody positive hopes and demands. Rather, they signify disorder, infection, and in McCarthy’s language, ‘infestation.’ It follows that what ‘elitism,’ ‘communism,’ ‘socialism,’ and ‘immigration’ infest, disrupt, and corrupt is an American tradition of values tied to the collective memory of the nation’s founding moment, and it is this salient memorializing aspect of populist discourse that is not strongly emphasized in Laclau’s theory. 
		

		
			An analysis of People’s Party, McCarthyism, Tea Party, Occupy, and Trumpism and their specific discursive attributes necessitates the following reformulated and thereby applicable theory of the structural components of populist discourse. Through a synthesis and modifica-tion of the first two aspects of Laclau’s theory (antagonism and empty signifier) I substitute a conception of the enemy as the central organizing trope of populist discourse, found in signifiers such as ‘elite,’ ‘communist,’ ‘socialist,’ ‘immigrant,’ ‘establishment,’ and ‘1%’ as it concerns at least five of our cases. These signifiers reveal the ‘anti-establishment’ orientation of our cases, taking into consideration that the enemy is only relationally defined in opposition to the founding democratic legacy, and thus is not fixed by any specific content. Hence, the second modification constitutes the most substantial break from Laclau’s concept of discourse and is found in the trope of the ‘founding moment’ of the nation. This founding moment is a fabrication constituted through the social construction of a collective memory recalling key events in the American Revolution and framing of the constitution that signify the develop-ment of a unique American legacy and tradition of strong democratic values. These values are represented in signifiers such as ‘liberty,’ ‘freedom,’ and ‘independence,’ and they are linked together in a narrative that traces itself back to America’s point of origin in events such as the revolutionary break from England, the Boston Tea Party, the writing of the constitution, and the desire to ‘make America great again.’ 
		

		
			This modified populist discursive framework explains key aspects of People’s Party McCarthyite, Tea Party, and Trumpist logic with more empirical depth. By linking together the structural components of the enemy and the founding moment, we can begin to understand how the enemy/disorder is constructed as the disruption of the legacy emanating from the founding moment. This provides new insight into phenomena such as Bachmann’s self-branding as a ‘constitutional conservative,’ which conjures up the framers’ concerns with limiting state power as a way to de-legitimate and demonize federal spending and govern-ment-based social services under the rubric of ‘socialism.’ It also sheds some light on possible interpretations of why McCarthy’s attacks were leveled at ‘Anglo-Saxons’ like Hiss and Acheson rather than Jews, Italians and other southern and eastern European immigrants as in the first Red Scare. Just as our Anglo-Saxon forefathers provided the constitutional framework guaranteeing the rights to economic liberties and private property that secured the prosper-ity of subsequent generations of immigrant groups, including McCarthy’ s own ancestors, so to were the ancestors of our forefathers, including elites such as Hiss and Acheson, responsible for keeping ‘ the true aliens – the southern and eastern European immigrants and their progeny – in line ’ (Gerstle, 2001: 255). Thus their alleged communist actions were even more deplorable than the anarchist activities of Jewish and Italian immigrants targeted during the fi rst Red Scare. 
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			This constant reference back to the ‘founding moment,’ which characterizes these cases, reveals the significance of the ‘backward-looking’ nature that dominates many instances of populist discourse. It might also remind one of the ‘mytho-historical’ character that Claude Lefort (1986) attributes to the social imaginary in ‘Novelty and the Appeal of Repetition:’ 
		

		
			Thought may well be able to free itself from certain images; but what resists this attempt is the relation that we maintain with the representation of the past, the mythical function that we make it play in order to assure ourselves of a truth which is already given and which will not betray us, in order to conjure away, in sum, the indeterminacy which constantly re-emerges in the history that we live. 
		

		
			(124) 
		

		
			In this sense, perhaps Hofstadter was not so far off base in insisting on the ‘retrograde’ character of populist movements, as a feature that united both the People’s Party and the later Red Scare, despite their ideologically divergent progressive and conservative tendencies. Perhaps any political movement that constructs this mythical founding moment out of the past, no matter how progressive, will always contain a kernel of this ‘conservative’ character – not in the sense of wanting to return to the past per se, but rather that the ‘founding moment’ corresponds to Lacan’s (1966/2006) conception of ‘fantasy’, which, in Žižek’s (1989) political reading, constructs a pure moment out of the illusion of a once existing unified society that would otherwise be perfect if not for the disruption or disorder represented by the ‘enemy.’ 
		

		
			Let us proceed from this modified discursive structure of populism, located in the fabricated ‘enemy,’ which threatens the legacy of the nation’s mythical ‘founding moment,’ to other comparisons, in terms of similarities and differences, between the discursive and ideological characteristics of McCarthyism, the Tea Party, and Trumpism. If there is a set of consistently posited external threats articulated by Tea Party and Trumpist constituents, they are represented by Islamicism and immigration and the purposeful construction of their metonymic contiguity, and we have seen this discourse endorsed from the more fascist-leaning Tea Party enthusiasts in the Christian and evangelical right, including Glenn Beck, Brigitte Gabriel, and Pat Robertson, as well as in the political ideologies purported by Steve Bannon and Trump. Within this context, we can understand why Glenn Beck would write about Evans’s (2007) glorification of McCarthy, ‘America, please read this book,’ insofar as Beck’s defense of Christianity against the threat of Islamicism is not too far removed from McCarthy’s defense of Christianity against ‘communistic atheism.’ 
		

		
			The Tea Party had one initial problem when compared with the relative success of the McCarthy contagion, which is the inability to link up the internal and external threats posited in their discourse. If the Tea Party could directly link up government socialism with Islamicism, they might be more e ff ective in inducing a McCarthyite paranoia. One can gather that something of this sort was attempted by Donald Trump, who proclaimed, ‘ I ’ m with the Tea Party, ’ on the Today Show, when he suspiciously inquired into the credibility of Obama ’ s American citizenship. It is particular moments like these that reinforce the fact that the Tea Party is a fluid phenomenon and a moving target for any analytical construction that would apprehend it. Insofar as the Tea Party overlaps with ‘ Birthers, ’ there is concern for an external enemy constructed as ‘ radical Islam, ’ yet whether this concern resonates in a consensus or functions as a consistent position among Tea Partiers is more di ffi cult to determine. On a symbolic and discursive level, however, it is clear that Obama ’ s citizenship functioned to bolster the fear of a socialist conspiracy at home insofar as his ‘ uncertain ’ citizenship and religious faith added credence to the belief in the ‘ foreignness ’ of his administration’ s policies, e.g. ‘ ObamaCare. ’ This demonization and externalization of the enemy 
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			is a key feature of the movement and point of comparison between these cases, but Tea Party and Trumpist discourses reveal something beyond the level of paranoia traditionally attributed to McCarthyism. More than movements that simply employ a Manichean discourse, the Tea Party and Trumpism represent two of many cases that signal a transformation in the nature of institutionalized politics in the United States and beyond. The Tea Party re flects an institutional transition on the level of democratic participation, which is capable of oscillating between the three levels of the grassroots, well-funded special interest groups, and elected representatives. The Trump administration, however, represents a transition into an institutionalized post-democratic politics, in which groups of undocumented national immigrants are hunted down and immigra-tion from particular ‘ Muslim-majority’ countries is banned, based on series of executive orders and highly centralized political rule typically associated with more authoritarian forms of populism. 
		

		
			Reflections: between movements and the state, the rational and 
		

		
			the irrational 
		

		
			When dealing with populism there is a pronounced limitation in conceiving of the state inherent in those cases categorized as ‘ social movements, ’ just as internal movement dynamics are lost in the di ffi cult task of bridging the gap between state and civil society in the analysis of populist leaders from Maduro and Trump. It is at this point that part of what is conceived of as the alleged ‘ problem of American populism, ’ which is the di ffi culty of locating populism in a fi xed position relative to actors, movements, and administrations, actually becomes an advantage. However, this advantage is only revealed, once again, when populism is treated structurally as a discourse, which is present in a more ubiquitous sense both within and between the domains of actor, group, movement, and state. The point here, following Laclau (2005), is that populist discourse itself is more or less concomitant with the unconscious structure of the political (p.67) in its Schmittian distinction between the ‘ friend/enemy ’ . In this chapter, the advantage is most explicitly revealed in dealing with the discourse of Trump, which now simultaneously occupies the position of movement (given the persistence of hate crimes, support rallies, and the rebranding of white supremacy groups under the ‘ alt-right’ ) and state. 
		

		
			After an empirical analysis of the populist discourse found in the cases of the People ’ s Party, McCarthy, the Tea Party, Occupy, and Trump, the salience of signi fi ers, such as, ‘ elite, ’ ‘ 1%, ’ ‘ communism, ’ ‘ socialism, ’ ‘ illegals, ’ ‘ immigrants, ’ ‘ Muslims, ’ ‘ Mexicans, ’ and ‘ terrorists, ’ not to mention the slogan, ‘ Make America Great Again, ’ necessitate a reformulation of the division Laclau creates between empty signi fi ers and democratic demands on the one hand, and the antagonism between the people and the power bloc on the other. I argue that the central signi fi er that anchors each instance of populist discourse (and arrests the play of substitutions) is not so much a positive term, such as the ‘ people, ’ which links together a series of democratic demands (rendered now as popular demands), but overwhelmingly negative conceptions of the ‘ enemy ’ that represent the destruction of the democratic foundation of the ‘ nation, ’ constructed through collective memory. Thus, the positive-laden signi fi ers, such as ‘ people, ’ ‘ nation, ’ and ‘ revolution, ’ to which Laclau is repeatedly referring, are only invoked after a thorough explication of the role the ‘ enemy ’ has played in dismantling the fabric of society. 
		

		
			In order to account for the more central role that antagonism plays in the discursive structure, I call for a reordering of the tropological functions that Laclau attributes to populist discourse. Laclau has referred to role of synonymy, metaphor, and metonymy to account for the substitutions and links between empty signi fi ers and democratic demands. As my analysis of populist discourse points to the fact that any such positive discursive formations are completely ancillary, I coin the term ‘ antonymy ’ to refer to the relationship between the ‘ enemy ’ and the ‘ founding moment, ’ 
		

		
			Ritchie Savage 
		

		
			410 
		

	
		
			insofar as the instance and presence of the former within the populist discursive construction of reality implies the complete inversion of the latter. The salience of this theme regarding the impossibility of society and the enemy as the root cause of the problem led me to turn to Ž i ž ek ’ s (1989, 2006) critique of Laclau through a political reading of Lacan ’ s notion of fantasy. 
		

		
			The reformulation of this model of the symbolic structure of populist discourse, common to all U.S. populist cases, allows one to conceive of the implicit horizon of understanding fostered in these instances of Manichean discourse, and through a reading of Lefort (1988), how these populist movements seek to institutionalize this symbolic structure within different forms of democratic and post-democratic politics. My main argument, then, is that whereas the People’s Party and McCarthy were relatively unsuccessful in reproducing this discourse within a stable and enduring set of democratic institutions, the Tea Party has had more success in structuring forms of participatory democracy and multidirectional lines of funding and influence. Still yet, Trumpism has, so far at least, has been successful in instilling and perpetuating the discursive contours of its Weltanschauung on the level of policy (ICE agents and travel bans) and with violence in the streets. 
		

		
			Insofar as the discursive model relies heavily on structural linguistics and involves breaking discourse down into language, and language down into the constitutive elements of signifiers, it proves to be very effective in isolating those signifiers that structure populist expressions, such as when the ‘people’ are invoked, or in my cases, particular conceptions of the enemy, such as ‘elite,’ ‘1%,’ ‘communism,’ ‘socialism,’ ‘Mexicans,’ Muslims,’ ‘illegals,’ ‘terrorists,’ ‘establishment,’ etc. The notion of the ‘empty signifier’ in particular reveals the general functioning of populist language in how it can employ these signifiers in different contexts with a meaning that becomes saturated or ‘overdetermined’ – in which unconscious mechan-isms, such as the point de capiton and fantasy are revealed. 
		

		
			That is, the negative signi fi er or conception of the enemy becomes the umbrella term that provides a kind of explanation on the level of the ‘ Imaginary’ for why society is not functioning properly. The ‘ fantasy ’ is always one of the ‘ Other ’ that is responsible for the antagonisms or problems in society. In Lacanian theory, the fantasy is constructed in the presence of a crisis (as in many of our cases, an economic recession or geopolitical crisis), which as an expression or outbreak of the ‘ Real, ’ resists signi fi cation or capability of being represented within the ‘ Symbolic ’ order. Rather than acknowledging that the problem perhaps exists on the level of language itself or the fact that a truly cohesive society itself is impossible, the fantasy in which the enemy is responsible for the problems in society hinges on the false premise that there was some better time in the past – a kind of false collective memory or nostalgia for when society was actually cohesive and functioned properly. It constructs out of its remembrance of the past a false utopia, which, of course, never actually existed. Viewing the formation of the ‘ political ’ from the Archimedean point of a psychoanalytic and structural discursive orientation provides one with a glimpse of the general terrain of language before particular positions are represented, such as the ideological content of right or left, or the degree to which the discourse in question upholds or subverts the ‘ democratic. ’ 
		

		
			Focusing on discourse in this manner, in which the unconscious is revealed in the fantasy that links the enemy to the disruption of the founding moment, circumvents the tension between locating populism along movements and administrations and between the supposed irrational or rational character of movement or leadership dynamics. This is the path to reviving some aspects of cultural and psychoanalytic theories of the 19th-century ‘crowd theorists,’ without falling victim to the notion of the ‘crowd.’ My argument here is that in the formation of the populist identities corresponding to my cases, there is an unconscious level of identification with, for instance, ‘Make America Great Again’ that involves the invocation of 
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			the Lacanian fantasy of ‘nonwhites’ destroying the legacy of independence going back to the drafting of the constitution by the founding fathers. Although one identifies with Trumpism through this unconscious mechanism, this is not the same as the claim that the Trump supporter is falling victim to some irrational form of group formation. This goes back to the Freudian/Lacanian argument that the manifestation of the unconscious in parapraxis does not reveal the ‘abnormal,’ but something more in line with regular functioning. It is populism, then, in its connection to the unconscious, which reveals something about the regular functioning of politics, just as it follows that in the entire world history of politics it would be difficult to argue that ‘democracy’ has been the norm or most recurrent form of political organization against which other forms, such as authoritarianism, could be measured. 
		

		
			Therefore, such a discursive appeal need not be considered irrational in its relation to the unconscious mechanism of fantasy, nor does the role of the unconscious preclude the possibility that the discursive appeal can be employed in a strategic capacity. This discursive appeal to the unconscious mechanism of fantasy clearly moves beyond what social movement theorists might refer to as ‘rational,’ yet its strategic wielding also moves beyond any allusion to an irrational ‘crowd.’ 
		

		
			Part of the problem here involves the inability to jump between the perspectives of, for instance, Trump and the American (white) ‘people’ and realize that populist discourse as a cultural phenomenon implies an independent context, which is neither reducible to a ‘tool’ to be strategically wielded or a ‘frame of meaning.’ Populist discourse is always already there as a symbolic and cultural phenomenon, or as a possible representation of the social itself, before it finds a particular expression, and it exists in a manner that transcends the levels (or limits) of the individual and the social. This link between the unconscious, the symbolic, and the social, is a key structuralist insight derived from Levi-Strauss’s synthesis of Freud and Saussure, and carried on in Laclau’s notion of the political. 
		

		
			Locating populist discourse on this ontological level also provides a means of uniting di ff erent levels of phenomena from actors to movements to administrations. The populist discursive appeal to the unconscious mechanism of fantasy, in a case such as Trump, reveals insights on the level of internal movement dynamics just as it does on the level of the state. With this particular case of populist discourse, much like cases of state-sponsored fascism, the state oversteps the boundaries of the social and civil society. Yet part of the added success of Trumpism, is that the state, in the double entendre as ‘ establishment, ’ is also constructed as the force that hinders ‘ making America great again. ’ Trumpism thus functions in an organicist metaphor that can blame a part of itself when it falters, as Trump makes clear that ‘ Obama owns Obamacare’ implying that Obama also owns the future crises that ‘ repeal and replace ’ will bring about. 
		

		
			The strongest argument against the ontologizing of populist discourse here is based on the claim that if one is to locate populist discourse on the unconscious and symbolic level of the political, following Laclau, they risk losing the object of analysis. However, it should be noted that the movement against ontologizing discourse in Hegelian fashion is in part derived from the Kantian/epistemological concern for normatively distinguishing between cases of normal/ abnormal and democratic/undemocratic politics. The contribution my chapter makes to analytical syntheses of left and right forms of populism can only be realized in the momentary suspension or bracketing of the normative debate. 
		

		
			I think that this last point is especially important to consider when analyzing populism. Although Laclau constructs his theory of populism from the normative and Gramscian position that the left should ultimately appropriate this discourse, an analysis of the structural discursive components of signifiers and how they are employed in order to foster political identities does not necessarily have to facilitate a particular normative agenda. Furthermore, 
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			I would argue that the attempt to analyze populism from a normative standpoint often causes theorists to overlook key similarities between populist movements that are found on the opposite ends of the left/right continuum. My analysis of cases here is constructed precisely to make this point – that it is worth comparing cases such as the People’s Party and Trump, which not only bear discursive similarities, but also share some success due to the manner in which they were either able to establish a tradition of discursive repertory in the past or are able to institutionalize their respective Manichean discourses in the present. 
		

		
			Conclusion: moving forward (or backward?) 
		

		
			Anyone who says nothing like Trumpism has ever happened is both right and wrong, and most certainly ‘ bereft of historical knowledge. ’ Problems occurring within the relationship between democracy and capitalism eventually lead to populism (as seen in cases from Tsipras to Le Pen), just as these two great historical structures were forged out of great populist revolutions of the past (from Solon to Spartacus, Sieyès to the Période française ). Populism operates, once again, as the unconscious symbolic structure of the political (Laclau, 2005), and as such manifests itself in a plethora of forms on a spectrum spanning from discursive elements to forms of mobilization. In this sense, we ’ ve been slow to catch up with something that has always already been there: it’ s in the way that groups form in partially structured ways around those who constitute the inside and outside of the group, e.g. us/them, friend/enemy (Schmitt, 1932/2007), people/power. 
		

		
			Prior to the advent of Trumpism, however, when scholars looked at populism in the U.S., they associated it with a rich tradition of anti-elitist and sometimes conspiratorial rhetoric detailed in Goodwyn and Hofstadter’s accounts, which, as aforementioned, linked movements from the People’s Party all the way to the McCarthyism of his generation. Is the Trump phenomenon new? If we compare him to other U.S. politicians already labeled populist, he has Father Coughlin’s fascism, McCarthy’s impulsivity and penchant for conspiracy, and Ross Perot’s model of government as a profitable business. 
		

		
			Although aspects of nationalism, isolationism, and xenophobia have always been present in the tradition of U.S. populist rhetoric, Trumpism stands to turn these discursive elements into policy and practice in a way reminiscent of rightwing populist parties in Europe, spanning from Haider in Austria during the 80s to Orban’s walls now in Hungary. Yet closer to the ‘center’ of Europe, Wilders in the Netherlands has a similar haircut and stance on Muslims, just as Berlusconi is another business-clad phallus-trickster of the orange persuasion. 
		

		
			Simultaneously and sprouting up across Europe and South American countries during the late 80s and early 90s, the marriage between populism and neoliberalism was sealed – Fujimori in Peru comes to mind in light of the present, as this sort of white-collar criminal, man of the people, with his business-style politics of anti-politics. One need only consider Ivanka Trump’s ‘style alert’ and other instances in which Trump’s business interests will ultimately benefit from a Trump presidency. As we watch Trump’s Cabinet fill up (or remain empty), there is no longer any question that ‘The leadership of a state or party by men who (in the economic sense of the word) live exclusively for politics and not off politics means necessarily a “plutocratic” recruitment of the leading political strata’ (Weber, 1919/1998, 85–86). 
		

		
			If this is ‘ old ’ so to speak, then what is new is that we have a president as an empirical type blending all three regional de fi nitions of populism. With a strong appeal to the (white) ‘ people’ in the best U.S. tradition of rhetoric, and a European-style anti-immigrant stance, Trump has mobilized large unincorporated sectors (the Rust Belt) and formed a (white) multiclass coalition. Populists in power are already known for their centralized and personalistic forms of charismatic leadership. With control of both chambers and most state legislatures and governorships of the 
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			greatest super power in the world, this man, who embodies all of the worst blunders of right and left populisms combined, will surely not disappoint. 
		

		
			Like Stalin, we fear his ‘red pen(cil)’ in the double sense: reversing/issuing executive orders and making lists. Riding in on a wave of discontent like Brexit, Trumpism is the protest of white isolationism. But whereas protests function as vanishing mediators, Trump as Mediator, won’t vanish, as his ‘spectacular’ Cabinet promises to dismantle itself, surrendering to the states, and fulfilling Jefferson’s promise. 
		

		
			Putin, Correa, and fi nally Ži ž ek would have had Americans vote for Trump in a perverse Trotskyite phantasy – a vote of ‘ historical necessity’ – intended to destabilize U.S. empire and global capitalism (Nancy Fraser also invites this). Yet all that can be seen so far is that the presidency and business are functioning more perfectly together than during the Eisenhower and Reagan administrations combined. This merger between the Trump Organization and adminis-tration exempli fi es everything that Weber warned us against, with a ‘ clash of civilizations ’ cherry on top – much to the delight of Sloterdijk and Ž i ž ek, I ’ m sure. Still yet, whereas Trump ’ s campaign promises signi fi ed a shakeup of the ‘ neo-liberal ’ consensus, the manner in which he has vacillated on key issues of foreign economic and political relations makes this uncertain. Tax cuts for the one-percent remain in place. 
		

