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Abstract

This paper provides a detailed study of Dutch public opinion data in order to establish
to what extent there are elements of an organized ideological structure that could be termed
‘populist’. The first part of the paper examines the relationships among several of the
typical attributes of populism, such as ethnocentrism, economic redistribution, and anti-
elitism are analysed. The goal is to examine to what extent these attributes tend to converge
towards a higher-order populist ideology. The second part of the paper examines the added
explanatory value when populist attributes are entered as predictors of party preferences, in
addition to variables operationalizing the traditional politics. Attitudinal profiles of
supporters of populist parties from the opposite sides of the ideological spectrum are
compared. Finally, attitudinal roots of populist parties’ preferences are compared against
those of the mainstream, established parties. The outlined problems are examined using
data from the Dutch Parliamentary Election Studies (DPES).

The results provided no evidence for the existence of a more general, substantively
grounded populist ideology, only for the thin populist core, containing various indicators of
political alienation and anti-elite orientation. With regard to the ideological content, the
findings suggest that, in Dutch public opinion, populism equals right-wing populism.
Furthermore, no support is found for the claim that anti-elite ‘core’ is a common
ideological ground that unites supporters of left- and right-wing populist parties. Finally,
the ‘thin ideological core’ of populism proved inconsequential for understanding party
preferences in the Netherlands, whether populist-labelled or otherwise.

Key words: populism, ideology, ethnocentrism, political alienation,
political parties, the Netherlands
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HEYXBATJ/BUBA CYHITUHA NNOIIYJIM3MA: CTPYKTYPA
MHNONYJIMCTUYKE UJEOJIOTUJE Y XOJTAHAWIJN

AncTpakT

VY pany ce aHanmM3Mpa y KOjoj MEpH jaBHO MHEH-€¢ XOJIaHAWje TOKa3yje elIeMeHTe
OpraHU30BaHE HJEOJIONIKE CTPYKType Koja OM ce MOria Ha3BaTH IIOMYIHUCTHYKOM. Y
MPBOM JIelly pajia ce MCIUTY]y penanyje uzMel)y HeKOIMKO KJbYYHHUX aTpHOyTa MOITy-
JM3Ma, Kao IITO Cy €THOLECHTPH3aM, CKOHOMCKH CrajliTapHjaHu3aM, M aHTH-CIIMTU3aM.
Iwes je na ce yTBpAM y KOjOj MEpU TH aTpHOYTH KOHBEPrUpajy Ka OMILITH)Oj MOIYJIH-
CTHYKOj MICOJIOTHjH. Y APYroM Jieily pajia ce aHaJIM3Mpa JI0/laTHa eKCIUIAHATOpHA Bpe-
JTHOCT Kajia ce MOIYJIMCTUYKH aTPHOYTH Kao NMPEIHKTOPH IapTHjCKUX HpedepeHmja
JI071ajy BapHjabiiaMa Koje YMHEe CTaHIapIHU MOJEN MOJUTHIKe mojpinke. Ha Taj HaunH
ce mopezie MACOIONIKY PO CUMIIaTHU3epa HNOITYIMCTHYKHX MapTHja ca CyNMpPOTHUX
CTpaHa MOJMTHYKOT creKkTpyma. KoHawHo, mopesie ce MIEOJIOMKH KOPEeH! CHMIIaTHja
npemMa TPaIULHOHATHUM TNOJUTHYKUM HapTHjaMa U OHMMa O3HAYCHHM Kao MOITYJIH-
cTHYKUM. EMImpHjcKy OCHOBY 3a poy4aBarme HaBEICHUX MpoOieMa MpeACTaBIbajy Mo-
Jalld UCTPAKHBAMba jABHOT MHEHA Yy Be3U XONAHICKHMX MapiaMeHTapHuX u3bopa. Pe-
3yJITaTH HE TOPXKaBajy WAEjy O MOCTOjaly OMIITHje, CYIICTAHTUBHO 3aCHOBAHE IIOITY-
JHMCTHYKE uneosioruje. MeljyTum, U30JI0BaHa je MMMEH3Hja KOja OJroBapa ‘TaHKO]j CY-
IITHHA TIOMYJIM3MA, KOja Ce CAacTOjU OJ MHIMKATOpa MONUTHYKE ajdjeHalje, aHTH-
eMUTH3MA M MOJMTHYKOT IMHN3Ma. C 003MpoOM Ha HIEOJIOUIKY CAIpKHHY, Tj. YJIOTY
STHOLICHTPHU3Ma, Y jJaBHOM Memy XOJIaHIHje MOMyJIH3aM je jelHaK JeCHHIapCKOM I10-
mynmu3My. 3aTHM, MIOJAIH He MOP)KaBajy BUleme 1a je aHTH-SITUTH3aM OHa HICONIOMIKA
CYIITHHA KOja je 3ajeIHIYKa KaKo 3a JICBHYAPCKU TaKO U 3a JICCHUYAPCKU IOITYJIH3aM.
KonauHo, 'TaHKa cymTrHa omyau3Ma’ ce oKa3aia Kao CTaTHCTHYKKA HeOUTHA 3a pa3y-
MeBame MapTHjCKuX npedepenimja y XoaaHauju, Ouio 3a mapTHje Koje ce cMaTpajy mo-
MYJIUCTUYKUM OMIIO 32 TPaJANLMHAIIHE MapTHje.

KibyuHe peun: momynu3am, HACOIOTHja, CTHOLIEHTPH3aM, MTOJUTHYKA AJTHjCHAIIH]a,
MOJUTHYKE MapTHje, XOoNaHamja

INTRODUCTION

Populism is a concept with ambiguous meaning. It is sometimes
described as a rhetorical style that characterizes parties and leaders, such
as appeals to popular sentiments or the opponent’s elitist and corrupt nature,
but not necessarily implying any specific ideological substance. Populism has
also been defined in a more substantive manner, as an ideology that involves
a set of specific policies, such as import-substitution economic policy
(Schamis, 2006). Intermediately, populism has been conceptualized as a
‘thin ideology’, implying that “its thin nature means that it is unable to
stand alone as a practical political ideology: it lacks the capacity to put
forward a wide-ranging and coherent programme for the solution to crucial
political questions” (Stanley, 2008, p. 95). In practice, this means that
populism’s core, i.e. the distinction of ‘people vs. elite’, is to be found in
combination with other, more established ideologies.
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The aim of this paper is to examine to what extent the construct of
general populist ideology is applicable to the Dutch public opinion. The
focus is on the coherence between various ideological dimensions that are
often associated with the concept of populism, whether left or right, such
as ethnocentrism, preference for economic redistribution, anti-elitism and
political alienation. Covariance of these orientations toward a higher
order ideological dimension of populism would provide empirical support
for the claim that populism is not simply a political label, but that it denotes a
specific set of ideological attributes. It would mean that ‘populism’ is a term
that can be used without additional qualifications, such as ‘extreme left’ or
‘radical right’.

Given the literature’s emphasis on the centrality of the distinction
between elites and the people for the definition of populism (e.g. Akkerman,
Mudde & Zaslove, 2013; Mudde 2004; Stanley 2008), at least anti-elitism
should correlate with the substantive ideological dimensions, and/or with
the support for parties commonly labelled as populist, regardless of whether
they are left or right, extreme or not. This paper can therefore be seen as an
empirical counterpart to Stanley’s (2008) theoretical discussion of the
ideological core of populism. Likewise, the paper responds to Akkerman et
al.’s suggestion that “it will be interesting to see whether populist attitudes
correlate with other attitudes. For example, are the differences between left-
wing and right-wing populism also reflected in attitudes toward issues such
as crime, immigration, the economy, and European integration?” (2013, p.
1346).

In the following section | elaborate the theoretical framework and
specify the main research questions. Afterwards, | provide some contextual
details about the Dutch case. In the remainder of the paper | present the
research method and the results, and finally discuss the findings.