		
			Scholars have long argued that the conditions of capitalism are eroding our democratic institutions and that capitalism can only perpetuate itself and the levels of social inequality it generates through more forms of authoritarianism. What they could not have foreseen is the reemergence of authoritarianism in the name of the ‘people.’ 
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				See ‘Drawing U.S. Crowds with Anti-Islam Message,’ by Lauren Goodstein, New York Times, 7 March 2011 
				(www.nytimes.com/2011/03/08/us/08gabriel.html?pagewanted=all). 
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				Reviews of Blacklisted by History, 
				www.amazon.com/Blacklisted-History-Senator-McCarthy-Amer 
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				(accessed January 2012). 
			
		

		
			
				10 
				For Correa ’s comments see 
				www.telesurtv.net/english/news/Rafael-Correa-Says-Trump-Better-
				for-Latin-America-Than-Clinton-20160727-0022.html; 
				for 
				Žižek’s commentary see 
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				com/channel4news/status/794232437337247744?lang=en; 
				and Nancy Fraser’s position: 
				www.dis 
				sentmagazine.org/online_articles/progressive-neoliberalism-reactionary-populism-nancy-fraser. 
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			The uncomfortable relationship 
		

		
			Margaret Canovan, the English political theorist who helped to expand the breadth and depth of research on populist movements, noted in The People that “relations between populists and the academy have seldom been comfortable. ” This fact, she says further, “ can make it hard for analysts to view such movements objectively ” (2005, p. 81). Such an uncomfortable relationship between populists and their observers is hardly exclusive to academia. In fact, in other areas – such as in many mainstream media outlets and in the circles of political establishment – it has openly evolved into outright hostility to populist movements and actors. Moreover, populism is widely used as a term of abuse, often as no more than as a byword for simplicity, primitivism, and impending threat to the world as it is. Populist politics, on this view, is, in short, an out-of-bounds way of doing politics. 
		

		
			This current vernacular invocation of the term populism – in Europe, Latin America, and North-America, as well as in the places where populism has become a political force for liberal-democracies to reckon with – has been so dominant that many analysts see in it the reason why the term is not used as a self-describing label by populists themselves (Zanatta, 2015, p. 19). This, however, is not entirely true. In the first quarter of the 21st century, and as insurgent populist forces seem to be increasingly successful in forcing their entry in the dominion of what they see as a besieged oligarchic status quo, some of them accept and claim for themselves, as a sort of badge of honor, the populist “stigma.” That is certainly the case in Europe. In Pour que vive la France, Marine Le Pen, the leader (since 2011) of the paragon of European right-wing populist parties, the Front National (National Front), sees it as a mark of pride. After quoting the French catholic writer Georges Bernanos, who observed that “France will not be re-made by the elites, but will be re-made by its base,” Le Pen uttered her own proclamation. “When I see,” she wrote, 
		

		
			the distressing spectacle that these rich, privileged people are offering us today, I am more than ever convinced of it. Is it “populist” to believe this? Yes, to be a populist is to believe in the people, and to want to serve them. In any case, I think it is realistic. 
		

		
			(Le Pen, 2012, p. 122) 
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			Matteo Salvini, the head of the Italian political party Lega Nord (Northern League), boasts that “I have a T-shirt emblazoned with the words ‘ I am a populist ’ ! ” While he says that the claim “is a sort of self-denunciation, ” he also makes clear that the “ guilt ” that he experiences from such flagellation is actually a point of pride (Salvini, 2016). A relative newcomer in European politics, the comedian-turned-political actor Beppe Grillo has described the Italian party Movimiento 5 Stelle ( “ Five Star Movement ” ), which he co-founded in 2009, as “neither right or left, but on the side of citizens, fi ercely populist ” (Grillo, 2013). And fi nally, the rise in Spain since 2014 of the left-wing populist movement Podemos (We Can) is signi fi cant also because its leaders anchored the new formation in an explicit – and self-referential – populist framework. “ What ’ s behind that accusation, that vulgar use of the term as something vague but pejorative, a term that reviles your opponent? Why is it so commonly used by the powerful and their allied sectors in the intelligentsia and the media? ” asked Íñigo Errejón, the party ’ s fi rst political secretary (Errejón and Mou ff e, 2016, p. 94). 
		

		
			It is not a necessarily easy task to untie the vernacular, mostly pejorative and negative, use of the term populism (and the images that are associated with it) from its analytical use, especially in academic literature. Often in this last setting, whether implicitly or explicitly, value judgments pertaining to what the “proper” way of doing politics should be abound in the study of populism. It is hard to escape such normative framing. This comes with the territory, because, as argued, “populism is partially determined by how individuals and political systems envision the ideals of democracy, including the creation of collectives and the attainment of popular sovereignty” (Rovira Kaltwasser et al., 2018). One person’s populism as a “good,” “emancipatory” venture may be another person’s “bad” and “auto-cratic” nightmare. Scholarship reflects this tension, even if, ideally, a non-judgmental analytical approach is defended and, in theory, pursued. “I’m not sure we should apply labels such as ‘good’ and ‘bad’ to populism,” says Paul Taggart (2016). 
		

		
			I personally don’t think populism is inherently a bad thing. I think it attaches to different sets of ideas, some of which are very bad (in my opinion), but there’s nothing to stop populism attaching itself to ideas that I think are good. 
		

		
			In any case, because of the centrality of the question – whether populism is a good or a bad thing for democracy – within the academic study of populism, an exclusively empirical, value-free approach may, in the end, prove to be extremely difficult if not impossible to achieve. In response to such attempts, political theorist Paulina Ochoa Espejo writes that “given that most contemporary scholars agree that liberal democracy is the best form of political organization, describing a movement as ‘populist’ rather than ‘liberal democratic’ is a way of sneaking a normative judgment in through the back door” (Espejo, 2015, p. 60). With this in mind, Benjamin Moffitt, in his analysis of the complex relation between populism and democracy, recommends to such authors to “make their commitment to liberal democracy and pluralism (which is implicit in much of their work) clearer rather than obfuscating it in the name of a ‘non-normative’ approach to populism” (Moffitt, 2016, p. 140). 
		

		
			This alleged “ obfuscation” – rooted in the idea that populism is fundamentally an accusation, an indictment – is just another variant, or expression, of what some critics in academia call “ anti-populism. ” It exists from moderate to extreme forms. This anti-populist trend has all but escalated since the turn of the 21st century and the rise of radical left-wing populist movements in Latin America and radical right-wing movements in Europe. Pierre André-Taguie ff – himself one of the fi rst scholars to analyze and describe, as the 20th century was drawing to a close, the French radical right explicitly as “ populist ” – has denounced it as the mirror-image of populism itself. “ Populism 
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			is stigmatized as a perverse -ism, ” he wrote, “ or even as the evil political position par excellence, within the framework of a dualistic vision that tends toward Manichaeism ” (Taguie ff , 1998, p. 7). Following in Taguie ff ’ s footsteps, Marco Tarchi, in his writings on Italian populism, insisted on the importance for scholars of “ not falling into the trap of ‘ anti-populist demagoguery’ , symmetric and complementary to the one that its defenders attribute to their adversaries, ” in order to take away their legitimacy (Tarchi, 2015, p. 16). 
		

		
			As the putative assault on the liberal-democratic order by a myriad of populist movements intensi fi es – within newer, less-established democracies, as well as in older, and supposedly more-established democracies, regardless of the geographical context – a gloves-off anti-populism attitude is defended as necessary by a fair number of populist scholars. In other words, in the face of the danger of populism to the liberal-democratic way of life, scholars should take upon themselves the task of public condemnation of populism. Not only studying and analyzing populism but also exposing and denouncing it is, according to this view, the scholar ’ s intellectual and moral obligation. In a typical example of such militant anti-populism, the Dutch sociologist Matthijs Rooduijn, exposed the reasons for his change of heart. “Initially, ” he wrote, “ I took the view that academics investigating these parties and politicians should approach their study as objectively as possible. ” However, the spreading of populist narratives, even within the political establishment, led him to rethink his attitude. Thus, 
		

		
			I have changed my mind and approach. I will remain as neutral as possible in my academic work, but I increasingly feel obliged to take part in the public debate about this topic, and to warn the media of the increasing tension between populism and democracy. 
		

		
			Accordingly, it is imperative that “ [m]ore academics . . . speak out and warn about where we are heading. ” “Part of this is immediate self-interest, ” which stems from the fear that academia is also the target of populists, but also is bound to the conviction that “academics have also a moral obligation to protect liberal democracy ” (Rooduijn, 2016). “ I fully agree, ” Cas Mudde, a major contemporary writer on populism, tweeted in response. “ Liberal democratic scholars of populism should be neutral in research but outspoken ” about the phenomenon’ s “ dangers ” to the liberal fabric of Western democracies. “One should call populists out for what they are: a danger to democracy and not a useful corrective for too much elite power as some commentators naively assume, ” says the political theorist Jan-Werner Müller (2016) in a statement that summarizes his thought on the populist challenge. In the end, this discussion is related to the role that political science should play in society at large. Because populism constitutes a manifestation of democratic illiberalism, political scientists, as argued by Will Jennings and Martin Lodge (2016), need to descend from their ivory towers and engage with voters and communities; and be actively involved therefore in “promoting the normative foundations of liberal democracy” and the values of an “ open” and “tolerant” society against the rise of populism. 
		

		
			From the standpoint of anti-anti-populism, the question becomes whether such an anti-populist combative outlook does not inevitably spill over upon – or become all too evident within – academic literature, saturating it with hidden or open normative assumptions and conclusions, and making the claim of “neutrality” even more problematic. Unless, of course, that claim is altogether discarded, as well as the need for empathy (not sympathy) with the subject of study in order to fully understand it. It is in such an anti-anti-populist mindset that Philippe Marlière, a professor of French and European politics, says that the association between populism and radicalism (which threatens the good, centrist, established order) leads to a “slippery slope, as such a type of research may no longer be driven by scientific motives, but by partisan values and prejudices.” 
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			Why should political scientists uncritically use the media clichés about reasonable moderates opposing “ undemocratic radicals/populists ” ? or why do some political scientists seem oblivious to the fact that the “ moderates ” who let down their electorates are mainly responsible for their own demise? 
		

		
			asks the professor of French and European politics. He suggests that instead of “looking down or dismissing all ‘ radicals ’ as undisputed ‘ populists, ’ ” political scientists should think instead about the reasons behind the implosion of the “ enchanted world of ‘ moderate politics’ ” (Marlière, 2013). In truth, it seems that the rise of the “populist question ” in the fi rst decades of the century has made the “ uncomfortable relationship” between populists and academics spread into and within academia itself, with much of the debate ultimately coming down to a debate over whether populism is fundamentally a “ bad” or a “ good” thing. 
		

		
			Left-wing populism as the “good” populism 
		

		
			The Greek political scientist Stathis Kalyvas tweeted a “non-rhetorical question” to all his followers: “[H]as left-wing populism received a more favorable reception by [well-known academic and media] commentators than right-wing populism? If yes, why?” (Kalyvas, 2016). “Yes, but it also depends,” sums up most of the answers received – in tune with Benjamin Arditi’s view that “left-wing populism has a better press than right-wing one, but it depends where” (Arditi, 2017) – even if “nativism” is viewed as the deal breaker that makes right-wing populism more distasteful in general than left-wing populism. On the whole, said Wall Street Journal writer Marcus Walker in a statement that served as an answer to Kalyvas’s question, “International mainstream commentariat finds statist economic populism irresponsible, but ethno-nationalist populism nasty” (Walker, 2016). 
		

		
			The amalgamation of left-wing and right-wing insurgencies under the umbrella of “populism” is viewed by many left-wing thinkers and social critics as not only abusive but intentional, as an elitist operation to finish off any potential challenge to the status quo. In Hatred of Democracy the philosopher Jacques Rancière notes that “the hope is that under this name they will be able to lump together every form of dissent in relation to the prevailing consensus, whether it involves democratic affirmation or religious and racial fanaticism” (2006, p. 80). Rancière has been a persistent critic of what he calls the “ritual denunciations of populism” by “the world of the dominant,” pointing out that “the essential thing for them is to amalgamate the very idea of a democratic people with the image of the dangerous crowd.” In order “to draw the conclusion that we must all place our trust in those who govern us, any challenge to their legitimacy and integrity opening the door to totalitarianism” (2013). The Roman intellectual and former journalist with II Manifesto, Marco d’Eramo, sounds a similar note, berating the anti-populist tradition that rose in post-WWII, especially through the influence of Cold War liberals, prime among them the Columbia University historian Richard Hofstadter whose “view of populism” – as the realm of unreason, authoritarian, and containing the seeds of totalitarianism – “has been hegemonic ever since.” The “linguistic operation ‘populism’ devised by Hofstadter and his co-thinkers” allows today’s stigmatization of challenges of every kind to the “oligarchical order” (D’Eramo, 2013, pp. 19, 27; on this issue see also Postel, 2016, pp. 120–121). At the same time, D’Eramo says, this “operation” fuels – and is rooted in – the “theory of extremes” in which “political legitimacy properly rests on the exclusion of the extremes of the spectrum,” This makes the “vital center” the exclusive space for legitimate political activity. “The current uses of ‘populism’ are 
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			grounded in the notion of the center versus these opposite extremes,” giving legitimacy to the exclusion of non-conformist so-called populist discourse, whether it comes from the Left or the Right (D’Eramo, 2013, pp. 21–23). In their antisystemic thrust, seen from the center, they become alike. 
		

		
			Arguably, such refusal of moral and political equivalence between left-wing and right-wing populism is the common thread that runs through the radical left in its defense of a worthy, virtuous, and good populism, as opposed to the “bad” and “reactionary” populism that emerges from the extreme right of the political spectrum. This perspective became clear throughout the Great Recession of 2008–2009, the European debt-crisis of 2010–2012, and the adoption of austerity policies that powered both right-wing populisms and left-wing populisms. Prominent scholars of radical politics signed a manifesto in the newspaper The Guardian, titled “There is no contemporary symmetry between the so-called ‘extremism’ of left and right,” urging the media to stop misrepresenting the left-wing popular surge. “The efforts to dismiss the emphatic call for economic justice in both Greece and Spain as ‘populist’, ‘anti-European’ or ‘skepticism’ misreads their political reach and importance,” they argued. If the right-wing had a clear “racist platform,” the “rise of the left, on the other hand, offers a critique and alternative to social and economic inequalities.” They ended with a plea: “We demand vigilant attention to the difference between political objections to austerity that seek greater inequality and those that seek greater equality” (Butler et al., 2014). 
		

		
			The appeal to end what is viewed as a simplistic analogy between challenges to the political establishment that are di ff erent, is often complemented by a call to rescue the noble, emancipatory, and powerful promise of left-wing populism. This appeal takes many forms and is voiced in various forums. Writing with the US example in mind, the political scientist Laura Grattan contends that populism is not a “ dirty word, ” because there is a “ good ” and “ rebellious ” radical democratic tradition of popular struggle – rooted on the grassroots creation of decentered spaces and horizontal power, from the New Deal to the Occupy movement – that revitalizes, rather than threatens, democracy. Such promise of democratic renewal is at the heart of what she sees as “ populism ’ s power ” (Grattan, 2016). A more systematic defense of such “ good ” populism emerges in the public interventions and writings of the Belgian political theorist Chantal Mou ff e (one of the signers of the Guardian manifesto), who does it by drawing on the writings on populism of her late husband, the Argentinian thinker Ernesto Laclau. The crucial aspect here is that, according to the former professor of political theory of the University of Essex, populism is a political logic, a discursive and performative operation that divides society into clear-cut antagonistic fi elds: the people versus the oligarchy. The “ people ” is thus a construct. And this is made by articulating/linking di ff erent demands by di ff erent groups – by a logic of equivalence – into a “ people, ” those at the bottom, united above all against those at the top, rejecting the way things stand, or the system (Laclau, 2005). Because what matters is this construction of the populist identity, it means that – and this is a point recurrently made in the Laclauan defense of left-wing populism – ultimately, there is a “ good ” and a “ bad ” way of constructing the people. A defender of populist ruptures in Latin American politics, Laclau believed that “ Western Europe needs some kind of populist recon fi guration of the social space in a democratic direction since otherwise that space is going to be occupied [by extreme right-wing populism] ” (2010, p. 78). Reinforcing this view, Mou ff e regularly calls for a left-wing populism that could serve as a sort of antidote to its polar opposite. “ The people can be constructed in very di ff erent ways and the problem is that not all are going towards a progressive direction” ; consequently, 
		

		
			José Pedro Zúquete 
		

		
			420 
		

	
		
			[t]he only way to prevent the emergence of [right-wing populist parties] and to oppose those that already exist is through the construction of another people, promoting a progressive populist movement that is receptive to those democratic aspirations and orientates them toward a defense of equality and social justice. 
		

		
			(Mouffe, 2016) 
		

		
			This dichotomy between a progressive and a reactionary construction of the popular will is complemented also by the conviction that, in the end, left-wing populism will contribute to a revitalization of democracy. In tune with radical democratic writings that are critical of the liberal dimension of liberal democracy, with its supposed neutralization of contestation and disagreement in favor of a centrist managerial “post-politics” that blurs the frontiers between Left and Right, left-wing populism is viewed by such leftist scholars as the way to deepen democracy. 
		

		
			The answer should be: “Yes, we’re populist because we are democrats, and there’s necessarily a populist dimension in any democracy that aims to build a demos, a people. And we’re also left-wing populists because our objective is to radicalize democracy”. Is there anything wrong with that? 
		

		
			Mouff e asks rhetorically (Errejón and Mouff e, 2016, p. 127). Sounding a similar tone, the political scientist Thea Riofrancos criticizes “political analysts and strategists [who] are undermined by their faith in the limited democracy they prize. ” They would do better to change their perspective, because “ the ‘ center’ they cling to has orchestrated, or been abetted by, abysmal voter turnout, mass disenfranchisement, feckless politicians and strategists, and the overwhelming in fluence of fi nancial elites, amid staggering levels of inequality that rival the Gilded Age. ” Redemption for such a sorrowful state of democratic a ff airs should be found elsewhere: “A left populism holds the potential to revitalize democracy, while defending it from the dual threats of technocracy and revanchism ” (Riofrancos, 2017). The philosopher Santiago Zabala similarly castigates the “ blindness of those ” who cannot see “ the di ff erence between right-wing and leftist populism ” as a “ vital distinction, ” not least because they are rooted in the mobilization of di ff erent emotions: “fear of the foreigner on the right and hope for a better future on the left. ” Zabala says further, “The former is rooted in hatred and indi ff erence, and the latter in justice and equality. ” When right-wing populism gains traction in within a democratic country, the “failure of left-wing populism leaves democracy in an even more desperate state ” (Zabala, 2017). Having established that “ the people” is not an inherently reactionary entity, the supporters of left-wing populism, in the footsteps of Laclau, insist on the possibility of “creating” a progressive people that “ radicalizes ” democracy. At the basis of this project, however, still lies the “ myth ” of the people, as a voluntaristic construction (shaped as a uni fi ed and irresistible force), that redeems politics; for the skeptics this may very well lead to authoritarian politics where the “enemies ” of the sacralized people are, potentially, suppressed. In this sense, the supposed road to the much-wanted emancipation takes a wrong turn to autocratic populism (De La Torre, 2015, pp. 14 – 17; Arato, 2015, pp. 50 – 51). 
		

		
			With or without doubters, the fact of the matter is that the idea of a renewal of democracy driven by left-wing populism is pervasive in all these narratives and often it takes the form of the defense of a transnational left-wing populism, as a progressive, inclusive, movement across national borders. Panos Panayotu (a student of the Essex School of Discourse Analysis) believes that a transnational left-wing populism may revive democracy in technocratic and post-political times, and constitute a model for contemporary “anti-fascist resistance.” The 
		

		
			From left to right and beyond 
		

		
			421 
		

	
		
			pan-European movement Democracy in Europe Movement 2025 (DiEM25) co-founded in 2016 by the Croatian philosopher Srećko Horvat and Yanis Varoufakis, the former finance minister of Greece, constitutes, in his eyes, a promising example of a “left-wing, inclusive, pluralist and transnational populism” because “‘The people’ that DiEM constructs is an inclusive, active, democratic and transnational one, which can stand against transnational European elites, the supranational structures of the EU and the international markets to take back democracy” (Panayotu, 2017, p. 15). The attachment to a transnational vision emerges also in the work of the French Marxist philosopher Étienne Balibar. An outspoken voice for a “renaissance of politics” in a time of “de-democratization” or the “post-democracy” rule of technocracy, Balibar sees such renaissance as the recreation of a “politics made by the people and for the people.” Against the “devastating effects of national-populisms which are on the rise in one country after another,” Balibar urges, “we must imagine a transnational counter-populism.” Like other forms of populism, this transnational counter-populism “criticizes the dispossession or disempowerment of the masses in the oligarchic regime.” Yet in doing so “it [would not] confer the task of ending dispossession to the dispossessor themselves,” but would seek and require the empowerment of the citizenry (Balibar, 2017). This new citizen-driven internationalism – taking inspiration from the “movements of the squares” that have emerged in the second decade of the new century – is at the root of a new variation on the theme of left-wing populism, in which the primary reference is no longer the people but the citizen. In The Third Space: Beyond establishment and populism, DiEM25’s Lorenzo Marsili and Varoufakis make reference to this new direction, saying, in their defense of a new, transnational “Europe of citizenship”, that “We want to distance ourselves from monolithic conceptions of a ‘European people’, carrier of common ‘values’ and ‘identities’ . . . instead of demos we should use the plural, demoi . . . as diverse examples of transnational active citizenship that constitute a demos among others” (2017, p. 126). The antagonistic relationship is thus between the citizenry versus the oligarchy, or citizenism, and has been described by the Italian sociologist Paolo Gerbaudo as “the populism of the citizens,” or “anarcho-populism.” It is basically left-populism for a new generation of protesters that is interconnected, reared in anti-globalization tactics and goals, and demanding more democracy. This “radical reclaiming of the notion of citizenship” is anti-oligarchic and aims at “a reassertion of the power of the dispersed citizenry against the concentrated power of economic and political elites, who are accused of having hijacked and emptied out the institution of popular sovereignty.” Drawing from Laclau’s work, Gerbaudo sees in this discourse of citizenship a “construction,” the “common ground” that united activists in these newer protest waves of the 21st century (Gerbaudo, 2017, pp. 37, 46–47). In fact, it is anything but an overstatement to say that much of the work on left-wing populism, either in terms of research agenda and political combat, remains under the long shadow of Laclau’s work. 
		