Theoretical Framework

This paper adopts a bottom-up, empirical, approach towards defining
populist ideology. Starting from ideological elements that can often be
encountered in discussions of populist politics, it tries to find coherence
among them. When populism is seen as a political style, different actors,
episodes, and policies could be given the attribute of ‘populist’, but this
would not imply a particularly strong coherence between the labelled
phenomenon and any other ideological or policy element (Taggart 2000: 95-
8; Taguieff 1995).!

! Zaslove, for instance, distinguishes “politicians who employ populist themes, such as
Tony Blair and Nicolas Sarkozy, and true populists such as Jorg Haider or Silvio
Berlusconi’ (2008, p. 331).
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According to Canovan, populism is not simply a style. It should be
seen as a ‘thin centered’ ideology, where the populist ‘core’ can be and
needs to be combined with other ideologies (Canovan, 2002), such as
ethnocentric or anti-immigrant orientation in case of the contemporary right-
wing populism (lvarsflaten, 2008). Some authors are more explicit about the
ideological core of populism. In Mudde’s view, populism is “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” (Mudde, 2004, p. 543). Stanley (2008) also
argues that ‘people vs. elite’ is the core of the ‘thin’ populist ideology. He
is also explicit in stating that “its thin nature means that it is unable to
stand alone as a practical political ideology” (p. 95). The implication from
this view seems to be that “‘populism’ without additional attributes is not an
analytically useful concept. More importantly for this paper, it also suggests
that attitudes associated with preferences for populist parties are variable, but
that anti-elite element should always be an element of populist orientation.

The flexibility of the concept of populism is visible in models that
differentiate several ‘kinds’ of populism. According to Zaslove (2008),
three distinct forms of populism are radical-right populism, centre-right
populism, and left populism. The most popular category in recent literature,
without doubt, is the radical or extremist right-wing populism (Zaslove,
2008). Typical elements in this ideology, especially if scholars are dealing
with European cases, are ethnocentrism, anti-elitism, anti-corruption, and
economic egalitarianism (Betz, 1993; Ivarsflaten, 2008; Mudde, 2004;
Rooduijn, 2014). Ivarsflaten (2008), for instance, finds that a grievance over
immigration (or ethnocentrism in the vocabulary of this paper) is ‘what unites
populists in Western Europe’.

In the above conceptualizations, populist core has vague and
changeable ideological correlates. However, when populism is conceived as
a fully structured ideology, various populist attributes are expected to be
more coherent, to converge towards a single higher-order dimension, and
have consistent correlates among party preferences. Rooduijn (2014)
provides empirical evidence to this hypothesis by finding convergence of
nativism, populism, and authoritarianism towards a higher-order dimension
of right-wing populism.

In light of the outlined state of the populism scholarship, it is clear
that the description of the populism phenomenon is an open issue, especially
since its manifestations differ across time and contexts. The first task in the
present research is to examine to what extent some of the key attributes
ascribed to various manifestations of populism converge together towards
a more coherent and general ideological orientation.

This goal is in line with a recent research by Rooduijn (2014),
although he deals only with the populist radical right. He is also concerned
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with the convergence of populist attitudes, and their ability to predict party
preferences in the Netherlands. Three ideological dimensions studied are
populism, authoritarianism, and nativism. The author concludes that “there is
a deeper-lying second-order factor that explains the correlation between these
three latent factors. Apparently, a PRR [populist radical right] ideology exists
as a coherent latent attitude not only among parties but also among the
public. [...] this PRR attitude is strongly related to voting for the PRR
Freedom Party (PVV)” (Rooduijn, 2014, pp. 88-9).

The present study could be seen as an extension in the direction
taken by Rooduijn, as it uses Dutch data as well, but covers the period before
2010, includes additional right-wing parties as well as the mainstream and
left-wing parties, and examines the predictive power of populist attitudes
against the traditional politics model.