		
			Laclau ’ s in fluence is thoroughly evident in what may be called the Complutense Cluster of Populism . This byname refers to the intellectual activity of mostly young political scientists based at Complutense University in Madrid. From their ranks emerged the leadership of a new political formation, Podemos, in 2014. Infl uenced by the radical populist experiences of early 21st-century Latin America, and gaining its impetus from the anti-austerity 15-M movement (also known as the Indignados ), which reclaimed a new politics based on popular sovereignty able to replace the old oligarchic system, a distinguishing trait of Podemos was that its political strategy was based on Laclau’ s philosophy. It has been appropriately described as a “ refl exive application of populist theory which is unique in the history of modern populism ” (Kioupkiolis, 2016, p. 110). At a time of regime crisis and widespread discontent – signaled by a wave of protests – with the political economic and social status quo, a “ populist moment ” emerged. 
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			Podemos developed as the political actor that articulated a discourse that federated di ff erent demands around a central antagonistic axis: the people against the casta , the caste, the elites. Such a new, radical way of reorienting the political space was at the basis of Podemos ’ s “populist hypothesis. ” What was behind this articulation, as Íñigo Errejón never failed to point out in his description of Podemos ’ s ultimate goal of “ building a people, ” was Laclau ’ s understanding of populism as an identity construction praxis. Also, through Podemos, such identity is no longer rooted on the “ old ” left – right axis, but instead exists on a vertical “new frontier ” of people – elites. “ The elite was very comfortable with the left – right axis, ” explained Podemos ’ s strategist in a conversation with Chantal Mou ff e. 
		

		
			They located themselves at the center-right/center-left, and placed the “ challengers ” – those who de fi ed them – at the margins. But if we draw a cross-cutting citizens – casta frontier, all of a sudden they are confused; they are out of their comfort zone. 
		

		
			(Errejón and Mouffe, 2016, p. 121) 
		

		
			In typical Laclauan fashion, the hope was that this new above–below frontier would create a “populist rupture” that would enable the rescue of democracy from the oligarchy and create a “new hegemony.” Errejón’s fellow political scientist Pablo Iglesias, Podemos leader, reaf-firmed the Laclauan nature of the party-political offer. If one understands Laclau’s theory, Iglesias argues, 
		

		
			it is easy to understand the phenomenon of Podemos: in a moment of organic crisis, of profound disaffection, Podemos builds the empty signifier and the aggregation of demands that connects with a new shared direction. Suddenly, there is an electoral tool. 
		

		
			(Iglesias, 2016) 
		

		
			Electorally, the party achieved immediate success; although it was not able to lead a popular majority it helped to put an end, at least temporarily, to Spain’ s two-party system. Importantly, the interaction between the Laclau-inspired Podemos theory of populism and the practical world of electoral and institutional politics, with all its intricacies, has also led to a rethinking of the validity of the theory itself, at least in some of its aspects. Juan Carlos Monedero, an in fl uential fi gure of Podemos ’ early period, believes that Laclau’ s theory of populism is particularly important in an initial phase – which he calls “ destituent” – where the focus is on the challenge from the outside to the existing neoliberal and post-democratic model, by constructing a sort of warpath between the people and the elites. It is vulnerable, though, in a posterior phase – which he calls “constituent” – because it is less adept in building alternatives and dealing with a complex reality that, ultimately, cannot be encapsulated in any one “discourse, ” no matter how enticing it may be (Monedero, 2016, 2017). 
		

		
			What may be named the Thessaloniki Cluster of Populism – based in the School of Political Sciences of Aristotle University of the northern Greek city of Thessaloniki – constitutes a major 21st-century center of irradiation of Laclauan studies on populism, particularly under the guidance of Yannis Stavrakakis, a former student of Laclau’s at Essex. The discursive approach to populism research informs its academic production. Very much influenced by the context of the Greek crisis, the imposition of austerity measures, and the rise and fall – as a left-wing populist party – of the Coalition of the Radical Left (Syriza), the leading premise of this school of research is the rejection of the theory of the extremes, viewed as the hallmark of dogmatic anti-populism. In an oligarchic system – which is technocratic and post-democratic, de-activates political conflict, and eradicates all reference to the people – progressive populism 
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			(viewed here as pluralist and inclusive) has the potential to invigorate and deepen European democracy. This, however, is “everything that contemporary anti-populism denounces” (Stavrakakis, 2014, p. 514). “Whoever utilizes in her/his discourse the forgotten symbolic resource of ‘the people’, is bound to be accused as an ‘irresponsible populist’ or a ‘demagogue’ and to be demonized as an irrational enemy of democracy,” Katsambekis and Stavrakakis write, “even if we are dealing with inclusionary populism and not with exclusionary dystopias of so-called ‘right-wing populists’” (2013, p. 3). By lumping together “good” and “bad” populisms – undistinguishing political actors, specific contents and messages, dismissing all as “populist devils” (Katsambekis, 2016, p. 7) – mainstream anti-populism only deepens the autism of elites to the structural problems of contemporary democracies. “To describe such [radical right] movements as predominantly ‘populist’,” Stavrakakis (2016) warns, 
		

		
			is not only a category mistake; it also delegitimizes any reference to popular demands and demonizes the forces representing them, even when they have nothing in common with the far right. As soon as the extreme right is named “populist” the vilification and demonization of all popular movements becomes easier. 
		

		
			(2016) 
		

		
			In Greece, these authors argue, such demonization happened with Syriza, which they view, in Laclauan terms, as a textbook case of populism – of the inclusionary kind – able to put forward an “antagonistic representation of the socio-political field along an Us/Them dichotomy” while “elevating the “people” to the position of the privileged signifier, the nodal point, representing the “Us” camp in a sufficiently flexible “(tendentially empty) manner that allows diverse groups and subjects hit by the crisis to identify themselves with this position” (Stavrakakis, 2016). The fact that Syriza succeeded in the “destituent phase” (the challenge to the system) while failed in the “constituent” phase (having to adopt in government the policies that it vowed to overcome, thereby operating in practice as a center-left party) may give intellectual validation to Monedero’s criticism of the “vulner-ability” of Laclau’s theory of populism. In any case, the fate of Syriza and the anti-populist assault on other left-wing populist movements in early 21st-century Europe, is at the basis of Stavrakakis’s view that the axis between populism and anti-populism is becoming the dominant cleavage of contemporary politics. The fact that anti-populism, unlike populism, is not the subject of intense scrutiny only reinforces the need to study it in all its amplitude. As a “distinctive discursive repertoire, or even a ‘political weapon’ aiming at the discrediting of disagreement and the marginalization of ‘the people’ and democratic dissent,” anti-populism “constitutes an under-researched area within the field of populism and democracy that needs to be dealt with in its own right” (Katsambekis, 2014, p. 577). Dealing with this issue has been a major focus of the Thessaloniki research agenda. Their affiliated Populismus research project – as well as its Observatory – aimed at developing a methodology able to “explore the multiple expressions of populist politics, to highlight the need to study the emerging cleavage between populism and anti-populism and to assess the effects this has on the quality of democracy” (2015). In an interview given to the Populismus research project, the English philosopher Simon Critchley, an active voice in radical political thought, argues for a “clear distinction between forms of populism which are local, which are defending the idea of the particular nation, the particular race, and forms of populism which are universalistic and are defending ideas of equality or equal participation” (2014, pp. 1–2). In truth, the particular–universal distinction fuels many of the narratives that attempt to understand, in a manner that is not anti-populism, the phenomenon of right-wing populism. 
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			Right-wing populism as the self-defense of the people 
		

		
			At least in Europe, most studies on populism have focused on right-wing populism. John B. Judis, an American political analyst who wrote The Populist Explosion, said that this has resulted “partly because populist parties initially arose on the right there [and] perhaps because of the memory of Hitler and Mussolini,” which may have inspired the authors of “many of these studies [to] see Western populism as a threat to democracy” (Judis, 2016, p. 165). In effect, if in contemporary Latin America right-wing populism has been for the most part confined to the so-called 1990s neoliberal wave of populism, European right-wing populism not only has been more prevalent in the years before and since the turn of the century; it also has emerged as a different breed of populism owing to its increased focus on economic and cultural protectionism. At the same time, in the case of the defense of right-wing populism, French authors are the one who are overrepresented. If the rise of Syriza in Greece led to a dramatic increase of a Greek left-wing intellectual defense of populism, the political trajectory of the Front national in France was accompanied throughout the years by a strong defense of right-wing populism by French theorists and authors. 
		

		
			Populism as democracy 
		

		
			As emphasized by a triad of Dutch political scientists, the European right-wing populist platform goes along with a pronounced “ disloyalty to the political establishment. ” They argue that, “ in contrast to mainstream parties, which are committed to the status quo, radical right-wing populist parties display anti-establishment attitudes and behavior” (Akkerman et al., 2016, p. 8). Such “disloyalty” to the establishment is, however, seen as being more than warranted by the parties described in academic circles as belonging to the radical right. Decades-long socioeconomic and (especially) sociocultural policies espoused and codi fi ed in law have, according to them, jeopardized the interests and the identity of “ the people. ” These right-wing parties claim to be the voice of this people and promise to reinstate its rule and counter that of the treacherous “ elite. ” These parties often articulate the end-result of such re-appropriation of the popular will as constituting a return to a “ real ” and “true ” democracy (Zúquete, 2015). In view of that, it is argued, behind the explosion in political, media, and academic circles of the narrative of the “danger of populism ” associated to these parties, lies both a hatred and fear of “ real ” democracy. As mentioned by the British sociologist Frank Furedi, 
		

		
			It is important to note that, historically, anti-populist ideas have been mostly hostile to democracy, not demagoguery. From Plato onwards, the social and cultural outlook of the political elites has been suspicious of and often hostile towards public opinion. Typically, they viewed the people as a “problem.” 
		

		
			(Furedi, 2016) 
		

		
			The French novelist Michel Michel Houellebecq sums up this sentiment: 
		

		
			When I hear someone talk about populism I know that deep down that person is against democracy. The word populism was invented, or rather recovered, because it was no longer possible to accuse certain [political] parties of fascism, it would have been too false. Then a new insult was found, populist. 
		

		
			(Houellebecq, 2017) 
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			“ The scribes of the System have identi fi ed the Loch Ness monster: it is called populism, ” writes Pierre Vial in the French Identitarian magazine Terre et Peuple. “ In fact, their hateful reaction is due to the fact that they have understood that there is a strong direct threat against their omnipotence” (Vial, 2016, p. 14). In these times, demophobia “is the main phobia encouraged by the System,” contends the Dictionaire de novlangue – or Dictionary of Newspeak, written to “ uncover” the politically correct/totalitarian language used by the dominant powers to subvert reality and sti fl e dissent – while “ the word ‘ populist’ is used by the oligarchy to disqualify the word ‘ democrat’ ” (Le Gallou et al., 2015, pp. 59, 152). 
		

		
			Populism, for example, becomes the infamous accusation with which the intellectual class and the journalistic clergy silence whoever assumes a perspective that does not coincide with theirs and which – far from protecting, from the superstructure, the interests of the oligarchic elites – gives voice to the interests of the people and of the subordinate classes that compose it 
		

		
			says the Italian philosopher Diego Fusaro in his critique of the “dissent-crushing” Newspeak that supports capitalist globalization and a one-culture model of society all over the world (Fusaro, 2017, p. 101). 
		

		
			The populists’ “power to the people” battles the anti-populists’ “power without the people.” The historian, journalist, and political strategist Patrick Buisson, who has been active in the French conservative camp, connects the rise of right-wing populism to a reaction against what he calls the “democracy of the demo-latronis [from the Latin ‘plunderers’],” a “kratos without demos.” Its roots, Buisson claims, go back to the aftermath of the French Revolution and the birth of representative democracy, which aimed at “protecting” the people against both its immaturity and its intent on exercising its sovereignty; the goal must be to give back to the people its “dignity as a political subject” and remake government into a “true democracy,” or the “democracy of the demophiles – the democracy that gives back to the people the ability to decide of its own destiny.” Hence, firing up populist movements are also the claims made by the people as demos: “In populism there is a demand for democracy, direct democracy. The popular classes are well aware that we live in a post-democracy, which is a diversion of democratic procedures that reinforces the power of the oligarchies” (Buisson, 2016a, 2016b). Against the elite-favored “procedural and empty democracy,” populist movements have risen. 
		

		
			Populism as a conservatism 
		

		
			Clearly, argues Buisson, within right-wing populisms, together with the protest of the people as demos (reclaiming more democracy), coexists the protest of the people as ethnos (reclaiming more identity). This last protest is expressed by peoples 
		

		
			who do not want to die and are attached to a culture, a patrimony and sense very well that there are two menaces: globalized finance and radicalized Islam. In face of these threats, the act of re-appropriation of its Identitarian patrimony is the first act of resistance. 
		

		
			(Buisson, 2016a) 
		

		
			The French thinker is hardly alone in this idea that at the basis of populism is a deep-rooted cry for sociocultural and economic preservation. 
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			Describing herself as “conservative-liberal,” Chantal Delsol, in Populisme, les demeures de l’Histoire, or “Populism, the Backward Ones of History,” puts forth a philosophy of history that traces the ongoing elitist excommunication of populism to a historical clash between emancipation and rootedness. The belief system of emancipation, which has gained ground particularly since the French Enlightenment, has become a Western dogma, in its defense of the “new world” of humans “detached from their temporal and spatial roots [as well as] of communitarian obligations.” This ideology, “in its content, speaks in the name of all men in time and space, disregards all separations, crosses borders, despises the circumstances,” and in its march “knows no country, no clan, no anthropology – it is suspicious of costumes, which it takes for prejudices. It is a vast undertaking of rationalization which, if necessary, levels the diversity of mores to extend its law as far as possible” (Delsol, 2016, pp. 102, 106–107). The opposite of this universalistic project of emancipation is the defense of the particular. Today the resistance – a revolt, really – comes from the popular/working-class milieus that 
		

		
			think that globalization has gone too far, that the liberalization of ways of life has gone too far, that cosmopolitanism has gone too far. They become the number one adversary, the wanted of our times, owing to their dangerous irreducibility to the elitist vision of emancipation. 
		

		
			In this sense, populism responds to this popular demand to protect the particular (in terms of traditions, ways of life, borders, and so forth) against the universal, re flecting the attempt to save “some anchor points ” in a society that is “ carried toward more and more emancipation, in a compulsory and almost blind way, as inhabited by the Hegelian spirit. ” The populist, ultimately, is a “traitor to the cause of emancipation, or the only cause that merits to be defended, ” and becomes to the governing classes not an adversary but an enemy. “ I know of no greater brutality in our democracies, ” wrote Delsol, “ than that used against the populist currents. ” The populist ’ s “ rebellion of the real ” expresses, then, a sort of primal “ conservatism ” against the violent disruption unleashed by conceptual and abstract schemes. At a time of “excess of emancipation, ” the French philosopher argues for a return of equilibrium between rootedness and rootlessness – the two poles of human thought. In the 21st century, more than to “ educate the popular classes to openness, ” what is needed, especially, is to “ educate the elites to the exigency of limits and to regain a sense of reality ” (Delsol, 2016, pp. 11, 183, 188, 258). 
		

		
			Similarly, the Quebecois sociologist Mathieu Bock-Côté, says that the rising tide of populisms must be seen in the light of the “ending of the enchanted narrative of the happy globalization.” Against its anthropological revolution aimed at fabricating “a new man without memory, without history, without roots, without homeland, without political community,” in the early 21st century “the peoples protest against what they have experienced as a mutilation. They are haunted by the fear of their dissolution, their disintegration, and they turn to those who are not occupied in despising or denying this anguish.” In the end, in the struggle against a “radical modernity,” what is at stake is a battle for conservatism. “Needless to say, one becomes easily conservative, and even reactionary, in a world devoted to perpetual motion. One becomes it almost in spite of oneself,” Bock-Côté says in his review of Delsol’s work (Bock-Côté, 2015, 2016). Critic of the “pejorative usage that political science makes of the term [populism] with the intention to designate parties and a political offer to be delegitimized,” Vincent Coussedière, for his turn, adopts a “phenomenological perspective” of populism, in terms of the subjective experience of the people, arguing that the “instinct of conservation” of the people has been “re-baptized as populism.” There is an inherent “populism of the people” (which is different from “populist demagoguery”) that manifests 
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			itself as the rejection by the people – understood in a political sense – of the decomposition of its specific sociability and sovereignty. Against the dual challenge of the EU-promoted multiculturalism as well as of Islamism, populism represents the attachment to the nation, to shared mores, and to the sovereignty of its state. “European populisms, whatever the credibility of their leaders, are the entry into resistance of European peoples against their programmed destruction,” Coussedière argues in Le retour du peuple, An I (2016a, p. 20; also 2016b, pp. 38–40). In an interview, Delsol argues that “what we see today in the world is not a clash of civilizations, as Huntington used to say, but the surge of holistic societies against individualistic societies” (Delsol, 2016, p. 7). This “holistic” dimension is certainly present in the anti–anti-populist narrative of populism’s dismissal of progress. 
		

		
			Populism as sanity against progress 
		

		
			“In his own age and ours, ” wrote George Orwell about the Victorian-era English novelist Charles Dickens, “he has been popular chie fly because he was able to express in a comic, simpli fi ed and therefore memorable form the native decency of the common man” (Orwell, 1946, p. 55). In fact, Orwell recurrently used the words “ common decency” to show his high regard for the honesty, simplicity, fortitude, and general wholesomeness of regular folks, or the “common man. ” This vision is at the very basis of his defense – similarly, and also in fl uenced by, Jack London’ s portrayal of the working class – of a real, nonideological socialism; as he argued at the end of The Road to Wigan Pier , “ All that is needed is to hammer two facts home into the public consciousness. One, that the interests of all exploited people are the same; the other, that socialism is compatible with common decency ” (Orwell, 2001, p. 214). The elevation of popular “ decency” also runs throughout the writings of late 20th-century American social critic Christopher Lasch. “ Liberals have lost sight of what is valuable in lower-middle-class culture in their eagerness to condemn what is objectionable, ” he wrote in The True and Only Heaven: Progress and Its Critics , “its moral realism, its understanding that everything has its price, its respect for limits, its skepticism about progress ” (Lasch, 1991, p. 17). 
		

		
			For contemporary critics of dogmatic anti-populism, a major virtue of the oppressed people is that it does not mistake at all the promised land of progress for the true and only heaven. Limitless emancipation in the name of progress is hellish to popular, traditional milieus. In fact, both Orwell ’ s and Lasch ’ s views are brought back in support of the anti-liberal critique of the French philosopher Jean-Claude Michéa – a defender of the anti-progressivist and communitarian roots of the original socialism – who sees modern Western societies as the scorched earth of economic liberalism and cultural liberalism, advanced by both the Right and the Left, and intellectually promoted by the media and academic “ clergy. ” The only obstacles against such “progress ” (worshipped as a religion) are traditional, mostly working-class constituencies, that are still attached to communitarian and solidaristic ways of life, as well as reciprocal gift exchange. Further, Michéa says, “ [w]herever the ruling class always argues in terms of law and/or economy, the popular classes continue to accord decisive importance to the notions of common decency and personal moral responsibility to the great despair of leftist academics. ” (Michéa, 2017, p. 243). In such a context it is no surprise, following this logic, that the popular classes – whose common sense is met with open or hidden sarcasm by the political establishments – abandon the parties that are unable to translate (unlike populist movements) their own experience with the ravages, in all its forms, of the liberal/capitalist system. 
		

		
			Michéa’s writings have found a very positive feedback within the thought of Alain de Benoist, the intellectual leader of the French Nouvelle Droite, a school of thought characterized by a radical critique of liberal modernity. “Michéa upsets [the Left] because he recognizes, 
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			even emphasizes, the ‘conservative’ impulses of the working class whose values are most often traditional and communitarian,” De Benoist wrote, adding that those values, in sum, “frontally oppose the individualism of merchant society and the transformation of humanity in atomized monads” (De Benoist, 2017a, p. 153). The mounting of populism shows that the Left–Right divide is obsolete in order to understand the political world; the new dominant cleavage is the defense of the ordinary people against the New Class, in sum, a vertical opposition between “ those below ” and the privileged “up high. ” This opposition, therefore, is against a nomadic fi nancial and technocratic elite, settled in the media as well as in the corridors of power, which has taken over democracy, creating a post-democratic expertocracy that has robbed the people of its sovereignty. Anti-populism, which operates as a stigmatization of populism, ultimately rests on the stigmatization of the people itself. “ The insistence with which it is stressed that the people are ‘ less educated ’ is particularly revealing. Higher education becomes a guarantee of a propensity to adhere to the right ideas – which should make one smile, ” writes De Benoist. 
		

		
			In fact, it might be equally true that the less educated are also the least conditioned by the dominant ideology, and that the most ‘cultivated’ are in fact the most likely to repeat the fashionable mantras and identify themselves with social conformity. 
		

		
			In the face of an all-powerful New Class – “which joins politicians, businessmen and media representatives, all intimately linked with each other, all convinced of the ‘danger’ of popular aspirations [the people as plethos]” – what populism does is to reassemble the people in all its forms, as demos (the political people), ethnos (the historical and cultural people), and as plebs, meaning the popular classes under domination. These dimensions are inextricable. And the great characteristic and merit of populism is to join, in different proportions for each case, all these meanings of “the people. ” In the end, the 21st-century populist revolt is viewed as a sign of things to come. “We are not at end of the world, but at the end of a world, ” says De Benoist in reference to modernity’ s chief ideology of liberalism, and the pursuit of emancipation in the name of progress, “ and populisms are political forms of transition that announce something that will be put in place ” (De Benoist, 2017a, pp. 107, 121 – 122, 2017b, p. 13). 
		

		
			The impossible alliance? 
		

		
			The left-wing and right-wing critiques of anti-populism see populism as the unavoidable – and legitimate – answer to a democracy that, in their minds, divests, instead of empowering, the sovereign people. The culprits behind such dispossession are often the same – a mixture of businessmen, corporate media types, politicians – in sum, a globalist elite behold to fi nancial capitalism and enemy of the real people, invariably portrayed in anti-anti-populism narratives as decent, honest, hard-working and the victim of technocratic and post-democratic betrayal. For these critiques, “populism ” is inherently a good thing, even if the term is used by the powers that be as a disquali fi er for valid and reasonable challenges to the oligarchic status quo. Although in both anti-establishment criticisms visions of a “ real democracy ” abound, such democracy is based on di ff erent conceptions of the people. In right-wing critiques there is a much greater emphasis on the people ’ s historical/traditional/cultural (and more often than not ethnic) roots – in short, on a “ way of life” that is critically threatened by globalism. By contrast, left-wing narratives, in their defense of populism, tend to emphasize rights, and civic understandings of the people – much more detached from ethno-cultural foundations – and often articulated around values such as solidarity, redistribution, and equality, against the putative onslaught of the 
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			neoliberal order. If right-wing critics base their pro-populist narratives on the need to preserve and/or recover what has been lost – hence their attachment to conservatism (as quasi-innate and instinctual within the “real people” ) against the “ mad ” rush of progress – left-wing critics, for their part, see populism as a way of continuing the path of progress against traditional atavisms while reorienting the wrong turn that it took toward hegemonic turbo capitalism. 
		

		
			The shared antagonism against the power elite so far, at least in Europe, has not gave birth to any sort of alliance between both antiglobalist camps, and such meeting of populist anticonformists has yet to make an impact in the still short 21st century. This “impossible alliance” is in part blamed to these populism supporters “ideological purism” and lack of a “sense of compromise” that makes them prioritize what separates rather than what unites them. One of the issues in which this chasm is most obvious regards mass immigration; the antiglobalist Left calls for open borders and sees minorities as “allies”, while the antiglobalist Right calls instead for closed borders and sees immigrants as an “other” that threatens to the cultural identity of the autochthonous people. If the pro-globalist camp of centrist forces (the moderate/liberal right and left) is much more homogenous and easy to coalesce, on the contrary the formation of an “antiglobalist axis, both conservative and progressive, that could assemble an electoral majority” seems, therefore, irreversibly far in the horizon (Isabel, 2017). For right-wing and left-wing advocates of populism, the proverb “the enemy of my enemy is my friend” does not quite seem to apply. 
		

		
			Conclusion – unwrapping the gift 
		

		
			Within populism studies, argues Paris Aslanidis, an “ideological battle is simmering among academics of different ideological origins,” with the growth of the populist challenge “tempting academics to use their analytical tools in the service of wider political aims,” and “exaggerating populism’s positive or negative impact on democratic institutions.” This tendency is at the basis of what the Greek political scientist calls the “normative bias” in the study of populism (Aslanidis, 2017, pp. 279–282). It is hard to deny such bias – often implicit in the literature – while explicit in the political commentary of scholars of populism, in traditional media and, especially strident, in social media. In the same vein, and in his criticism of what he calls the “anti-populist cultural zeitgeist” of Western societies, Frank Furedi says that the mainstream academic literature on populism “tends to treat its subject matter with the kind of hostility that is usually directed at an enemy” (2018, p. 8). This is certainly frequent in regard to right-wing populism: in many of the narratives it comes across as just another name for fascism. Warnings are plentiful. Sometimes it is as if reality had become an episode of the popular TV series Game of Thrones: “Winter is coming” and critics see themselves as members of the Night’s Watch. At the same time, left-wing populism is customarily viewed in a dual manner: as either completely irresponsible and reckless or just another version – admittedly, mitigated – of “the land flowing with milk and honey.” 
		

		
			Instead of a Manichean “good” and “bad” dichotomy, a “gray-zone” perspective seems more true-to-life and realistic in the study of populism. The Flemish author David Van Reybrouck sees it as an opportunity, if an ambivalent one. “The anger of citizens we see today is not a danger for democracy,” he argued. “It’s a gift. It shows that people are committed to and are willing to engage with their society.” “It’s a gift,” he insisted, “but it’s wrapped in barbed wire” (Van Reybrouck, 2016). The supposed “gift,” however, may be of little comfort for anti-populists, of every kind and degree, for whom, at the end of the day, populism is a barbed wire kiss of death for liberal-democratic societies. Populist defenders, in all their diversity, ultimately see the popular mobilization as a chance to overtake what for 
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			them is not a democracy but an oligarchic regime. Only then a genuine democracy – with popular sovereignty reinstated – may emerge. That would be the ultimate “gift.” 
		

		
			It is true that at the very heart of the clash between anti-populists and anti-anti-populists lies a contrasting interpretation of what really matters and what should be prioritized in democracy – should it be procedures and institutions, or should it be the larger substantive pursuit of inclusion and popular empowerment within a more participatory framework? What this means is that illiberal outcomes of populist dynamics and experiences – in terms of friction with political pluralism, the rights of minorities, or checks and balances – will always be countered by the denunciation of the antidemocratic or post-democratic nature of representative democracies in which a small number of people govern without “ the people. ” What this means, in the end, is that what for anti-populists constitutes a fear – the erosion of the liberal pillar of liberal democracy – is, conversely, a hope – the revival of the democratic pillar – for anti-anti-populists everywhere. The “ gift ” unwrapped, democracy, as a totalizing and regenerative force, can thus fully blossom, to the chagrin of liberals everywhere. 
		

		
			To conclude, in a “gray-zone ” style, the surge of populist forces may lead to a healthy and necessary shake-up of a closed, and irresponsive, political system – bringing with it (not least because of the “ threat ” to a stagnant status quo that they represent) the pressure to change wrongheaded and unpopular policies, as well as new perspectives and alternatives. This outcome can be, normatively speaking, a “ good ” thing. Such emancipatory turn may be short-lived, however, if the system itself (its institutions) is not able to refrain the revolutionary impetus that many populisms carry in their womb – the enthusiasm and fervor for totalizing and holistic changes – which may well lead to another version – potentially, and in practice, much more oppressive – of a “ closed ” system; but this time not a liberal-antidemocratic one, but an autocratic (or increasingly dictatorial) regime. Normatively speaking, therefore, a “ bad ” thing. Or a gift turned sour. 
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			Three populist waves shook Latin America’s political history: classical populism, neoliberal populism, and radical populism. No other political phenomenon has had such perseverance in the region’s history. Its continuity gives the impression that modern politics in Latin America, more than in any other region in the world, have been marked by populist waves that left long-lasting legacies (Panizza, 2009; Roberts, 2013; Conniff, 1999). As in other world regions, the concept of populism in Latin America keeps generating passionate debates regarding its appropriateness, clarity, and scope (Drake, 1982). 
		

		
			The image of populist waves is neither new nor original, but it is illustrative (Roberts, 2008; Rovira Kaltwasser, 2015; Ulloa, 2017). It suggests that populism is a disruptive phenomenon that overflows the political scenario in times of crises and uncertainty, when charismatic leaders mobilize the masses. However, if populisms are analyzed as a phenomenon that emerges, shocks the setting, and leaves for the waters to calm down and return to their normal course, the idea of a wave can be confusing. The populist phenomena have long temporalities, surprising lasting-ness, and they never fully abandon the scene. Its leaders have influence both inside and outside government, from their countries or from their voluntary or forced exiles. As will be shown below, the politics of populist waves – which is how I would like to define it – is closely connected to the charismatic leaders’ biography. The idea of a wave leads to some sort of analytical paradox: populism crops up in exceptional moments of political life, but is also a constitutive and almost routine element of the Latin America’s modern politics. 
		

		
			The idea of populist waves that emerge and simultaneously shock several countries suggests the presence of mechanisms of diffusion, leaning, or contagion (Rovira Kaltwasser, 2015; de la Torre, 2017). Populism is diffused through discursive frameworks that offer common solutions to overcome economic and political crises. Those frameworks can be repeated without losing the strategic advantages they originally possess if they resonate with culturally familiar concepts within a political culture (Tarrow, 2013: 13). 
		

		
			The first populist experiences in Latin America date back to the last century, in the 1930s, when the region’s economic and political models of oligarchic domination plunged into crisis. 
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			The first wave spread with different paces and time scales throughout multiple countries until the 1970s. The cases that the literature designated as paradigmatic cases of “classic populisms” were Brazil with Getúlio Vargas, Lázaro Cárdenas’s Mexico, and Juan Domingo Perón’s Argentina. It first appeared in countries that underwent processes of social change and modernization linked to rapid urbanization processes, industrialization, and a broad mobiliza-tion of the so-called “lower classes”. Populism also appeared in nations with different rates of modernization and industrialization: Ecuador under José María Velasco Ibarra, Victor Haya de la Torre in Peru, and in Colombia the rise and tragic murder of Jorge Eliécer Gaitán. As shown in Chart 1, the wave of classic populism lasted for several decades in each country. 
		

		
			There is a second historical moment on which almost all the literature agrees to recognize as a populist wave, although the adjectives used to describe it vary: radical, leftist, or anti-establishment populism. The new wave developed in the late twentieth century, when Hugo Chávez was elected in Venezuela, and expanded to Argentina with the victory of Nestor Kirchner, Evo Morales in Bolivia, and Rafael Correa in Ecuador. This wave took place in an unprecedented context of continuous democratic regimes in Latin America that began with the transitions in the 1980s. The cases of Venezuela, Ecuador, and Bolivia aroused great interest due to their radical mobilization of the principle of popular sovereignty, and their promises to re-found the economic, social, and political life. The Kirchnerist movement shared some of the characteristics of the Bolivarian processes, although it was a reinterpretation of Argentina ’ s long-standing Peronist tradition. 
		

		
			There is less agreement on the neopopulist wave that encompassed Alberto Fujimori in Peru, Fernando Collor de Mello in Brazil, Abdalá Bucaram in Ecuador, and Carlos Menem in Argentina. The term neopopulism refers to common elements with other populisms – charis-matic leaders, polarizing speeches, direct appeals to the popular sectors, and challenges to ruling political elites. Yet di ff erently from the other waves these leaders used a sort of “popular liberalism ” (Schamis, 2013: 166) based on structural adjustment policies that aimed to promote the capitalist market and globalization. All these experiences that took place in di ff erent historical and socioeconomic contexts, enriched the debates on Latin American populism. 
		

		
			This chapter has three sections. The fi rst analyzes the causes of populism, and whether or not it was an ephemeral phenomenon destined to disappear. The second discusses the charismatic nature of populist leadership. Populism displaces politics from institutional frameworks to personalist leaderships (Arditi 2009). The third addresses the debate on populism ’ s relation to democracy. 
		

		
			1. Transition and social change in populisms 
		

		
			Sociologists in the 1960s viewed populism as a transitory moment in the modernization process (Germani, 1968, 1973, 1978; Di Tella, 1970, 1973; Ianni, 1973; Cueva, 1988). Germani and Di Tella saw it as an irruption of new social groups linked to the transition from a traditional to a modern society. Marxist interpreted populism as a class-based pattern of mobilization. These fi rst studies showed that populism activated politically and mobilized the lower classes (Germani, 1973; Ianni, 1973; Di Tella, 1973; Cueva, 1988). Other scholars argued that populism entailed the passage of elite to mass politics, and to views of democracy understood as the symbolic occupation of public spaces in the name of a leader (de la Torre, 1993). 
		

		
			The concept of transition implied that populism would disappear once capitalist moder-nization or development processes found their normal course. Latin American transitions appeared as anomalous to European patterns of development, or as symptoms of backwardness and underdevelopment. Since populism was viewed as a transitional phenomenon, its death and funeral were declared on multiple occasions (Drake, 1982). Modernization theories understood that societies moved from less to more advanced forms (Germani, 1968: 197), 
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			Chart 1 Selected populist governments in Latin America 
		

		
			N° Presidents Periods in office Period date 
		

		
			CLASSIC POPULISMS 
		

		
			1 JUAN DOMINGO PERÓN 1st Presidency 4 June 1946–4 June 1952 
		

		
			2nd Presidency 4 June 1952–21 September 1955 3rd Presidency 12 October 1973–1 July 1974 
		

		
			2 GETÚLIO VARGAS 1st Presidency 3 November 1930–16 July 1934 
		

		
			2nd Presidency 16 July 1934–10 November 1937 3rd Presidency 10 November 1937–29 October 1945 4th Presidency 3 October 1950–24 August 1954 
		

		
			3 JOSÉ MARÍA VELASCO IBARRA 1st Presidency 1 September 1934–20 May 1935 
		

		
			2nd Presidency 28 May 1944–23 August 1947 
		

		
			3rd Presidency 1 September 1952–31 August 1956 4th Presidency 1 September 1960–7 November 1961 5th Presidency 1 September 1968–15 February 1972 
		

		
			4 LÁZARO CÁRDENAS 1st Presidency 1 December 1934–30 November 1940 
		

		
			NEOPOPULISMS 
		

		
			5 ALBERTO FUJIMORI 1st Presidency 28 July 1990–28 July 1995 
		

		
			2nd Presidency 28 July 1995–28 July 2000 
		

		
			3rd Presidency 28 July 2000–13 November 2000 
		

		
			6 ABDALÁ BUCARAM 1st Presidency 10 August 1996–6 February 1997 
		

		
			7 CARLOS SAUL MENEN 1st Presidency 8 July 1989–14 May 1995 
		

		
			2nd Presidency 14 May 1995–10 December 1999 
		

		
			8 FERNANDO COLLOR DE MELLO 1st Presidency 15 March 1990–29 December 1992 
		

		
			RADICAL POPULISMS 
		

		
			9 HUGO CHÁVEZ FRIAS 1st Presidency 2 February 1999–10 January 2001 
		

		
			2nd Presidency 10 January 2001–January 10 2007 3rd Presidency 10 January 2007–10 January 2013 4th Presidency 10 January 2013–5 March 2013 
		

		
			10 RAFAEL CORREA 1st Presidency 15 January 2007–10 August 2009 
		

		
			2nd Presidency 10 August 2009–24 May 2013 
		

		
			3rd Presidency 24 May 2013–24 May 2017 
		

		
			11 EVO MORALES AYMA 
		

		
			1st Presidency 22 January 2006–22 January 2010 
		

		
			2nd Presidency 22 January 2010- 22 January 2015 3rd Presidency 22 January 2015 
		

		
			12 NESTOR KIRCHNER 
		

		
			1st Presidency 25 May 2003–10 December 2007 
		

		
			13 CRISTINA FERNANDEZ 1st Presidency 10 December 2007–9 December 2011 
		

		
			2nd Presidency 10 December 2011–9 December 2015 
		

		
			Credit: Amanda Porozo 
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			while Marxists followed teleological models of history as a process toward the final emancipa-tion of the exploited classes. 
		

		
			Sociologists explained populism analyzing the changes in the social structure triggered by capitalist development. They aimed to understand what new social sectors emerged and were mobilizing by Varguism, Cardenism, or Peronism. Most scholars agreed that classic populism was a complex multiclass alliance of middle sectors, the working class, and groups generically identified as the lower classes, the popular sectors, or marginalized groups. In Argentina or Brazil this class alliance included an emerging bourgeoisie that promoted protectionist models of industrial development. In countries with lower levels of capitalist modernization and development, such as Peru and Ecuador, studies underlined the prevailing presence of the sub-proletariat (Cueva, 1988) or working classes (Stein, 1999: 98). 
		

		
			The sociology of modernization showed that populism challenged hierarchical social class and labor relations. Germani (1973) argued that populism gave a sense of political autonomy, which was absent in a context of traditional domination, that enabled workers to “ participate in a strike ”, “elect a union representative in a workshop ”, “ alter individual behavior ”, and “ discuss with the employer in equal conditions ” . Populism introduced an egalitarian ethos in social relations. Di Tella saw in populism “ a fracture in the balance of social status ” (1970: 293) that was expressed in a “visceral, and passionate manner” (1970: 294). The mobilized classes and groups “ built up resentment and chew on new ideas and ways of changing things ” (Ibid.). Populism was a “revolution of aspirations ” that resulted from rapid processes of modernization and industrializa-tion. The irruption of populisms, therefore, was ultimately the result of a gap between social modernization and political integration – an “absence of synchronicity in change ” (Germani, 1973) that steered Latin American societies to a “ pitfall ” (Di Tella, 1973: 41). 
		

		
			The concept of lo popular as the constitutive principle of a new political subject first emerged under classical populism. Lo popular is a category of collective identity attached to the social groups politically activated by populisms. Octavio Ianni, for example, referred to the groups mobilized by Varguism in Brazil as “unionized popular sectors,” “non-unionized popular sectors” and, “popular marginalized sectors” (1973: 111). Germani researched the meanings of popular Peronist mobilizations. Sometimes the notion of popular is used to distinguish the presence of groups other than middle classes and working classes; and other times to describe the “lower classes”. The presence of groups or classes defined as popular differentiated Latin America’s modernizing experience from the European experience, where lower classes were a social field defined by the prevailing presence of the working class. The presence of lo popular defined the political culture of Latin American modernization (Germani, 1978: 125–151). 
		

		
			In Ecuador and Peru the prevalence of popular the groups mobilized by Velasquismo and Aprismo was absolute given the absence of working classes in these countries. As stated by Stein in his work on the birth of Aprismo: “The terms pueblo, masa, and elementos populares, which had in prior years been largely absent from the political vocabulary, became prominent in the speeches and writings of nearly all public figures in the early 1930s” (1999: 98). 
		

		
			Populist leaders used terms like the people, lower classes, dispossessed classes, disinherited masses, “descamisados” (shirtless), and chusma (mob). These terms shaped the collective identities of the lower classes in Latin America. It is surprising to hear the same terms used in the 1940s in the rhetoric of radical populist leaders of the twenty-first century. Such set of language categories not only describes an economic situation, but also social, moral, emotional, and affectionate conditions linked to experiences of social domination in the daily lives of broad social sectors. The Popular in populism synthesizes such different experiences. The opposite of the popular, appear in the categories used by populist movements to denounce the groups of power against 
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			which the poorer classes were mobilized: oligarchies, pelucones (big-wigs), pitiyankees (little yankees), escuálidos (scrawny), trincas (gangs), aniñados (posh), roscas (closed rings). 
		

		
			Identifying lo popular as an element that was politicized by classic populisms was so important and crucial in understanding the phenomenon that it became the grounds for Ernesto Laclau’s discourse theory (Critchley and Marchart, 2008; Laclau, 1977). Classic populisms showed social and political mobilization dynamics in a broader field of contra-dictions than those strictly class based. Laclau named the presence of a non-class interpellations in Peronism as “popular democratic”. According to Laclau, Latin American populism revealed historical discontinuity in class structures and relative continuity of popular traditions (1977: 166). In this tension a field of popular democratic interpellations built the contradiction between the people and the power block as distinct from class contradictions (Laclau, 1977: 167). Classical populists established dual articulations of political discourse referring in their discourses to both the people and class. 
		

		
			1.1 Critical junctures and ruptures 
		

		
			Collier and Collier (1991) in their study of the incorporation of worker movements to Latin America’s political life in the 1930s developed the concept of critical junctures. It addresses watershed periods of political change, when political institutions across a range of countries adjust, in different ways, to a common set of societal pressures or challenges (Roberts, 2013: 42) The concept was transferred to studies on populism, not only to preserve the phenom-enon’s “disruptive power,” but to explain its waves as the expression of major, cross national shifts in the logic of capitalism development that realign states, markets and social actors (Ibid.). Just like classic populisms emerged in an early phase of capitalist development and modernization, neopopulisms surfaced in a moment of transition toward a neoliberal and globalized capitalism; while radical populisms sprout out when the region made a shift to the left and to post-neoliberalism. Each of these processes entail different forms of social change and conflict, with different stakeholders and new demands to the political system that not always find spaces for integration (Reygadas and Filgueira, 2010). 
		

		
			Populism emerged in countries where representative institutions are weak, fragile, or ineff ec-tive in articulating and responding to social concerns (Roberts, 2013). It resolved the crises of political representation by resorting to a government style based on plebiscitarian linkages, mass mobilization, and the appeal to the popular sectors (Roberts, 2008, 2013; Weyland, 2004). 
		