There are similarities and differences in the operationalizations of the
main attitudinal dimensions. Rooduijn’s nativism is very close to the current
measure of ethnocentrism. Some of the items measuring authoritarianism are
included in the present study, as well (e.g. attitude towards crime). Rooduijn
also measures populist views by surveying opinions about politicians. For
instance, respondents are asked whether “politicians are corrupt’ (Rooduijn,
2014, p. 84). Similar attitudes are included in the present research,
particularly within the construct of political cynicism. The present study,
however, includes additional measures much more directly relevant for the
concept of populism: first and foremost the anti-elite orientation, but also
political alienation, political cynicism, and political efficacy. For instance,
question VV48_1 from the external political efficacy scale explicitly contrasts
the ‘people like me’ and the political elite: “Members of parliament do not
care about the opinions of people like me” (see Appendix for more details).

The following clusters of attitudes, or populist attributes, according to
much of the literature on populism, comprise most contemporary populisms,
or are combined with the ‘thin ideological core’ to produce a particular
populist ideology or a world-view:

Anti-elite orientation, scepticism about representative democracy, and
political alienation represent the first cluster of attitudes. This is close to the
core of Mudde’s definition of populism, which emphasizes the imagined elite
vs. people division (Akkerman et al., 20013; Mudde, 2004; Fennema, 2005;
Pauwels, 2010).

Ethnocentrism and its varieties, such as anti-immigrant orientation,
rejection of asylum seekers, xenophobia, ‘nativism’, and so on, is another key
populist element. This orientation and the political parties advancing it
attracted researchers’ attention towards the end of the 20" century, as the
tensions between ‘native’ populations and a growing number of immigrants
increased. Ivarsflaten found this to be the only common predictor of RW
Populist Party preferences across several European countries (lvarsflaten,
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2008). Van der Brug and Fennema argue that these parties should be in fact
called anti-immigrant parties (Van der Brug and Fennema, 2007).

Preference for egalitarian economy is another ideological dimension
associated with populism, usually of left-wing qualification. However, its
status within the populist framework is controversial. Although economic
egalitarianism is typically observed on the populist left, egalitarian
preferences have also been observed among radical right populist parties
(Derks, 2006; Pauwels, 2010). According to Derks, ‘“Populism as a ‘thin’
ideology does not contain any specific economical doctrine”, yet its
contemporary manifestations have been consistently associated with specific
economic policy preferences, especially anti-welfarism (Derks, 2006).
Populism of the right-wing “does not take on the form of a universal notion
of egalitarianism, but rather of a particularistic and utilitarian in-group
identification” (Derks 2006: 181). Thus, following Derks, a certain kind of
egalitarianism can also be found on the populist right.?

Finally, in the European context, the attitude towards the European
unification is also relevant. From one perspective, this evokes isolationist
and nationalist sentiments on the right wing and anti-globalist concerns
on the left. This is another element that may unite populists on the
traditionally opposed sides of the political spectrum.

The more the tendency towards structuration among the populist
indicators is visible, the more ground there is for the idea of a general
populist ideology, or at least its thin core. Operationally, the problem is
approached by comparing factor analyses of the populist attitudes over
time. If general populist ideology underlies the relationships between the
presumably populist attitudes, we would expect that all or most variables
load significantly on the first principal component, together with the anti-
elite and other political alienation attitudes.

If the mass-level populist ideology is politically consequential, the
populist attitudes should be predictive of party preferences over and above
both the socio-structural variables and the traditional left-right ideology.
Otherwise, the traditional lines of conflict and ideological oppositions would
be sufficient to explain public attitudes towards these parties. Therefore, |
compare multiple regression models that operationalize the traditional
politics (socio-structural variables, and left-right ideology) with those that
also include the ‘populist attributes’. It is expected that populist variables are
stronger predictors of preferences for the presumably populist parties than for
the mainstream parties. It is insufficient to merely examine whether populist
attitude correlates with preferences for parties labelled populist (e.g.

2 “In the case of contemporary right-wing populism, appeals to ‘real’ egalitarianism
and ‘fair’ redistribution as well as radical criticism of the welfare state go hand in
hand” (Derks, 2006, p. 179).



1127

Akkerman et al., 2013). The relationship should be controlled for the
standard predictors of party preferences.