		
			Ernesto Laclau’s discursive theory, on the other hand, see populism as a rupture with the prevailing political order by building collective identities in antagonistic terms. The power of populism would lie on its discursive capacity to create a popular subject or a popular subjectivity, which is always confronting an enemy that can take different identities and shapes (Laclau, 2009: 57). Populism’s specificity lies in its construction of politics as a field of antagonisms to power necessary to expand the democratic horizons. 
		

		
			According to Laclau (2009), the “ fi rst pre-condition ” for a populist rupture is a set of unmet social demands. Populism ’ s discursive practice is eff ective when it manages to articulate a common fi eld of identi fi cation where the myriad of unmet social demands gets to be politically expressed. It is not social demands that provide the populist discourse with an identity but their articulation into some shared idea of people. The game of identity antagonisms created by populism builds an internal boundary in the political fi eld between power and “the down-trodden ” (Laclau, 2009: 57). The downtrodden refers to hierarchically inferior, excluded, dispossessed social groups whose demands are not met by the political system. 
		

		
			Populist waves in Latin America 
		

		
			439 
		

	
		
			2. Charismatic leadership, heroism, and the instability of populism 
		

		
			The role of charismatic leaders continues to be a controversial topic in the study of populism. It is deemed a typical feature of Latin American populism, which roots date to a caudillo (warlord) tradition born from post-independency processes in the nineteenth century (Ianni, 1973; Germani, 1978). All studies, without exception, highlight as a feature of populism a specific way of identification among leaders and followers alien to the predominant political parties and institutions. Their continuity over time and legitimacy depend on replicating this identification link as a leadership style. Leaders grant movements with a principle of identity unrelated to ideological conventionalisms – Peronism, Varguism, Cardenism, Velasquism, Gaitanism, Chavism, Correism, Kirchnerism, Evism. In its turn, a personalized leadership expresses the followers’ fervor, militancy, and passions. 
		

		
			Charismatic leadership has been a di ffi cult topic to study precisely because of its multiple dimensions (Allahar, 2001). Some classic and recent works have focused on the religious, redemptive, and messianic dimension of charisma (Cueva, 1988; Zúquete, 2008; Nun, 1998; de la Torre, 2013a). Cueva, for example, described Velasquista mobilizations in Ecuador as “ magic religious ” rituals and Velasco Ibarra as a “ prophet, pastor, and father of our sub-proletariat. ” Zúquete de fi ned Chavism as missionary politics whereby the moral community that follows the leader ’ s call is recreated. In the Argentina of the early 90s, overwhelmed by hyperin flation and social and political confusion, Menem “was able to appear as an authentic savior; his speeches were invariably addressed to ‘ brothers and sisters ’ and, also invariably, concluded with invocations to God and the Virgin, and an appeal ‘ follow me! ’” (Nun, 1998: 63). Carlos de la Torre (2013b) has shown the unexpected a ffi nities between a charismatic leadership and technocratic rationality in Correism – which he has called technopopulism – that challenges Weber’ s classic vision of two opposite rationalities of domination. Correa is both a redeemer and the owner of academic knowledge that he boasts to his followers during his program Citizen Liaison. 
		

		
			The emphasis on the religious side, on rituality around the caudillo’s public appearances, of charisma as magical re-incantation with politics in times of despair, can put aside a more political analysis as a way of exercising authority and domination in exceptional conditions. Weber (1974) himself emphasized that in the political field, as in the military and artistic fields, charisma is not expressed in its pure forms, so its religious dimensions appear mitigated. There are two crucial elements to understand Weber’s definition of the “charismatic moment”: on one hand, the loss of legitimacy of political traditions to arrange a system of government and domination; and, on the other hand, the functioning and reproduction of the new government structure remained conditioned to the constant deployment of a heroic sense of political action. The first means that the warlord or demagogue – terms used by Weber to describe the charismatic leader in the political field – disregards formal rules and is free to act, which in turn makes him unstable and unpredictable (Allahar, 2001: 5). Weber’s ascribing irrationalism to charismatic leaders is not derived from the exceptional or magical qualities of personality, but from their capacity to break all pre-existing rules and establishing an emotional relation with their followers. Meanwhile, the heroic sense means that charismatic leaders are obliged to show their exceptional qualities in actions that materialize their promise that new times have arrived. In both cases, the idea of exceptionality means that charismatic leaders surface free of structural, institutional, and discursive constrains. 
		

		
			In Laclau’s theory of populism, a charismatic leader becomes the empty signifier that articulates the people as a political subject. The leader turns into the movement’s symbolic dew point (Arditi, 2009). Therefore, his body, his rhetoric, and his actions transform into the inner boundary that divides society in an antagonist field. The leader is in an ambiguous and 
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			contradictory figure. On one hand, he can only be understood within the practices of the groups whose demands are politically articulated under the idea of people. On the other hand, given his significance, he can limit popular participation or create constant stress (Laclau, 2006: 60–61). 
		

		
			Latin America ’ s di ff erent populist experiences reveal di ff erent dynamics between the leader and his followers. Radical populist administrations di ff er due to the capacity given to social movements to in fl uence the structures of charismatic leadership. While Morales must permanently negotiate the terms of government action with the social organizations that support him, Correa systematically places himself above them and even confronts and divides them (de la Torre, 2013b). Studies on Chavism show that the e ff orts to create popular power were always subjected and subordinated to Chávez ’ s leadership (Hawkins, 2008; Lopez Maya, 2011). 
		

		
			Leaders have to display their heroism in action. They generate a continuous and permanent succession of episodes and events to challenge the power structures and conventionalisms of elite-related political routines. Populism ’ s intensity occurs because actions must create the boundaries and the antagonism to establish the people as a political subject, but also because populist must challenge power relations. Charisma is not only the leader’ s missionary preaching to build a moral community of followers. It is a practice that constantly trespasses the institutionalized limits of politics. Populist leaders challenge and confront the power of economic elites, the military, traditional parties, imperialism, the oligarchy, and bankers. Heroic actions must be ostentatious, challenging, transgressing, and all on behalf of the excluded. 
		

		
			The political trajectories of Latin American populist leaders clearly show the heroic, dramatic feelings they endow their lives with; but also, concurrently, the con fl ictive and unstable political dynamics. Perón, Haya de la Torre, Velasco Ibarra, and Abdalá Bucaram lived long periods in exile. Many underwent incarceration, military overthrows, or were dismissed by congress. Populist movements were proscribed (Aprism and Peronism), and their leaders were sent to exile. This unleashed long periods of riots and violence to demand their return. The infl uence of these leaders goes beyond their administration periods. “ The leaders, whether in power or exile, dominates his party for long stretches” (Horowitz, 1999: 22). They became a sort of spectral presence, they threaten to come back, and bring popular turmoil and mass mobilizations to create instability and to challenge those in power. 
		

		
			The irruption of classic populisms generated dynamics of instability between civil and military regimes. Velasco Ibarra, for example, was removed four times from the presidency. Perón became politically active as part of a coup in 1943. He held the positions of Secretariat of Labor and Social Security. “Perón used the department of labor, however, as platform from which to win over the hearts and minds of much of the working class” (Horowitz, 1999: 29). Perón was not allowed to finish his second term because he was removed by a military coup in September 1955. Getúlio Vargas’ first presidential term (1930–1934) was an interim government imposed by the military after a coup. At the end of his second term (1937) he made himself dictator and remained in power until 1945, when he was removed by another military coup. Vargas ended his political life by committing suicide during his fourth term (1950–1954). He left his famous “testament letter” where he described himself as a “slave to the people” (Bethell, 2013: 187). This document was deemed an authentic populist manifesto (Ibid). In other cases, such as that of Assad Bucaram, in Ecuador, and Haya de la Torre, in Peru, the military prevented them from taking office. 
		

		
			Some neopopulist leaders generated similar histories of instability. Abdalá Bucaram was removed from Ecuador ’ s presidency six months after he took office. Resorting to a 
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			constitutional provision, Congress dismissed him on the grounds of “ mental incapacity ” to govern. Since then he has been self-exiled in Panama. Fernando Collor de Mello resigned from o ffice three years before Congress dismissed him on the grounds of corruption. Alberto Fujimori shut down the Peruvian Congress two years after he took o ffice. After his second re-election, which was questioned and contested on the grounds of fraud, he resigned via fax from Japan. 
		

		
			Radical populist leaders also had conflictive records. Chávez was involved in two attempted coups before he won the elections in 1998. Morales was the leader of the coca growers union in the region of Chapare. He led the resistance against the U.S. policy of force eradication of coca crops. In 2002 he was elected to Congress and two years later he was removed for instigating violence. When Correa ran for office in 2006, his movement Alianza País did not register candidates to Congress in order to send a clear sign that his victory would immediately lead to a call for a constituent assembly with full powers that was to assume legislative functions, and so they did. 
		

		
			These brief descriptions of popular leaderships’ political instability, drama, and intensity must be supplemented by the daily episodes in government management where they challenged political traditions and conventionalisms to stage their heroic qualities. Populist waves come with the drama of their leaders’ political life that expresses their huge difficulties to institutionalize their rule and their trend to remain on the border of the system or outside of it. In Drake’s words, “institutionalization could cost the movement its protest credentials, its dynamism, and its followers” (1982: 225). 
		

		
			3. Democracy and populism: futile reconciliation attempts 
		

		
			The relation between populisms and democracy still divides scholars. This debate first appeared with the first populist wave, and the meanings assigned to these concepts had varied in different historical contexts. Three political stances can be determined in the current debates: a first position sees populism and democracy as opposites. A second argues that populism is rooted in a long Latin America tradition that understands democracy as the construction of the popular will upon the demands of excluded and impoverished groups. And a third stance considers populism as a mirror where democracy can look at to discover the limits of its institutional pragmatism and go back to its emancipatory promises. However, it could degenerate in violent authoritarian forms of government. 
		

		
			3.1 Populism as antagonistic to democracy 
		

		
			The vision of populism as a phenomenon that is contrary to democracy dates back to the works of Germani and Di Tella. While populist mobilization was an answer to limited democracies with low levels of participation and little recognition of political rights, if offered the lower classes channels of integration to the political life outside the institutional mechan-isms of liberal representative democracy. Germani argued that participation in populism was conducted by charismatic autocratic leaders and was oriented to plebiscitarianism. Germani argued that the populist incorporation of the lower classes was distinct to both liberal, and the social-democratic traditions (Germani, 1978; Di Tella, 1973). 
		

		
			National populist regimes such as Peronism, Varguism, and Cardenism re fl ected the expectations of the lower classes for inclusion, though their political actions were guided by an ideological horizon that is far- fl ung from liberalism (Germani, 1973). Populism re fl ected the mistrust of the Latin American middle classes to liberalism. Scholars and 
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			activist argued that liberalism was an ideology of the upper classes (di Tella, 1973), and of modern illustrated elites that feared popular traditions (Prieto, 2004). Scholars like Laclau (1977) understood populism as an alternative to Eurocentric liberal models of democracy and development. 
		

		
			Fujimori’s neoliberal populism as well as the radical populist wave of Chávez, Morales, and Correa, shows that in societies with weakly institutionalized democracies populism leads to competitive authoritarian regimes (Levitsky and Loxton, 2013). While personalist leaders come into power promising to renew democracies, they end up by governing with non-democratic methods (Ulloa, 2017). Competitive authoritarian regimes are those in which formal democratic institutions exist and are meaningful, but in which incumbent abuse skews the playing field to such an extent that the opposition’s ability to compete is seriously compromised (Levitsky and Loxton, in this book). 
		

		
			From this perspective, the authoritarian drift of populisms is con fi gured upon the same mandate granted to governments in the polls: to terminate with the existing political systems (Levitsky and Roberts, 2011). Fujimori was an extreme case in dissolving Congress by a self-in fl icted coup in 1992 after which he governed for a long period “ with quasi-dictatorial powers” (Stein, 1999: 115). Radical populisms pledged to re-found all political structures through constituent assemblies. They rebuilt governmental institu-tions through referenda with a strong concentration of power in the hands of the executive (Levitsky and Roberts, 2011). Populists damaged democratic political regimes by restricting the power of institutions that guarantee civil and political freedoms. Their negative consequences for democracy are greater than any democratizing or inclusionary policies (Levitsky and Loxton, in this book). 
		

		
			According to Weyland, the common feature of populisms, regardless of their grassroots support, is to take politics out of the representative institutions toward plebiscitary means, mass demonstrations, and the redemptive promises of charismatic leaders (Weyland, 2004: 33). He argues that populism is a way of competing and exercising political power, populisms are characterized by their methods of domination and not by their distribution policies (Weyland, 2004: 30). Weyland (2010) shows how anti-establishment populisms of the twenty- fi rst century, reinforced the power of the state and weakened representative institutions to pursue their goals of radical change. Charismatic authority subordinated popular organizations. In Venezuela, all eff orts of popular participation ended up subordinated to the executive in a clientelist way, while in Ecuador little interest was shown in concretizing the o ff er of participatory democracy (Levitsky and Roberts, 2011: 420). 
		

		
			Populisms’ illiberalism is the result of their claim to embody the popular will, and to exclude every group that is outside their hegemony. Peruzzotti argues that under these circumstances, populisms do not reestablish direct democracy, but rather replace it with a plebiscitary identification of the leader and the masses that can ultimately lead to the destruction of representative democracy (2013: 63). 
		

		
			Castañeda (2006) used the thesis of the incompatibility of populism and democracy to elaborate a dichotomous classi fi cation of left-wing governments in Latin America. Radical populism is represented as the incarnation of all ills: virulent nationalist, strident and closed-minded author-itarianism (2006: 29, 33, 34). The contrast was provided the good social-democratic left, such as the Chilean and Uruguayan left – modern, open, reformist, and internationalist (2006: 29). From this radical liberal vision politicians like Chávez manipulated the despair of the poor, invoked unsubstantial grandiloquent rhetoric, and exercised power irresponsible. Chávez is Perón with oil, and Morales an irresponsible populist (Castañeda, 2006: 38). 
		

		
			Populist waves in Latin America 
		

		
			443 
		

	
		
			3.2 Populism as democratizing 
		

		
			A contrasting view argues that Latin American populism is based on a di ff erent concept of democracy and, therefore, cannot be evaluated from the parameters of the liberal representative model. This stream inquires why liberalism is insu ffi cient in Latin America and populism is so pervasive (Hershberg, Camerón, and Beasley-Murray, 2010: 13). Perhaps the answer has historic roots and goes back to how democratic imaginaries were shaped in Latin America when moving toward political modernity. Peruzzotti argues that “populism means a clear preference for a direct form of democracy and, therefore, rejects representative democracy as something inauthentic and arti fi cial ” (2008: 97). While in the fi rst the identi fi cation of government and people is direct, in the second it is measured by the representation of multiple stakeholders and interests that move politics away from an organicist concept of people as one. 
		

		
			Classic populisms rejected representative forms of democracy because they considered them spaces dominated by the interests of oligarchic groups and/or parties of the elites. Neopopulists built this antagonism as a struggle against political elites that were responsible for national crises. Radical populisms rejected the representative model because it had become a closed system controlled by party elites impermeable to social demands. 
		

		
			Scholars that defend populism as democratizing argued that its legitimacy is grounded in winning elections. Since the return to democracy in Latin America in the early 80s, the idea of elections as the only legitimate means to seize power gained acceptance. Neopopulisms and radical populisms have stuck to this rule, but transforming it into the crucial mechanism for the leader’s plebiscitarian identification with the people (Peruzzotti, 2008: 106). The paradox of populism is that in spite of being hostile to representative democracy, it can only emerge from its womb and as a reaction to it. Once the plebiscitarian link is established through the electoral process, the government’s practice is aimed to reproduce it permanently (Conaghan and de la Torre, 2008). In radical populisms one of the favorite mechanisms have been successive calls to referenda, plebiscites, and elections. Correa boasted of having won fifteen elections during his ten-year presidency. Chávez was praised the day he died for having lost only one of fourteen elections. And Morales lost four elections out of fourteen, one of them with a very slim margin to incorporate his indefinite re-election in the Constitution. 
		

		
			Laclau and Mouffe (1985) also argued that populism is democratizing. They claim that populism stages collective identities and conflict for power at the center of politics. Mouffe argues that collective identities are formed within an antagonist logic that transforms political relations into friends/enemies. In the case of populism, antagonism establishes the people as a political subject confronted to the structures of power. In forming collective identities, politics recovers its emotional and antagonistic dimensions, both of which are blind spots of liberalism (Mouffe, 2014: 23). 
		

		
			From this perspective, populisms in Latin America have been a way of generating process of change. Laclau praised populisms because it reintroduces in society a radical antagonism opposed to institutionalized, closed, elite forms of political life. Since his first works on populism, Laclau highlighted Peronism’s capacity to expand democratic imaginaries. Because he saw populist ruptures as democratizing, he argued that Chavism was a transition toward a more just and egalitarian society (Laclau, 2006: 60). Even when he praised Kirchnerism, of which he was a leading ideologist, he considered that it was a “halfway populism,” without the political efficacy of populism to polarize the polity (Peruzzotti, 2015: 397). 
		

		
			Laclau and Mouffe understand democratization as the transformation of power relations in society more than as an institutional political regime. Radical populisms staged this notion of democratization in their critiques to neoliberalism, restricted representative democracies, their 
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			vindication of the state as the guarantor of social justice, an in their flirtation, in different shades, with socialism of the twenty-first century. For Correa, Chávez, and Morales, without economic and social democracy, there is no democracy. In Venezuela, the Constituent Assembly was explicitly called to “transform the state” and to reach “social and participatory democracy.” Unlike other countries where the state returned to correct the excesses of neoliberalism, in Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador it returned not only to regulate the market but to subject it to the state’s logic. Correa stated that the market was a good servant but a bad master. Chávez used his particular language to criticize neoliberalism: “Watch out to the dogma of the market. The invisible hand of the market is a hairy one (2013a: 65). From the beginning, Correa proposed to place the state at the “forefront” after its discredit during neoliberalism (2008). Chávez proposed to “resurrect the state” and Morales promised to provide it with dignity and sovereignty. As Chávez said: “in essence, it is actually about creating a new state, resurrecting a state that was in a grave” (2013b: 298). 
		

		
			3.3 Populism as a mirror of democracy 
		

		
			If assessed from the principle of popular sovereignty and the promise to return power to the people, populism does not oppose to liberal democracy but is the expression of its redemptive side (Canovan, 1999). The debate includes a third stance that views populism as the mirror where democracy can look at its limits and fi nd a way for popular legitimation. As stated by Canovan’ s in fl uential work (2005), liberalism often forgets its connections to popular sovereignty and presents itself as a bridle and restraint to its plebeian expressions. But liberalism, as a modern ideology, also promises to take the principle of equality to all the people, as a whole, and not only as individuals. Populism, like liberalism, gives political expression to notions of popular sover-eignty. However, while the fi rst recreates its redemptive promise, the second incarnates its pragmatic side through institutional arrangements. Instead of being the pathological expression of democracy, populism enables a better understanding of the complexities of democracy (Canovan, 1999: 2). From this perspective, politics shift to populism when democracy turns into a space void of redemptive promises; it then becomes a structure of power that creates insurmountable distance between rulers and ruled. The redemptive side surfaces when the ruled stop feeling part of institutions, parties, and the games in between them (1999: 13). It is then when the illusion of the direct re-encounter with the people rises, without any institutional mediation. Populism, as Canovan says, involves some type of revolt against power on behalf of the people (1999: 3). 
		

		
			While this third perspective aims to see consistencies and balances between populism and democracy, Latin America ’ s recent experience with radical populisms reveals moments of disturbing tension. Chávez, Morales, and Correa appealed to popular sovereignty to re-found political arrangements in their countries. They did it by appealing to a constituent power – the people as a founding power – against established power in the existing discredited democratic institutions. It dealt with the “ transformative power ” expressed in the new constitutions (McCoy, 2010: 81); constitutional revolutions that called upon the people as the constituent power. Some authors called this political practice “ democracies in action” (Cameron and Sharpe, 2010: 63) – or, in Chávez ’ s language, protagonist democracies. Nonetheless, the processes of Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador show that, once constituent power is mobilized, it does not deactivate. It continues to being called upon legitimating plebiscitarian logics and the need to expand presidential power. Constituent power, electorally articulated in the fi gure of the leader, never ends up fully institutionalized. The call to constituent power creates the spectrum of an exceptional moment that is in permanent relation to the rules of the game and their validity within the framework of the created institutions. 
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			Arditi (2009) argues that relations between populism and democracy do not always follow the logics of the mirror, that is, balance and rectification. He shows three possible modes of relationship: a simple visit, a disturbing presence, and a threat. Under the first, populism would be a civilized correction of democracy by personalizing political representation and including some plebiscitarian features to recover the contact with popular sovereignty – features that are widely found in modern democracies. In the second, the populist presence is disturbing because it displaces politics to the rougher edges of democratic life, but without breaking its limits. In the third, populism becomes the authoritarian, violent, and the reverse side of democracy. 
		

		
			After the last populist wave, using Arditi it could be argued that the relations between populism and democracy moved from disturbing to rupture, although the limits have never been clear. If this were the case, we would have to distinguish hard from soft forms of populisms (Peruzzotti, 2013). The characterizing feature of soft populisms would be the absence of the antagonistic dimension of politics, with which we run the risk to dilute its eff ectiveness as a strategy that generates an identifying process around a simple axis: the people versus its enemies (Peruzzotti, 2013: 69). Concurrently, the concept would lose its analytical e ffi cacy. If we take Laclau ’ s theory, the transit from disturbing to rupture would be the moment of populist rupture itself, of building a popular subject, of replacing the logic of di ff erence with the logic of antagonism; the rupture with institutions and not the registration of social demands within their rules and regulating environments (Panizza, 2009; Laclau, 2009). 
		

		
			4. Conclusions 
		

		
			In this chapter I have used the image of waves as a metaphor to analyze the presence of populism in Latin American politics from the first decades of the twentieth century. The wave refers to the moments when populist leaderships and movements simultaneously became predominant forces in several national contexts. As shown, in most cases this irruption transforms populisms into phenomena that mark and define long periods of political life. Such moments are identified with the leaders around whom they articulated – their rhetoric and trajectory – and a popular political will – the popular subject – in open confrontation with social and political structures identified with power. Identification with the leader, as a feature of Latin American populism, carries implicitly the deployment of different forms of antagonism with power on behalf of the lower classes. As accurately stated by Ernesto Laclau, there is surprising continuity in the political logic of populism. 
		

		
			Although populism was conceived as a transitory phenomenon linked to an early moment of socioeconomic modernization, its recurrence led to seek for other explanations for its constant resurgence. One of them considers populism as a particular way of responding to the crises of political representation triggered by tension between social inequalities and demands for political inclusion in critical junctures. The specific feature of populism would be the solution it offers to this contradiction that is common to modern capitalist societies. Populism leads to overtly anti-institutional solutions based on plebiscitarian linkages between the leader and the lower classes, and a view of democracy outside its liberal representative model. Populist ruptures opens a new political horizon based on redemptive and emancipating politics within the framework of a renewed community. 
		

		
			Populism displaces politics from the institutions to a space where rules are defined in an arbitrary and voluntaristic fashion due to the need to reproduce the plebiscitarian link on which the populist leadership’s legitimacy is erected. The link is reproduced insofar as the charismatic leader is capable of testing his heroism challenging the power of elites. The 
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			dynamic of political exceptionality set up by populism explains its difficulty to institutionalize through stable rules of the political game. It also explains its authoritarian evolution and the lack of respect for political freedoms and rights. Institutionalization, as Weber stressed, wipes out charismatic authority. 
		

		
			Rather than considering populism as a mirror of democracy, where it can find its own limits to rediscover its redemptive side, I believe we must see populism as another form of democracy that vindicates the rights of the lower classes directly articulated to the figure of a charismatic leader. Populism has democratizing elements insofar as it vindicates and incorpo-rates to the political life a social activism linked to a condition of subalternity connected to cleavages, where experiences of domination are configured in strongly hierarchic societies. Its proximity to or distance from democracy is not assessed in relation to a liberal representative model, which populism repudiates and combats upon a long anti-liberal tradition in Latin America. Such hostility toward democracy’s liberal components explains its authoritarian evolution. Democracy according to the populist tradition means more than respecting political freedoms and rights. It entails altering relations of power to generate inclusion and social justice. Political freedoms and rights in conditions of social injustice are considered to be a privilege of the well to do sectors of society. 
		

		
			Populism democratizing capacity is assessed by the dynamics of interaction between the leader and his followers, depending on if the prevailing logic runs downward or upward. In the first, the leader’s will is imposed upon lower classes by transforming them into uprooted masses in need for a fatherly tutelage. In the second, political conduction incorporates more mediations between social organizations and the political machine of the movement or party. In both cases, nevertheless, the movement’s legitimacy remains subject to the leader’s capacity to keep alive a redeeming and emancipating sense of the lower classes’ aspirations, both in a material and symbolic sense. The breakdown of power structures seems the condition for the processes of inclusion generated by populism. 
		

		
			Notes 
		

		
			
				1 
				The chart does not include all the experiences of populist leaders and governments in Latin America – it only shows emblematic cases of each populist wave analyzed in this chapter. 
			
		

		
			
				2 
				Defined as “radical populisms” in this chapter, in line with the approach by de la Torre and Arnson (2013). 
			
		

		
			
				3 
				For a critique of these visions see Laclau (1977), de la Torre (2004, 2010), Weyland (2004). 
			
		

		
			
				4 
				Every Saturday, for ten continuous years, Correa weekly broadcasted his Enlaces Ciudadanos (Citizen Liaison). These liaisons, popularly known as “sabatinas”, took place in different sites around the national territory. 
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			For decades now, Latin America has been identi fi ed as one of the most recurring sites of emergence and crystallization of populist leaderships and movements in the 20th and 21st centuries. Scholars studying politics in the region have identi fi ed the recurrent emergence of populism, in various waves, usually de fi ned as “ early ” , “ classical ” , “ neoliberal ” and more recently “ radical ” populism. Reading through generations of academic work on this phenomenon, it seems that populism has been one of the most enduring styles of politics in the entire region. Yet, this observation prompts awareness of an often-ignored anomaly within the region; namely, the almost complete lack of theoretical and case study literature on Central American populism, at least until recent years, when Daniel Ortega ’ s political strategy and style in Nicaragua were addressed as populist, drawing on the same analytical categories applied to Hugo Chávez and other Chavista leaders and movements. 
		

		
			In this perspective, the present chapter tries to answer the question of whether the Central American Isthmus has been “ a di ff erent planet ” globally and particularly within Latin America in terms of populism. Speci fi cally, whether the relative dearth of focus on this phenomenon in Central America is due to the lack of populism in the countries of the Isthmus; or, as I would rather suggest, the result of a lack of systematic research attention, itself due to the distinct theoretical lenses used when approaching Central America from analytical assumptions dissociated from those that students of populism in other Latin American societies have applied. Finding a tentative answer to this riddle, I argue, may throw some light on populism from an uncommon vantage point, while reviewing some of the analytical biases followed when approaching Central American societies. 
		

		
			Making sense of the recurrent emergence of populism in Latin 
		

		
			America 
		

		
			Scholars of populism continue debating how to approach populism, whether it should be primarily characterized by the policies adopted at certain moments of sociopolitical develop-ment or as an analytical category defining a political style, rhetoric and/or mobilization 
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			strategy with a wider comparative hold. Likewise, whether to stress its rhetoric or its praxis, the role of leadership mobilization vis-à-vis the weight of popular dissatisfaction and expecta-tions, its democratic promise and sense of participation or the perils of its authoritarian seduction, to mention just some of the tensions inherent in populism (De la Torre 2000, 2015). 
		

		
			The recent global attention on the rise of a populist Zeitgeist on a global scale (Mudde 2004) has once more reawakened the relevance of understanding this phenomenon and the challenges it poses to the format of contemporary democracies. The phenomenon of populism has captivated the imagination of analysts for its capacity to redraw the boundaries of collective identity (e.g. Ochoa Espejo 2015); for its discursive stress on the “popular will”, triggering expectations, emotions and shifts in the sense of participation, while projecting a contradictory divisiveness and Manichean discourse (e.g. Armony and Armony 2005; Haw-kins 2009); for its impact on mobilization practices and setting alternative criteria of regulation of access to power and resources (e.g. Jansen 2015; Roberts 2015; De la Torre 2017); and last but not least, for its effect redrafting the rules of distributive justice and equity (e.g. Oxhorn 1998; Ellner 2005; Harnecker 2010). 
		

		
			Because of its complexity and inherent tensions, populism challenges several salient analytical perspectives in social science and particularly, political science. First, it defies institutional analysis as it focuses attention on the role of individual and mass agency subverting institutions, thus stressing the unstable balance between the regulation of power and the construction of trust and legitimation, which do not always go together. Second, it defies an analysis in terms of ideologies and doctrines, as populism just projects a “latent set of ideas” (Hawkins 2009: 1045), many of them pragmatic and confrontational, sometimes even conspirational. At best, it can be considered following Cas Mudde, just 
		

		
			a thin ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated in two homogenous and antagonistic groups, “the pure people” and “the corrupt elite” and which argues that politics should be an expression of the volonté générale (general will) of the people. 
		

		
			(Mudde 2004: 543; see also Panizza 2005) 
		

		
			That is, a phenomenon not determined by constitutions or coherent ideological commit-ments, but rather eliciting both emotions and rational calculation. Likewise, populism also defies class analysis, i.e. an equation of material interests and political moves, since populists mobilize support and participation across the social ladder, while once in power most populist leaders refrain from revolutionary transformations and rather remain reformists (Álvarez Junco 1994; De la Torre 2000; Weyland 2003; Freidenberg 2007). 
		

		
			Whatever the definition followed, there is wide agreement that Latin America has been a most salient regional setting of populism, as it witnessed wave after wave of populist leaders reaching state power and mobilizing wide sectors of the population. Indeed, while populism has been present worldwide, at least since the 1860s–70s with the Russian Narodnik move-ment and the 1880s–90s with the US populist movement and Populist Party (Canovan 1981; Collier 2002, 2015; Kazin 2014) among world regions, Latin America stands up comparatively due to the persistent yet intermittent emergence of populism throughout the 20th century and into the early 21st century. Few macro-regions have witnessed such crystallization of wave after wave of populist leaders and movements (Roniger 2013). Historian Alan Knight suggested once that, although not ubiquitous, its recurrence in the region indicated “some affinity with the Latin American reality”, reflecting “deeper sociopolitical relationships and perceptions” (Knight 1998: 224, 234). Populism first emerged in the region in the early 20th 
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			century, with demands of political inclusion which were channeled by “early” or “proto”-populist leaders such as Hipólito Yrigoyen, Arturo Alessandri and Víctor Raúl Haya de la Torre; followed by “classic” populists in the era of import-substitution industrialization of the 1930s–50s, such as Getulio Vargas, Lázaro Cárdenas and Juan Domingo Perón; “neo”-populists such as Carlos Andrés Pérez, Carlos Menem or Alberto Fujimori predicating a globalizing creed in the late 1980s and 1990s; and more recently, “radical” populists such as Hugo Chávez, Andrés Manuel López Obrador or the early Rafael Correa, carrying out a Left-leaning agenda. Beyond the shifting circumstances and political leanings of each populist wave, there has been a thread of continuity in the appeal of such leaders to turn the political arena of their countries into the setting of a moral-ethical struggle, in which – so they claimed – they stood as embodiment of the general will of the “people”, deemed to generate a more genuine and just democracy. 
		

		
			Recognizing this trend should not lead to presume that populist leadership has been universal in the region. Indeed, many Latin American politicians leading the third wave of democratization did not use a populist political strategy. Raúl Alfonsín in Argentina, José Sarney in Brazil or Patricio Aylwin in Chile, who launched the process of re-democratization in the 1980s and early 1990s, did not pursue such strategy, even though the first two carried out policies of over-spending, which analysts may define as economic populism. And neither were populists later presidents such as Fernando Henrique Cardoso in Brazil; Jorge Batlle, Tabaré Vásquez and José Mujica in Uruguay; or Chilean presidents Eduardo Frei Ruiz-Tagle, Ricardo Lagos and Michele Bachelet (for an attempt to identify and rank presidents’ populist discourse, see Hawkins 2009). Generalizing, there is also ground to assume that populist leaderships and movements are affected primarily by the structure and effectiveness of party systems (Roberts 2015); indeed, populist leaderships and movements have been less central in the region where strong parties have elicited the vast support of citizens, as in Colombia or Chile. Also, the cases in which populist movements endured are rather rare, being more common those cases of intermittent, truncated, failed or ephemeral populist leaderships (Knight 1998: 248, Roniger 2013). As Rovira Kaltwasser and Jansen have pointed out, it is important to consider negative cases, “since they show that the rise of populism should be seen not as a mechanical development, but rather as a process that is strongly conditioned by both political agency and the national and historical context (Rovira Kaltwasser 2015: 190; see also Jansen 2015: 176–178). 
		

		
			Moreover, for students of Latin American populism, its different waves posed a challenge in terms of interpretation, since the specific forms of mobilization and policies carried out by populists in positions of power and decision-making varied from one wave to another. Unsurprisingly, as Robert Jansen (2015) has indicated, the analytical lens approaching this phenomenon have changed. In the 1950s, both modernization theories and Marxism led to stress the economic and social components behind mass mobilization by leaders creating multi-class coalitions unsetting older elites. A generation later, in the 1970s and 80s, the emphasis moved to collective action and to populist discourse, the latter a trend anchored then in cultural studies and culminating later in Ernesto Laclau’s analysis of the logic of social and discursive action (Laclau 2005). Finally, a third generation of analysts were forced to address populist leaders enforcing neoliberal policies, thus shifting again analysis to a weak democratic incorporation by political parties and the top-down political mobilization by populist leaders (Jansen 2015). Debate did not conclude with the recent waves of populism. The rebirth of populism of very disparate political leanings in the 1980s–90s and in the 2000s had important theoretical implications, as it challenged representative democracy from within, among wide sectors of society, and allowed rethinking the workings of the mechanisms of representation in 
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			the Latin American republics. Indeed, the rise and following deacceleration of Chavismo has once more projected analyses stressing the popular dissatisfaction with the workings of representative Liberal democracy and the expectations of inclusion, channeled into coalitions of fragmented elites and popular sectors, yet sustained by various mediating networks and mechanisms; that is, a “style of doing politics” that can “be appropriated by a wide range of political subjectivities, with distinct modes of political mobilization, participation and leader-ship” (Roberts 2015: 140). 
		

		
			As stressed by Carlos de la Torre, populism is parasitic to democratic legitimacy, and this opens the way for varied forms of “ populist ruptures ” , of construction of the category of “ the people” and of populist performance, some leading to democratizing tendencies reinforcing autonomy or the more likely scenario of top-down controls and manipulation (De la Torre 2017; Rovira Kaltwasser 2015). Both in more traditional societies such as Bolivia and in more mobilized polities as Venezuela and Chile, leaders emerged, who – relying symbolically on a popular or even anti-establishment sentiment – launched promises of immediate solutions to old unsolved problems. Some of them, like Hugo Chávez of Venezuela, had a very personalist style of persuasion and control, and put forward an anti-neoliberal program and rhetoric. Others, such as Chilean Joaquín Lavín, the mayor of Las Condes and 1999 presidential candidate of the UDI, based their platform on a right-wing agenda, while still relying on a strong popular basis and populist rhetoric. President Alan García of Peru advanced anti-neoliberal populism, while presidents Carlos Menem (Argentina), Alberto Fujimori (Peru) and Fernando Collor de Mello (Brazil) were supporters of a globalizing model of economic development. Michael Conni ff – the editor of two books on Latin American populism – concluded that, until the emergence of Chavismo, the wave of populist leaders of the 1980s–90s was characterized by their exposure to the international arena, their mastery of “ global talk ” and their ability to portray themselves as the embodiment of the new global trends, including the use of political marketing as part of their strategy of being in touch with the “people” . The “ unlikely” emergence of populist leaders adopting neoliberal policies gave credence to research lines stressing style and discourse over policy content. Yet, soon after the publication of Conni ff ’ s second collection of essays in 1999, the rise of the so-called radical, Left-wing populist fi gures, starting with Chávez, moved back the balance to the question of policy strategies and their implementation by populist leaders, thus recreating the ambivalence in the populist equation of leadership styles and policy contents. 
		

		
			Before we move on, we should characterize succinctly what has been the common denominator of both the new and old forms of populism in Latin America. Irrespective of the theoretical perspective adopted, and each has its pros-and-cons, both the new and old forms of populism exhibit a series of recurrent key components in the region: 
		

		
			• populism usually arises following crises of representation by political parties and socio-economic predicaments, with the populist leader claiming to be the voice and incarnation of “the people”; 
		

		
			• the movement seems to address the expectations of those social forces feeling excluded or hit hard by macro-economic policies, thus projecting promises of existential short-term solutions, even when in practice most of them did not disengage from the systemic adherence to free market policies; 
		

		
			• popular sectors are mobilized by leaders appealing to their fears and expectations and enabling a sense of participation in public affairs, unlike “elitist” politics. The leader-masses bond seems rooted not only in cognitive-rational elements but often in emotive 
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			bonds and existing discourse frames, buttressed by a certain style of addressing the masses, directed at the most popular sectors of the population; 
		

		
			• the discursive construct of “the people” – as standing opposed to the elite – follows lines of socioeconomic and political exclusion, not ethnic or other primordial terms. This stands in sharp contrast with populism in Africa or Europe, where ethnicity and race often define the boundaries of who is perceived as belonging or alien to the “people” (see e.g. Jansen 2015); 
		

		
			• populism relies on multi-class support and concomitantly a tendency to detachment from coherent, clear-cut ideologies, albeit not lacking, however, ideological tone; 
		

		
			• the result is a “politics of anti-politics”, which may weaken even further some of the basic institutions of representative democracy; in some cases, a foundational impetus is reflected in constitutional changes, thus buttressing a more general trend, in which political parties cease to be the promoters and mediators of utopia, in the terms of Manuel Alcántara Sáenz (2003), with individual leaders replacing them; 
		

		
			• a correlate appropriation of voice by the leader occurs, based on an existing frame of thought and discourse, may reinforce authoritarian tendencies, top-down controls and what Guillermo O’Donnell (1994) once defined as “delegative democracy”; 
		

		
			• almost in contrasting direction, there is a tendency toward a permanent call to plebiscitary-like decisions, based on hitherto unfulfi lled expectations of political and social inclusion. There is a symbolic empowerment of popular sectors through these calls to return power to “ the people ” instead of citizenship, thus obviating horizontal and vertical accountability. In this context, it is important to remember that leadership is bolstered by and relies on mediating structures and brokerage networks, as stressed by Alan Knight (1998) and Raanan Rein (1998, 2008), many of them of a clientelistic structure (Roniger 2012); 
		

		
			• consequently, an emphasis on executive power overrides other branches of government, the rule of law and the division of powers, and often leading to “legislation by decree” and, more recently, to “(re)foundational” constitutional changes. 
		

		
			Both in the old and the more recent formats, populism is parasitic to the paramount place of democratic legitimacy in the region, following the demise of dictatorships and authoritarian interregnums, while re fl ecting a persistent wide dissatisfaction with the unful fi lled expectation of democratic inclusion. In addition, populism has implied a renewed projection and reconstruction of the category of the “ people ” as sovereign and a republican commitment to entitlements and social justice, which contradicts the logic of the free market, often burdened by political corruption. That is, even when betrayed as some populist leaders reach power, populism expresses visions of communitarian and participatory democracy, buttressed by recurrent outbursts of occupation of public spaces, which the combination of populist rhetoric and ine ff ective policies recreate from time to time at the center of the public arena. Consequently, populism has also involved a persistent threat to the institutionalization of representative democracy in its minimalist, liberal electoral version. 
		

		
			Connecting the new forms of populism to the early and mid-20th-century forms, one may conclude that the renewed emergence of populism is at the core of “doing politics” in Latin America. These persistent dimensions of populism are important as we try to assess the seeming absence of populism in Central America, which contrasts with its recurrent presence identified in most South American nations. 
		

		
			A lack of populism or a myopia of analytical lenses? 
		

		
			The lack of works on Central American populism is astounding. Illustrative perhaps is the Library of the Ibero-Americanisches Institut in Berlin, where one finds several dozen works 
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			on Latin American populism, yet almost none devoted to populism in one of the countries of the Isthmus. Similarly, as one looks at collective volumes on populism in Latin America, only rarely one finds a chapter on Central America. Exceptional in this respect is William F. Robinson’s chapter on “Panama for the Panamanians”, on Arnulfo Arias Madrid (Robinson 1999). Furthermore, even when a work includes a specific chapter on Central America in a book on populism, as is the case of Miraculous Metamorphoses, the collective volume edited by Demmers, Fernandes and Hogenboom (2001), the analytical focus is biased away of populism. Specifically, in the case of Biekart’s contribution in that volume, the focus is the defeat of the revolutionary Left, in a line unrelated to theories of populism or findings about populism there (Biekart 2001: 182–200). In an otherwise very interesting paper by Kenneth Roberts on “Latin America’s Populist Revival”, the author refers in passing to Nicaragua and El Salvador, where ‘populist mobilization and social reform had been nipped in the bud by repression or cooptation during the ISI era” (Roberts 2007: 14). To base this statement, Roberts relied on a book by Charles Brockett (2005), which is completely silent about populism in Central America, prompting readers to question the evidence behind that assessment. 
		

		
			Silence is even more evident when shifting from works on populism to general treaties on Central American politics. One may check the table of contents and indexes of books on political parties and democracy in the region, and not find a single mention about populism as a concept deemed worth mentioning in the index, even in books with cursory mentions to populism in the text itself (e.g. Goodman, LeoGrande and Forman Johanna 1992: 216–217). 
		

		
			A review of Kees Bierkart’s contribution on Central America in Miraculuous Metamorphoses – a book on populism – reveals the analytical tools commonly used to look at the political development of the region in the 20th century. 
		

		
			The core analytical framework portrays a long process of demands of political participation systematically denied by governments, which since the 1930s repressed the attempts of social reform. Increasingly, these governments were dominated by the military, which entered in strategic alliances with the oligarchy or dominated the state apparatus. The double denial of the dominant classes, refusing to introduce social reforms and unwilling to open the political arena to new reformist parties (e.g. of the urban middle sectors), led to political radicalization, escalation of violence and armed struggle reaching its climax in the civil wars and military interventions of the 1980s. Bierkart acknowledged the country differences in the Isthmus, but the general framework of analysis built up a narrative of unfulfilled expectations, struggle and repression, anchored in class analysis and claiming that much of this inability to reform was due to the virtual absence of an independent middle class in Central America. 
		