The Netherlands has had parties that are considered populist on
both sides of the political spectrum. If the claim about a substantial core
of populist ideology that transcends the traditional ideological division is
correct, then we should also expect that some of the populist attitudes
correlate with preferences for populist parties on both sides of the traditional
division — in the same direction. For instance, if that core is represented by
the sense of political alienation, this variable should be positively associated
with the attitudes towards both left-wing and right-wing populist parties.

The Dutch Case

The conspicuous instability of the Dutch party system in recent
years has often been attributed to the impact of populist parties. The turbulent
elections of 2002 and 2003 are associated with the electoral breakthrough of
List Pim Fortuyn (LPF) (Bélanger and Aarts, 2006; Van der Brug, 2003).
Anti-immigrant and anti-elite rhetoric quickly qualified LPF for the radical
right populist label. However, since the social-liberal views expressed by its
founder diverge from social authoritarianism typically associated with right-
wing populist parties, a number of authors classify LPF as a neo-liberal
populist party (with Lijst Dedecker in Belgium) (Pauwels, 2010).

More recently, The Party for Freedom (Partij voor de Vrijheid,
PVV) came into the spotlight as a new Dutch contribution to the extreme
right populism. PVV won nine seats in the 2006 parliamentary election,
and after the 2010 elections it became the third largest party in the Dutch
Parliament. In general, PVV is closer to the more usual description of a
right-wing populist party, due to its combination of ethnocentric views
and political authoritarianism (Rooduijn, 2014).

Several other parties on the right-wing have often been termed as
populist. Centre Democrats (Centrumdemocraten, CD) showed some electoral
success in the 1990s (and in 1981 in its earlier incarnation as Centrumpartij).
Both parties are typically described as nationalist and ethnocentric. Liveable
Netherlands (Leefhaar Nederland, LN) is another party in this group. Pim
Fortuyn started his political career in this party. Ideologically, LN espoused a
critical attitude towards political establishment and bureaucracy, a demand
for more immediate democracy, and demand for anti-immigrant policies.

Populism in the Netherlands, according to a number of authors,
could also be found on the left wing. Socialist Party (SP), which became
the third strongest party in the country after the 2006 parliamentary election,
has often been quoted as a representative of the left-wing populism
(Pellikaan, De Lange and VVan der Meer, 2007).2

% Mudde (2004, p. 548) also believes that west-European ‘new left’ of the 1960s and
70s could be labelled as populist because of its anti-establishment attitudes. Such view



1128

With allegedly populist parties on different sides of the ideological
spectrum, the Dutch case provides an attractive case for studying various
manifestations of populism in contemporary politics.

METHOD

The outlined problems are examined using the Dutch Parliamentary
Election Studies (DPES) data. DPES studies are based on face-to-face
interviews using probability samples of the Dutch population, typically
conducted in at least two waves — before and after parliamentary elections.
The newly created cumulative data set contains studies from 1971 to 2006
and is freely accessible through the DANS archive.* Most of the reported
analyses focus on the period between 1994 and 2006, which covers the
period of the recent rise in populist left (SP) and right (LPF and PVV).

Variables

The notion of the elite vs. people division, crucial in many
conceptions of populist ideology (Mudde, 2004), is a member of a broader
cluster of attitudes that also includes scepticism about representative
democracy, and political alienation.

Scepticism about representative democracy is covered by two items:
V35_1 Dissatisfaction with democracy in the Netherlands;”
V35_2 Parties are unnecessary for functioning of democracy.

Anti-elite orientation and political alienation are measured by three
composite variables:

V47 _4 Political cynicism score;

V48_6 External political efficacy score;

V49 4 Internal political efficacy score.

Construction of these variables is shown in the Appendix.

would suggest treating GroenLinks as a left-wing populist party. However, this would
be a lonely view, so this party is not treated as such here.

* Data Archiving and Networked Services — http://www.dans.knaw.nl/. For more details
about the data-set and variables used, see Todosijevi¢, Aarts & van der Kaap (2010).

® Question text: ‘On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied, or
not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in the Netherlands? Higher score
indicates dissatisfaction.’

® Question text: ‘Some people say that political parties are necessary to make our
political system work. Others think that political parties are not needed in our country.
On this card ‘1’ means that political parties are necessary to make our political system
work and ‘5’ means that political parties are not needed in the Netherlands. Which
number applies to you?’


http://www.dans.knaw.nl/
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There are two indicators of ethnocentric orientation that are used
over several Dutch election studies:

V41 _10 Ethnic minorities — respondent’s preference;

V43_10 Asylum seekers — respondent’s preference.

Agreement with the first item (and higher score) means ‘foreigners
and ethnic minorities...Should completely adjust to Dutch culture’.” For
respondents, this typically means immigrants from Suriname, Morocco,
Turkey, and more recently Eastern Europe. Agreement (and higher score)
with the second item means that the government should ‘Send back as
many asylum seekers as possible”).

Preference for egalitarian economic redistribution is measured by
a single item:
V38_10 Income differences — respondent’s preference.?

Political authoritarianism is operationalized by an item asking for
respondent’s views on the punishment of criminals:
V39_8 Crime — respondent’s preference.’

Attitude towards the European unification captures isolationist and
nationalist sentiments, and is measured by the following item:
V42_11 European unification — respondent’s preference.’

Sympathy towards different political parties is a variable that
represents respondent’s general evaluation of different political parties.™*

" Note that the 2006 study asked about foreigners, while the earlier studies referred to
‘foreigners and ethnic minorities’.

8 Question text: ‘Some people and parties think that the differences in incomes in our
country should be increased (at number 1). Others think that these differences should be
decreased (at number 7). Of course, there are also people whose opinion is somewhere
in between. Where would you place yourself on this line?’

® Question text: ‘People think differently about the way the government fights crime and
tries to preserve law and order. Some people think that the government is not tough
enough, while other people think that the government should be tougher on crime. At the
beginning of this line are the people (and parties) who think that the government is
acting too tough on crime (at number 1); at the end of this line are the people (and
parties) who think that the government should act tougher on crime (at number 7).
Where would you place [yourself] on this line?”’

19 Question text: ‘European unification is well under way. The countries of the European
Union have decided to work more and more closely together. However, not everybody
holds the same view about it. Some people and parties think that European unification
should go further. Others think that European unification has already gone too far.
Suppose the people and parties who think that European unification should go further
are at the beginning of this line (at number 1) and the people and parties who think
European unification has already gone too far are at the end of the line (at number 7).
Where would you place [yourself] on this line?’

1 Question text: ‘dnd now I would like to know from you how sympathetic you are
towards the political parties. You can give each party a score between 0 and 10. With
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Responses are given on a scale from 0, meaning ‘very unsympathetic’, to 10,
meaning ‘very sympathetic’. The variable is closely related to voting
behaviour, since most respondents actually vote for parties they like the best.
However, sympathy score may be more interesting for the analysis of the role
of populist ideology for several reasons. Vote choice may reflect various
factors, not necessarily one’s preferences, such as in the case of strategic
voting. Sympathy scores are also preferable on methodological grounds.
Instead of a single categorical variable, we can analyse a set of quasi-interval
variables.

Left-Right self-placement is perhaps the most central measure of
traditional political orientation (Fuchs and Klingemann, 1990). The scale
uses the usual 11-point format, from 0 (left) to 10 (right).

RESULTS
The Structure of Populist Ideology

The first part of the analysis focuses on the question: To what extent
the typically populist attributes co-vary among the Dutch public? Since not
all attitudinal variables are observed in each election study, | performed two
sets of factor analyses. In the first one, | focused on variables that appear in
each examined study. | report only the unrotated principal components, since
the primary aim here is to see if the included attitudes could be considered
indicators of a more general populist ideology. In the second analysis, |
include additional attitudinal variables, and rotate the extracted factors.