		
			The problem does not stem from following a path-dependent line of analysis. Indeed, such an approach has been applied to Central American countries with success, for instance, by James Mahoney’s comparative, long-term analysis of the region. Mahoney focused on choices of key actors at critical junctures, which in turn led to the formation of institutions with self-reproducing properties, shaping a series of reactions and counter-reactions that culminated in the creation of major regime outcomes. Specifically, as he looked at the late 19th and early 20th centuries, Mahoney identified a major differentiation under the Liberals, between countries in which the Liberal rulers faced intense political threats and accordingly built powerful militaries while pursuing radical policy options (Guatemala, El Salvador and Nicaragua); and those other countries in which none of this occurred, namely, Honduras and Costa Rica. Per him, this led to the emergence of three types of Liberal reform – a radical type in Guatemala and El Salvador; a reformist type of Liberalism in Costa Rica; and an aborted type of Liberalism in Honduras and Nicaragua. The latter two types lacked the polarized rural class structures and coercive military apparatuses of the first, while in addition 
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			the third type lacked emergent agrarian elites with significant political power and a centralized state apparatus, as typical of the reformist type. 
		

		
			The analysis then moved to the 20th century, assessing if major democratizing episodes occurred in the aftermath of the liberal reforms and whether these were successful or not. Per Mahoney, military-authoritarianism became the regime outcome in Guatemala and El Salvador, as major democratizing episodes failed. Liberal democracy was the regime outcome in Costa Rica, as the major democratizing moves were successful, and traditional dictatorship was the regime outcome in Honduras and Nicaragua as there were no major democratizing episodes in their 20th-century development (Mahoney 2001). 
		

		
			With all its sophistication, again such a line of analysis does not address populism. At most, the framework could predict populism only in Costa Rica, where liberal democracy was the regime outcome. Since, as we know, populism exists because of the legitimating principle of popular sovereignty, which is at the core of representative democracy but falls short of being implemented (Prud’homme 2001). In dictatorships – whether military-authoritarian or tradi-tional – this mechanism of “auto-correction” of the gap between the promises and their fulfillment, is likely to be excluded from the start. And yet, as I shall try to show later, the cases of populism in the region do not follow this scheme of analysis, begetting the question of the analytical optic adopted. 
		

		
			A word of caution is needed on the use of comparative analysis. Some observers would claim that each case is unique and therefore we should refrain from comparative analysis and from the vain expectation that certain categories as populism should retain their usefulness across borders. I claim that at least one should try to assess the comparative relevance of analytical categories. Much can be gained from comparative research, especially if related to more recent perspectives on transnationalism and connected histories (Werner and Zimmer-mann 2006; Iriye 2013). The question is how to proceed. Perhaps the initial decision is whether to take a most dissimilar-systems design or a most similar-systems design, which will lead to completely diverse lines of comparative research and generate different types of hypotheses. 
		

		
			An interesting study following the first perspective is that of Marco Palacios (2001), who contrasted 20th-century Colombia and Venezuela in terms of populism and violence. Building on two dissimilar and contrasting cases, Palacios reached the conclusion that Venezuela avoided Colombia’s violence due to its presence of populism. The claim was that if one brings populism into the political equation, one can avoid violence. Complementing this, one may suspect the inverse correlation: find violence and you may stop looking for populism, which may be true in some contexts and yet – as we shall see – inaccurate in others. 
		

		
			The contrast between Colombia and Venezuela led Palacios to suggest some hypothesis about Central America: 
		

		
			Once we have formulated the Colombia-Venezuela contrast as an option between populism and violence, we should mention already now that the revolutionary guerrillas and the diverse forms of counter-insurgency seem to settle better in countries such as Nicaragua, Guatemala and El Salvador that, similarly to Colombia, were characterized by the inexistence or failure of populism. 
		

		
			(Palacios 2001: 328) 
		

		
			The preceding “inexistence or failure” clause was rather ambiguous, since these two are radically different situations. Moreover, Guatemala and El Salvador have had radically different experiences from Nicaragua in terms of the focus of this chapter. The problem with the most 
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			dissimilar systems design strategy is that, in addition to populism, there are many other variables that could explain the dependent variable. To mention but just two: take the diverse party systems or the degree of regional autonomy. And there is no possibility of triangulation. Relying on what seemingly are just two totally opposed cases, we may fail following multiple comparative angles. 
		

		
			Particularly in the cases under consideration, what merits a most similar-systems design to be complemented by a transnational perspective, is the existence of various countries in the Isthmus, five of which trace their origins back to a single political entity in late colonial and early independent times and since then being involved intermittently in transnational dynamics (Roniger 2011). Such strategy, involving the analysis of various countries and multiple situations, avoids looking for contrasts and a single-sided explanation, and may allow to trace both negative cases and various populist manifestations, including recurrent, transient and truncated forms of populism. 
		

		
			Central America: a multiplicity of political scenarios 
		

		
			Reviewing the occurrence or lack of populism on a country-by-country basis reveals a variety of political paths and strategies of control and mobilization in the region. Through such review, the disjuncture between analytical binary conceptualizations and the political strategies followed intermittently, including populism, stands out. 
		

		
			Our inquiry should start with Guatemala and El Salvador, which seem to fit within Palacios’ thesis. The early 20th century popular mobilization met harsh repression already in La Matanza of 1932 in El Salvador. In Guatemala, the general strike that ended Jorge Ubico’s rule in 1944 and opened a decade of reforms with Juan José Arévalo and Jacobo Arbenz, came to an end with the intervention of 1954. Accordingly, these two countries experienced waves of mobilization and repression, failed attempts at insurrection (e.g. in El Salvador), guerrilla movements (earlier on in Guatemala) and massive human-rights violations related to the counter-insurgency strategy of the power-holders and their US allies (with a typical genocidal character in Guatemala). They only emerged partially from this violent dynamic in the 1990s, in 1992 in El Salvador and 1996 in Guatemala. This dynamic of repression of popular demands indeed nullified the emergence of populism. 
		

		
			It is in Costa Rica where, at least in terms of Mahoney’s analysis, we should expect to find populism. Reinforcing this expectation, one can find documents by international observers, as in the following excerpt from a report by the Mission of the Socialist International to Latin America in March 1978: 
		

		
			The Partido Liberación Nacional of Costa Rica has the élan of being a “classic” social-democratic party of Latin America, a party that was once within lines that were formerly characterized as “populist” or of “democratic Left”. 
		

		
			(Socialist International 1978: 20) 
		

		
			Liberación Nacional was intimately tied to the figure of José Figueres. Contrasting with Somoza, one of his most hated enemies, Figueres had no wish to encourage a personalist, caudillo-like style of politics. While he was the dominant figure in the PLN, he encouraged a plural executive and his co-founders and close associates did not idolize him. Influenced very early on by Raúl Haya de la Torre (the founder of APRA, the American Revolutionary Popular Alliance), he emphasized nationalism, continental solidarity with anti-dictatorial movements and anti-imperialism, although not anti-yankee sentiment. In the domestic front, 
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			he prioritized a commitment to social justice, multi-class harmony (solidaridad multi-clasista) and cultural advancement. 
		

		
			In style, however, as Charles Ameringer indicated in a political biography of Figueres written in the late 1970s, by the early 1950s that leader resembled a schoolteacher more than a politician: he lectured citizens and explained his plans for Costa Rica. Still, 
		

		
			[A]lthough he tended to talk down to his audience, he had the common touch; without regard for time or schedule, he mingled freely in crowds, visited private homes, and took arroz y frijoles with the people of the villages and towns. He was at his best among the rural folk of the Central Plateau but seemed unable to reach effectively the urban poor of San José and the banana workers of both coasts. 
		

		
			(Ameringer 1978: 104) 
		

		
			It seems that in terms of his rhetorical and discursive styles, Figueres did not feign being one of the people. His speeches were indeed self-reinforcing from the perspective of the rank-and-fi le ticos and ticas, but he avoided focusing on an external enemy (e.g. the US) to rally his supporters. He also did not predicate class struggle, and being himself a member of the landed class, he rather focused on social justice and multi-class solidarity, a position close to the paternalist attitudes he learned to hold dear in his own estate of La lucha sin fi n (Guerra 1997). 
		

		
			In terms of policy content, the combination of political democracy and socioeconomic issues was not new to Costa Rica when Figueres first became a political figure of national projection, following his radio speech against President Calderón Guardia in 1940 and his subsequent forced exile for two years. In WWI, President Gónzalez Flores first talked of an integral democracy that should address the socioeconomic status of its citizens. To carry his policies, he clashed with the “block in power” that included agro-exporters, importers-traders and bankers. It was Gónzalez Flores – who was deposed by Federico Tinoco in 1917 – who triggered the connection between nationalist and progressive principles in Costa Rica (Rodríguez 1990). Furthermore, this combined emphasis on the creation of a socially responsive state and an anti-oligarchic and anti-imperialist stance was rather widespread throughout the entire Isthmus, at least among the networks of unionists dreaming of recreating the Central American union in the last decades of the 20th century (García Giráldez 2005). 
		

		
			In the same line, President Calderón Guardia is to be credited with a wide work of reform. A young president, elected at 40 and inspired in the early 20th-century social doctrine of the Catholic Church, he introduced social security, a system of prevision to support incapacity, old age and death, especially aimed at improving the living conditions of the working classes. Similarly, he introduced the minimum salary and a working day of eight hours, and recognized the right of joining a trade union. As part of this ambitious program, President Calderón also expanded the state administration and the presence of the state in outsourcing contracts, which in turn served the opposition to decry bureaucracy and favoritism. His alliance with the Communist party, to carry out his reformist program, further enraged those willing to depose him, including the young Figueres, who opted for the option of civil disobedience and an armed rebellion, paying for it with exile. 
		

		
			The principled point here is that Figueres did not invent the program of social justice and of economic opportunity, but rather claimed to be the first to take these reforms seriously as to implement them in fact, making them a permanent feature of the Costa Rican institutional framework. 
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			This leads to a third point regarding the atypical character of Figueres as a populist leader. He created a set of autonomous institutions to carry out this program and abided by the democratic process in the form of respect for the electoral procedures. Although he feuded bitterly with other politicians to continue leading his political camp, he did encourage public administration by civil service and promoted the organization of labor and other groups in society. In short, he seemed to have been a social democrat focused on institutional building, a fact also reinforced by his move to cancel the military after the short civil war of 1948. 
		

		
			Yet, if one needed evidence to reject the thesis suggested by Palacios based on the seeming contrast between Colombia and Venezuela, one could look at Honduras, in which there was no violence equivalent to that of Guatemala or El Salvador. Albeit the case of Honduras is the most unclear in terms of populism, mostly due to a lack of scholarly attention, as far as I can assess what characterized Honduras were reformist attempts that did not make use of populist strategies but relied rather on clientelism and/or the repression of the opposition. Even if lacking in populism, Honduras witnessed a series of reformist and developmental waves, some of them led by civilians and others, by the military in power (Barahona 2005). In 2009, democratically elected president Manuel Zelaya was removed from offi ce for trying to go forward with a “consultation” that could lead to a referendum possibly launching a constitutional assembly to reform the constitution, thus allowing presidential re-election. The fear of Congress, the Supreme Court, most of the media, and even politicians in his own party that Zelaya intended to take a populist turn and imitate Hugo Chávez’ s control of power led to his removal from o ffice and exile, with relatively little popular resistance (Corrales 2013: 37–38). 
		

		
			On the other end of the populist spectrum we find Panama, where we already mentioned the work on Arnulfo Arias as populist leader and where also Omar Torrijos seems to have followed a similar strategy of political mobilization. Arnulfo Arias started his political career in 1932, as he led a successful popular uprising which opened the political system. In his first term as president, he served for one year in 1940–1, changing the Constitution and introducing reforms at a hectic pace, creating social agencies, organizing services, reforming the administration. While then, his severe and authoritarian character was unpalatable and led to the coup d’état only one year and eight days after his inauguration, his exile and later imprisonment (after his return in 1945 and a failed coup) projected his image as a popular leader ousted by the ruling elite. Arias’ strategy was to rely on the sense of political exclusion, on the patriotic irredentism of Panamanians regarding the Canal and on the interested support of the administration’s personnel, mobilized through a series of political parties he founded, such as Partido Revolucionario Auténtico, the Partido Panameñista and the Panameñista Auténtico. In later years, he reached the presidency time and again, being robbed once again of the electoral results or deposed, as in 1949 and in 1968 (after 11 days in office). 
		

		
			Even his opponents, as the powerful head of police General Antonio Remón, who placed him in power and soon dethroned him in 1949, or Omar Torrijos, who deposed him in 1968 and became the de facto ruler of the country until his death in 1980, copied his patriotic nationalist emphasis on Panameñismo and his organizational strategies, in the parties that they founded, the Coalición Patriótica Nacional and the Partido Revolucionario Auténtico, respectively (Priestley 1986). None of them, however, had the prestige and mobilization capacity of Arias (Porras 1990). In the literature one finds the claim that all his life, Torrijos considered Arias (who passed away seven years after Torrijos’ deadly air flight accident) his nemesis, envious of the popular support of Arias and unable to gain it himself, thus prone to use repression more widely in addition to cooptation (Velásquez 1993: ch. 3). Suspicious as the claim is coming from those opposed to Torrijos, Arias enjoyed wide support, especially as 
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			he was denied his political rights and ostracized, becoming the embodiment of exclusion and of the drive for anti-establishment politics. 
		

		
			Surprisingly enough, Arias seems to have been unattached to discursive manipulation and was rather hierarchical and authoritarian in his personal outlook. Trying to explain his enormous popularity and long standing political leadership in Panama, César Quintero drafted in 1988 the following picture: 
		

		
			[His popularity and leadership] have been rooted in his extraordinary capacity to take decisions and carry them out; his absolute lack of hesitation and timidity; his incapacity of giving up or accepting defeat by his enemies; his personal and civic courage; his natural authority and capacity to order others; his steady conviction of assessing what the country needed. The Dr. Arnulfo Arias was not an elaborate speaker or writer. And neither was he a sweet or adulating politician. He was not a leader of parrandas and neither a populachero. He detested flattering and politically motivated embraces, and demanded that everyone should keep distance and his place. In sum, Arnulfo Arias was not a demagogue. As a statesman, his image was not of the good-hearted leader, tolerant and forgiving, but that of an energetic, sever and even authoritarian leader. Well known and proverbial are his acid replies to improper petitions or propositions by the unavoidable opportunists and ambitious individuals who always roam around persons of prestige or power. 
		

		
			(Quintero 1990: 614) 
		

		
			Nicaragua is commonly put together with Guatemala and El Salvador in terms of repressive rule and lack of populism. Yet, the work done by Jeffrey Gould (1990) revealed that from 1936 to the mid-1960s, the Somozas attempted to develop passive or active labor support as part of a populist strategy to establish a hegemonic control over Nicaraguan society. As part of this strategy, they appropriated the very language and symbolic imagery of obrerismo – the political idiom of the popular classes – and coopted labor leaders. Anastasio Somoza García attempted to portray himself as the guarantor of labor aspirations in the face of Conservative opposition. Gould showed that Somoza García was allied to the Conservatives, he repressed labor strikes, but when he lost that support in 1937–44, increasingly he relied on the labor movement and moved to unify it, as he attempted to wrest control of the unions from the Socialists. 
		

		
			Labor organization was part of the Somoza’s strategy – as much as Perón’s in Argentina – to politically debilitate the landed oligarchy and establish his hegemony over the Nicaraguan political system. Only when the Somoza’s economic interests increased, the ruler and his son Luis after him moved to repress autonomous labor leaders, even those who were Somocistas, while trying to maintain the loyalty of the rank-and-file workers. Repression increased after the assassination of Somoza father in 1956 but still in 1958–9 Luis Somoza Debayle, like his father, tried to maintain elite support while at the same time coopting the popular movement, alternating, ignoring or repressing the peasant movement. Per Gould, only Anastasio (Tachito) Somoza Debayle made no serious effort to develop or control popular movements, since as commander in chief of the Guardia Nacional, he was aware that the labor and peasant movements had already escaped Somocista political discourse (Gould 1990: 250). 
		

		
			This move away from the populist strategy of Somoza father, together with the evident loss of elite and popular support in the 1970s, especially after the 1972 earthquake in Managua, will solidify the opposition forces and led eventually to the only case of a successful insurrection in Central America, that of the FSLN in 1979. The events of the Sandinista 
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			Revolution and the subsequent Central American transnational conflict would relegate the memory of Somoza’s populism to almost oblivion, as reflected in the way most monographs in the 1980s and 1990s analyzed Nicaragua’s political development. Nonetheless, studies such as Victoria González-Rivera’s, done in the 2000s, revealed the vitality of reconstructed and invented memories of Somocista populism, particularly but not only among those women who had benefitted from the modernizing impetus and clientelistic policies of those “better times”, which were seen as a striking contrast to the neoliberal policies of dismantling of the state apparatus and growing unemployment, carried out by the Liberal administrations of Arnoldo Alemán and Enrique Bolaños (González-Rivera 2010). Moreover, the Nicaraguan case indicates that one can have populism and still violence and revolution in the same case. 
		

		
			The return of Daniel Ortega to power following the 2006 election, resembled in many ways the earlier pattern of populist leadership. As Karen Kampwirth showed, after losing presidential campaigns in 1990, 1996 and 2001, Ortega had moved from collective revolu-tionary leadership to an increasingly personalist and populist style, that allowed him – following private pacts with Arnoldo Alemán’s Partido Liberal Constitucionalista leading to share in the spoils of power with both leaders avoiding criminal trials, in Ortega’s case due to his stepdaughter’s accusation of year-long sexual harassment and rape – to win the presidency with only 38% of the vote (Kampwirth 2010). Rising in the wings of Venezuelan financial support and using it in partisan and often discretionary ways through the newly created Citizen Power Committees and the Cabinet of Citizen Power led by his spouse, Rosario Murillo – currently elected as Vice-President of Nicaragua – Ortega accumulated power to the detriment of other branches of government and the fragmented political opposition, that was unable to recover from the weakening of Alemán’s PLC. Once in power, Ortega continued to draw on populist rhetoric of defending the poor against Somocistas, the oligarchy, imperialists and the elite, while resorting to partisan, clientelistic tactics and moving to marginalize autonomous mass media and neutralize mechanisms of control and independent accountability (Chamorro, Jarquín and Bendaña 2009; Foro 2016). Still, a different transnational support for representative democracy, along with Ortega’s pragmatism – evident in supporting the Catholic push to ban therapeutic abortion and in maintaining macro-economic policies and cooperation with the USA and international financial organiza-tions, following the loss of Venezuelan support – likely deterred him for almost a decade from taking the repressive road that his populist predecessor Somoza García and his sons adopted in detriment of previous populist cooptation in the 20th century. More recently, however, popular protest against the project of building a mega-canal connecting the Caribbean Sea and the Pacific Ocean (Amnesty 2017) and against the 2018 reform of the pension system has been met with repression, signaling that after a decade as president, Ortega may be relying more on a top-down, personalistic and rather authoritarian exercise of executive power. 
		

		
			Conclusions and a call for further research 
		

		
			The preceding analysis uncovered a complex constellation of populist instances in Central America: a case typified as populist that turns on closer analysis to be a case of social-democratic reformism building institutional autonomy, which is rather atypical of populist leaders and movements (Costa Rica); and cases of recurrent emergence of populist leaders in Panama and Nicaragua. In the latter, from the mid-1930s to the mid-1960s we identified a clear-cut case of traditional dictatorship passing through a decade-long populist phase, albeit combined with a repressive apparatus; and in the 2000s, a personalist populist leader as head of state, which has increasingly controlled the other branches of government and used social 
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			justice rhetoric and corporatist mobilization to maintain power. Three societies in the region do not seem to have been fertile grounds for the emergence of populism: Guatemala and El Salvador, involved in radicalized and polarized struggle in the framework of Cold War strategy and Honduras, where reformist waves were led in the context of traditional domination. 
		

		
			Thus, we recognize a dividing line between El Salvador, Guatemala and Honduras, where there seems to be no populism at all, and Nicaragua, Costa Rica and Panama, with indications of populism. In the first set stand out El Salvador and Guatemala, where hegemonic social and political structures resisted attempts at reform and stiffed mass protest through increasing repression and militarization from the 1970s to the 1990s. Contrastingly, the combination of authoritarianism and mild reforms characterized the Honduran scene, obviating major out-breaks of violence. 
		

		
			The other set of countries can be divided into two different constellations: on the one hand, Costa Rica, where populism was subsumed under the logic of a party system working effectively, due to the commitment of a charismatic leader – Don Pepe Figueres – to representative democracy. On the other, Panama and Nicaragua, where leaders followed populist strategies both rhetorically and organizationally to sustain themselves in power, with Arias never being able to capitalize on it on a sustained basis, Somoza managing to do it for a relatively long period, shifting intermittently between populism and repression, and Torrijos making a similar attempt in Panama, cut by his accidental death. The recent style of doing politics in Nicaragua recreated that pattern, as Daniel Ortega came back to power in November 2016 for a third term in office, still projecting social rhetoric while following top-down strong personalist tendencies, albeit tampered by pragmatism in macro-economic policies. 
		

		
			Looking at these cases, it seems that, at least until recently, research has largely ignored the occurrence of populism in Central America. Even if not universally present in these countries, there are important cases of populist leadership in the Isthmus. As Cristóbal Rovira Kaltwasser indicated, “the rise of populism should be seen not as a mechanical development, but rather as a process that is strongly conditioned by both political agency and the national and historical context” (2015: 190). Likewise, there is much variance in the incidence and forms of populism – in some instances, populism was a tactical means toward institutional building, as was the case with Figueres in Costa Rica. In other cases, populism has been part of a leader’s personalistic and authoritarian strategy, as in the cases of Arias and Torrijos in Panama and of Somoza and Ortega in Nicaragua. 
		

		
			A parallel distinction, no less germane, is that differentiating between leaders whose populism contributed to making it part of institutional continuity, as in Nicaragua and Costa Rica, with all their differences and distinct outcomes; and those cases where a truncated period in power by a populist leader led to attempts of “a second coming” – and a third and fourth coming in the case of Arias – and to the adoption of similar populist styles by political figures – e.g. Torrijos – opposing the “original” leader. 
		

		
			Populism maintains an ambiguous relationship with representative democracy, as much in Central America as in other societies. While it poses a persistent threat to its institutionalization in its minimalist, electoral version, it claims to be responsive to the “people” as sovereign and recreates a republican commitment to social justice, promising wider access to entitlements. Thus, its potential symbolic empowerment of popular sectors and reinforcement of the democratic predicament, which some populist leaders articulate into more open channels whereas others appropriate that voice and turn it into authoritarian channels to keep power and control. As we have seen, Central American 20th and 21st-century political history includes notable cases of populism, albeit not necessarily of a single character or similar dynamics. 
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			The lack of systematic research attention to this phenomenon in Central America seems to have derived from the excessive emphasis on violence in the region, an optic probably still dominated by the images of the Cold War and the illicit networks of drug and human trafficking of the post-war period. More systematic research on populism in Central America is needed. At this stage, we may forecast that with the continuous regional support for democracy, along with persisting socioeconomic challenges and unsatisfied popular expecta-tions from the representative electoral system, we should expect that the populist style of doing politics will keep emerging time and again, albeit assuming a varied and dynamic physiognomy in the societies of the region. 
		

		
			Note 
		

		
			
				1 
				I find much value in such a path-dependent line and took such an orientation in earlier works conducted on the Southern Cone (e.g. Roniger 1997; Roniger and Sznajder 1999). 
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				Epilogue 
			
		

		
			
				Areas 
				for 
				future 
				research 
			
		

		
			Carlos de la Torre and Manuel Anselmi 
		

		
			The chapters in this volume show the diversity of populism globally, and how it challenges the theory and practice of democracy. In this concluding chapter we point to some areas for future research. We fi rst explore whether it is desirable to agree on a minimal de fi nition of populism. Then we look at the dynamics of populist di ff usion and learning. The following section analyzes the advantages of looking at populism internationally and from the global south. The subsequent section asks questions for further research on gender and populism. Finally, we explore the relationships between populism, democratization, and authoritarianism. 
		

		
			Minimal or classical definitions 
		

		
			
				Despite the calls for minimal definitions of populism that would facilitate the accumulation of knowledge, or comparative studies (Anselmi 2018), the chapters in this volume illustrate that there is no consensus on one theory of populism. Some contributors adhere to and develop the main theoretical perspectives discussed in this volume. For example, the chapters by Kenneth Roberts, Raúl Madrid, Kurt Weyland, Steven Levitsky and James Loxton show the strengths of what Robert Barr in 
				Chapter 
				3 
				characterized as studies of populism as political strategies. Felipe Burbano, Marco Damiani, Olivier Jutel, and Ritchie Savage critically engage with Laclau’s theory, which is the main point of theoretical reference for most of the contributors to this volume. Danielle Resnick and Dani Filc combine insights from two or more contemporary theories. Other authors like Ángel Rivero, Nadia Urbinati, Paula Diehl, Vedi Hadiz, Nic Cheeseman, Federico Finchelstein, Carlo Ruzza, Luis Roniger, Benjamin Moffitt, Marcus Mietzner, Silvio Waisbord, and Andrew Arato and Jean L. Cohen developed their own approaches to the study of populism. 
			
		

		
			The diversity of theoretical and normative approaches illustrates on the one hand the complex-ities of phenomena that scholars name populism. To capture its ambiguities, some prefer cumulative over minimal concepts. If for advocates of minimal de fi nitions, the multiplicity of approaches is a handicap to the accumulation of knowledge, for others it is a necessary consequence of studying a complex phenomenon that could not be reduced to a historical categories, or to de fi nitions that fi t in one line or in a few sentences (Finchelstein 2017). 
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			This volume shows the multiplicity and plurality of populisms. Populism is a response to different crises of political representation such as the first incorporation of previously excluded citizens, or the reaction to unresponsive political systems (Roberts 2015). Therefore there are multiple articulations of how citizens interpret the appropriation of power by elites, and the solutions they propose. To distinguish between populisms, it is important to differentiate whether citizens demanded to improve existing institutions, or to create a new order from the ashes of the old regime. The outcome of populism is uncertain. It depends on whether it emerges in parliamentary or presidentialist systems, and on whether political parties or all the institutions of democracy were in crisis. 
		

		
			To make sense of the varieties of populism, some contributors used ideal types: ethnopopulism, movement populism, technocratic populism, religious populism, Islamic populism, and so on. Yet despite the multiplicity of populisms, their diverse ways of understanding who “ the people ” are, their di ff erent class alliances, and their distinct economic policies all share what, following Laclau, could be called an antagonistic logic. All struggle against enemies, and consider that one part of the population represents the authentic people as a whole. To be e ff ective, populists rely on charismatic leaders, and in this sense populism is more than a set of ideas; it is a political strategy to get to power and to govern in the name of the people. Populists in power follow the same playbook to attack enemies: concentration of power in the presidency, war against the media, control of civil society, and attacks on pluralism to attempt to build a unitary and homogeneous people. 
		

		
			How to account for the fact that populists in distinct regional and historical contexts share a similar logic, and follow parallel playbooks? The logic, strategy, ideology, or phenomenology of populism is based on reducing the complexity of politics to an antagonistic confrontation between two camps, on the transformation of democratic rivals into enemies, and in assuming that a section of the population represents the people as a whole. The speci fi cities of who are the enemies, and who is the authentic people, as the chapters in this volume show, vary in di ff erent socio-historical and cultural contexts. Yet answers based on the formal components of populist discourses, ideologies, or strategies are insu ffi cient because populism spreads in waves not only within geographical regions, but also across the world. 
		

		
			The diffusion of populism 
		

		
			Populism was di ff used, in part, because some leaders wanted to export their models of political, economic, and social change. Juan Perón aimed to make Buenos Aires the center of di ff usion of justicialismo as an alternative to Communism and liberal democracies in the 1950s. Despite counting on the resources of an economic boom, Perón ’ s fi rst populist international failed. The right feared his pro-labor policies, and the left saw in him a fascist. Hugo Chávez was far more successful in promoting his Bolivarian revolution. He became the icon and symbol for a successful alternative to neoliberalism, bourgeois formal democracies, and third-world unity against American imperialism. His socialism of the 21st century did not abolish private property completely, but put the state at the center to regulate the economy made of communal, private, and state forms of property. His model of participatory democracy aimed initially to complement liberal with participatory democracy, and later to create the communal state that would replace the institutions of liberal democracy with direct pyramidal democracy (López Maya 2015). With Fidel Castro he created the Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America (ALBA) as an alternative to neoliberal trade agreements. Bolivia, Ecuador, Nicaragua, Honduras, Dominica, Saint Vincent, the Grenadines, and Antigua and Bermuda joined ALBA. Chávez gave subsidized oil to Caribbean and Central American nations, and by the power of his charisma and verbal de fi ance to the U.S. he became an anti-imperialist icon worldwide. 
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			Cristóbal Rovira Kaltwasser (2015, 206) writes that the di ff usion of populism relies on di ff erent mechanisms like “personal ties (relational di ff usion), indirect devices as the media (nonrelational di ff usion), and third actors or mediators (mediated di ff usion) ” . Bolivarianism was disseminated by close contacts between populist presidents and their cabinets, advisors, and consultants. ALBA presidents met in 16 summits between 2004 and 2015. This organization had political, economic, social, and social movement councils. ALBA Ministers and lower state offi cials were constantly convening on how to implement ALBA ’ s model of political and economic development. ALBA meetings also included politicians and leaders of social movements that supported these governments. ALBA became a sort of epistemic community where presidents and state o ffi cials jointly de fi ned solutions and strategies to deal with all kinds of problems (de la Torre 2017a, 1276). Similarly, rightwing European populist parties regularly convene in the Europe Freedom for Direct Democracy in the European Parliament. Donald Trump invited several rightwing European populists to his inauguration, and he is an inspiration for rightwing European leaders. Geert Wilders considered that Trump ’ s election was a “revolu-tion” , and Marine Le Pen talked about the “emergence of a new world ” . Washington is becoming the new center of di ff usion of rightwing populism (Finchelstein 2017). 
		

		
			
				The media and particularly populist media venues were used as channels of di ff usion. Benjamin Mo ffi tt in 
				Chapter 
				15 
				explains that online publications like Breitbart News or the British Westmonster emerged as forums for rightwing European pundits and politicians to exchange views. Transnational leftwing populist groups like DiEM25, headed by the former Greek Minister of Finance Yanis Varoufakis, used the new media to speak for “ [w]e, the peoples of Europe ”. ALBA launched teleSur as an alternative to U.S.-dominated media like CNN. 
			
		

		
			Chávez ’ s Bolivarian revolution had a demonstration eff ect to the world ’ s left. His model of revolutionary transformation based on convening a participatory constituent assembly to draft a new constitution, and later his playbook to confront critics in the media and civil society, was partially emulated by Latin American leftist leaders like Evo Morales and Rafael Correa. Bolivarianism also spread across the Atlantic with Podemos, whose leaders were advisors and consultants of Bolivarian regimes. Podemos and Bolivarian leaders influenced Jean-Luc Mélenchon, leader of La France Insoumise. He even pledged in the 2017 presidential campaign to join ALBA. Left populism was also di ff used, as Pedro Zúquete shows at universities in Madrid and Thessaloniki. Similarly the thought of Alain de Benoist, the intellectual leader of the Nouvelle Droite, is in fl uential in rightwing intellectual populist circles. 
		

		
			More studies of the regional and global diffusion of populism are needed. We need to know better how different networks link populist actors, institutions, media venues, and intellectual communities. We also need to explain why and how leaders as different as Orbán, Erdogan, Chávez, Trump, Sata, and Shinawatra used a similar playbook when in power. Did they learn from each other, or can we explain these similarities by how the political logic of populism was adapted to different political, cultural, and socioeconomic environments? 
		

		
			Looking at populism from the global south 
		

		
			The study of populism has been plagued by stereotypes. Mass society theories used old 19th-century images of the poor as irrational crowds. This label continues to reappear in politicians ’ depiction of populist followers as ignorant, emotional, and non-rational. Hillary Clinton referred to Trump ’ s supporters as “ despicable ” , and the media and scholars sustain that the voters for European and American populists are the uneducated poor. 
		

		
			Images of colonial origins sometimes appear disguised as scholarship. For instance, in an otherwise excellent introductory volume Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser (2017, 77) wrongly and 
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			stereotypically assert that “ the populist strongman is more likely to be attractive to people in societies with a more traditional machismo culture” such as Latin American nations. Unless Donald Trump and his followers are considered to be Mexicans, this assertion based on old images of the Latin American primitive and macho other is inaccurate. How to account for the fact that Trump emerged to use Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser ’ s argument in a “ more capitalist and materialist culture ”? Populist macho leaders appeared in Italy with Berlusconi, and with Duterte in the Philippines. 
		

		
			Studying populism globally helps to avoid falling into Orientalist stereotypes. For instance, the populist politicization of religion, and the antidemocratic exclusions it entails, is not only present in Islamic populism, but also, as Arato and Cohen show, in the U.S. and Western Europe, the cradle of secularization. Similarly to Islamic populism, religious views of the people in Israel exclude religious minorities. 
		

		
			If populism is studied in its global connections, the triumph of Donald Trump or the continuous strengthening of populism in Europe is not such a big surprise. Populism has been part of American politics and European politics since the 19th century (Álvarez Junco 1990), and European fascism had a populist moment (Eley 2016; Fritzche 2016; Finchelstein 2017). What is new is that populists are winning elections in consolidated democracies. Americans and Europeans could pro fi t from learning from the failures of the anti-populist oppositions in other parts of the world, and from the processes of democratic erosion produced by populists in power. Even though well-functioning parliamentary democracies are shields to populist author-itarianism, the resistance to populism might learn that democratic institutions could deteriorate when politicians follow the populist playbook of polarization and the transformation of critics and democratic rivals into enemies of the people. Like scholars working on the transition to democracy in the global south learned from the experiences of Southern Europe, scholars working on European and American populism would benefi t from learning how populist regimes simultaneously threatened and challenged liberal notions of democracy in the periphery. 
		

		
			Gender and populism 
		

		
			Gender continues to be a relatively unexplored topic in populist studies. This is surprising because populist leaders display images of hyper-masculinity. Erdogan, for example, was constructed by his followers as a masculine figure with the following traits: 
		

		
			‘the Chief’ (Reis) referring to his paternalistic leadership, ‘the Tall Man’ (Uzun Adam) referring to his height; ‘the Conqueror of Davos’ (Davos Fatihi) referring to his bold stance against Israel during the 2009 World Economic Forum, and ‘the Master’ (Usta) referring to his political skills. 
		

		
			(Selçuk 2016, 6) 
		

		
			Populist leaders like Silvio Berlusconi and Donald Trump bragged about their hyper-masculinity as the privilege to have access to any women they want, whenever they please. Trump and Abdalá Bucaram talked about the size of their genitals to question their rivals’ masculinities. Trump, Berlusconi, and Shinawatra used their successes in the business world to claim their superiority. Fernando Collor used his success in the world of sports. Perón and Chávez presented themselves as successful military men who sacrificed their military careers for their nations. Jean-Marie Le Pen said that France is at war, and formed battalions of militants of the National Front. Perón referred to his followers as Peronist soldiers, and Chávez organized his supporters in battalions and squads for epic wars against imperialism. 
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			The image that most populist leaders share was their claim to be the fathers of their homelands. Getulio Vargas was transformed into “the father of the poor”, while Lázaro Cárdenas was “tata Lázaro”. “The father metaphor”, as Karen Kampwirth (2010, 12) wrote, “turns citizens into children. It turns a politician into someone who understand the interests of citizens – even when they do not – and who may punish wayward children who fail to recognized their wisdom”. 
		

		
			If leaders are the fathers of the homeland, women’s role is to be good mothers. The dominant view of women of populist leaders like Perón, Chávez, Morales, and Correa was motherhood. Yet these Latin American populist presidents included women in positions of visibility in the public sphere, and used gender quotas in the elections of representatives. Their postneoliberal redistributive policies benefited women’s socioeconomic inclusion. Chávez, for example, created the state’s women’s bank, and promoted social programs that targeted women. 
		

		
			Global studies of populism should focus more on how gender is used to include and exclude followers, and to transform a politician into an extraordinary figure. Men in some nations tend to vote for populist candidates that promise law and order, yet Alberto Fujimori had a strong base of female support. Hopefully the proliferation of studies of gender and populism globally will avoid falling into culturalist stereotypes of colonial origin. 
		

		
			Populism, authoritarianism, and democratization 
		

		
			
				Luis Roniger writes in 
				Chapter 
				29 
				that populism challenges several dominant social scientific, and in particular political science, perspectives. It 
			
		

		
			de fi es institutional analysis as it focuses attention on the role of individual and mass agency subverting institutions, thus stressing the unstable balance between the regulation of power and the construction of trust and legitimation, which do not always go together. 
		

		
			Populism could not be reduced to class analysis and to the pursuit of material interests, or to particular economic policies. It also questions ideological interpretations because it is not explained by adherence to “coherent ideological commitments, but it rather elicits both emotions and rational calculation”. 
		

		
			The scholarship of populism has advanced in theoretically exploring the definition of populism and its relationship to democratization and authoritarianism. Populism twists and at times deforms fundamental categories of social and political thought like democracy, civil society, constitutionalism, or representation. It forces scholars to put to the fore their normative views, and analytical categories. What we need are more comparative studies. Populism is attempting to redefine democracy, and is pushing democracies in crises into authoritarianism. In what follows we point to some areas for further research on populism, democratization, and authoritarianism. 
		

		
			Populist polarization reduces spaces for pluralism and contestation. It transforms rivals into enemies, simplifying and even brutalizing democracies. How did democratic institutions respond to these processes of democratic erosion? When and how did democratic actors use national and supranational institutions, and why were they successful or not in resisting processes of democratic erosion (Taggart and Rovira Kaltwasser 2016)? Are parliamentary systems shields to populist autocracy? How do social movements and other organizations of civil society respond to populist attempts to transform diverse and plural populations into a homogeneous people? Why and how did most populists fail in their attempts to manufacture the people-as-one? 
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			We know that populism is a product of the erosion of intermediate institutions like the middle class, and the welfare state that produced social polarization, and of the crises of political parties and democratic institutions. In Venezuela, for example, the middle class was dramatically reduced from 37 percent in 1989 to 18 percent in 1989, the year Chávez won his first election (Anselmi 2018, 95). We need to learn more about the concrete mediating mechanisms and institutions created by populists in power. Are they promoting alternative institutions to improve representation and participation, or are they eroding democratic institutions to promote plebiscitarian democracies? 
		

		
			Another line of inquiry is the impact of populist regimes in eroding the rule of law, individual rights, the separation of powers, accountability, and the respect for democratic procedures. Are populists generating alternative forms of democratization that promote social and collective over individual rights? Are they increasing equality at the cost of reducing the institutional spaces for contestation? Or are populists eroding fundamental democratic institutions and rights and transmuting democracies into hybrid regimes (Morlino 2009; Peruzzotti 2017; Levitsky and Loxton, and Weyland, this volume)? 
		

		
			
				Paul Blocker in 
				Chapter 
				7 
				shows that populist constitutionalism is at the heart of processes of democratic erosion in Europe and Latin America. Populists see existing institutions as tools of domination of political and economic elites. They aim to transform the institutional basis of democracy, replacing exclusionary norms and institutions with mechanisms that will ensure the direct and constant plebiscitary consensus between the leader and his or her followers. There is a growing and fascinating literature on populist constitutionalism (Arato 2016; Bernal 2014). Yet we need more case studies and comparative work to spell out the promises and perils of this type of regime change. 
			
		

		
			To evaluate the impact of populism on democratization, it might be useful to focus on studies of the quality of democracy, and sociological analysis of citizenship. What are the effects of populist regimes on the rule of law, participation, electoral accountability, and interinstitutional accountability? Using the experiences of populists in power, their record is one of democratic erosion of the rule of law and accountability, and a mixed record in promoting participation as they increase participation while simultaneously transforming democratic rivals into enemies (Anselmi 2018, 106–107). 
		

		
			Populists also have mixed records in promoting citizenship rights (de la Torre 2017b). Whereas leftwing variants promote socioeconomic rights and challenge neoliberal models of citizenship as consumption, rightwing populists rely on the market. Some leftwing variants promote models based on the active participation of citizens in politics understood as mass demonstrations for their leaders, and experimentation with participatory institutions at the local level. Differently, populists that promise law and order restrict citizens’ participation and do not promote mass mobilization on behalf of their leaders. Populists in power have a negative record on the protection of and respect for civil rights. They aim to control and regulate the public sphere, and attack the independence of civil society. Some leftwing populists, though not all, promote collective, gender, and LGBT rights, while some yet not all rightwing variants restrict these rights. 
		

		
			When do populist hybrid regimes derive into full autocracies? Are we witnessing a return to fascism, or neofascism with Trumpism or other rightwing populist movements? Are populist regimes unstable forms of soft authoritarianism? How can democracy be reinstated after processes of populist democratic erosion? What explains the longevity of populism even when some leaders have bankrupted their nations? 
		

		
			Anselmi (2018, 100) writes that the study of populism is “necessarily an analysis of the forms of direct social expression of popular sovereignty in contexts where the classical 
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			structures of democracies, based on institutionalized representation and mediation, are either not strong enough or in crisis”. Populists invoke the notion of sovereignty to delegitimize existing institutions as serving the interests of local and global elites. We need more comparative studies of the discourses and representations of populist notions of national sovereignty. Who can talk on behalf of the nation and what groups belong to or are excluded from the nation? Is anti-imperialism in the global south inclusionary and democratizing, or on the contrary are the nation and populism used to exclude those that do not fit into autocratic notions of who belongs to the nation, and what actors are servants of imperialism? How do excluded sectors of the population use the notion of sovereignty to challenge restricted models of democratization? 
		

		
			Populists question liberal models of democracy. They promise alternative conceptualizations of democracy as the direct and unmediated participation of citizens. Can we talk about models of populist democratization? Are these models a challenge to Eurocentric and restrictive notions of democracy? Or on the contrary do these views of democracy lead to process of democratic erosion, and closure of pluralism and the institutional framework of democracy? 
		

		
			Studies of populism in the global south show its inclusionary outcomes. Populists in the global south, at least during the first process of popular and democratic incorporation, included previously economically, politically, and culturally marginalized groups. They expanded the franchise, redistributed income and to a lesser extent wealth, and transformed the stigmas that elites used to marginalize the poor into sources of virtue. Yet inclusion is not the same as democratization. These notions need to be kept apart because some autocratic regimes could be inclusionary. Populist regimes assaulted the liberal framework of democracy, attacked autonomous social movements, and aimed to regulate the democratic public sphere. They restricted the possibility of democratizing existing democracies. Yet their critiques pointed to real problems that could not be dismissed. 
		

		
			
				Finally, as pointed out in 
				Chapter 
				1 
				of this volume and as discussed by several contributors, while the populist critique of the deficits of democracy needs to be taken seriously, their solutions are problematic and in the end autocratic. 
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