Attitudinal variables that appear in each study in the 1998-2006
period are shown in Table 1. The results reveal a consistent structure over
time. In each study, two significant components are extracted (eigenvalues
above 1.0). The first component in all years is represented primarily by
political alienation items, i.e. the external political efficacy (including the
anti-elite attitude) and political cynicism (in the opposite directions, of
course), together with ethnocentrism. The second dimension revolves
around the egalitarian economic preferences, coloured by the tolerant
attitude towards ethnic minorities, and with internal political inefficacy.
The position of internal political efficacy changed over time. While in the
earlier years it was the opposite of egalitarianism, it increasingly became a
part of the alienation-ethnocentrism syndrome. Another observable trend
concerns ethnocentrism. While it is consistently clustering together with the
alienation variables, it became increasingly negatively associated with
egalitarianism. In general, the results demonstrate that attitudes associated
with populism, even if reduced to such a small number of indicators, cannot
be considered a single ideological dimension, which is in accordance with

this 0 means that you not sympathetic towards this party and 10 means that you are very
sympathetic towards this party. What score would you give the [SP]?’
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the ‘thin ideology’ view. The populist core in the Netherlands goes together
with ethnocentrism.

Table 1. Dimensions of populist attitudes:
Principal component analysis results

1994 1998 2002 2003 2006

PC1 PC2 PCl1 PC2 PCl PC2 PCl1l PC2 PCl PC2
V38_10 Income differences should -81 .90 -81 .88 .89
be reduced
V41 10 Ethnic minorities—adjustto .61 -54 -35 -56 .36 .55 -56 .51 -45
Dutch culture
V47_4 Political cynicism score .73 =177 -74 .73 71
V48 6 External political efficacy -.80 .82 .80 -79 -.80
V49 4 Internal political efficacy -39 58 49 -33 40 57 -52 -53
Variance explained 341 214 358 212 341 224 348 229 345 210

Note: Unrotated principal components. Loadings above .33 shown.

Additional insight into the nature of populist ideology could be
provided if the variables are factor analysed and factors rotated. Table 2
shows the results. Note that this analysis includes some of the variables
that do not appear in each study, and therefore the comparison should be seen
as exploratory. The results demonstrate that if a broader set of populist
attitudes is examined, more dimensions are needed to account for their co-
variation. Thus, in 2006, 2002, and 1998 three factors are extracted.

Dissatisfaction with Dutch democracy typically accompanies the
political alienation items, especially political cynicism and external efficacy.
This dimension is close to the ‘populist core’ (e.g. Stanley 2008; Akkerman
etal., 2013), although its content is somewhat broader than usually assumed.

Internal efficacy sometimes joins this dimension (2003), but more
often goes together with preference for income inequality. Economic
egalitarianism and a sense of personal inefficacy seem to fit the populist left.
However, internal political efficacy is a much more personal, self-referential,
dimension, quite distant from the theoretical concept of the thin populist core.

The remaining dimension is primarily defined by the ethnocentric
orientation, and often with lower loading of the Euro-sceptic attitude. The
latter attitude has often been interpreted as potentially uniting the (extremes
of) traditional left and right. Thus, the occasional convergence of Euro-
scepticism with ethnocentrism demonstrates its right-wing affinity, and its
affiliation with economic egalitarianism (years 1994, 1998, and 2002)
reveals its left-wing side. It is also important to note that when ethnocentrism
and economic egalitarianism load the same factor, their loadings are in the
opposite direction.

To summarize this set of findings, three core orientations seem to be
apparent. One revolves around political alienation and the sense of distance
from the political regime, and resembles the ‘thin core’ of populism. It
includes variables such as dissatisfaction with Dutch democracy, political
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cynicism, and low sense of political efficacy. Ethnocentrism is another
clearly discernible dimension, sometimes close to Euro-scepticism, and
sometimes with economic inegalitarianism. Economic attitude is related to
the other two orientations, but does not really represent a core element of any
of them.

Table 2. Factor analysis of populist attitudes

2006 2003 2002 1998 1994

F1L 2 BB F F2 F1 F2 F3 F1 F2 F3 F1 R2
V35 1 Dis-satisfaction 69 59 67 .68 - -
with democracy in the NL
V38_10 Income 82 33 -61 -60 A1 -36 .76 68
differences should be
reduced
V41_10 Ethnic minorities 83 79 75 .80 61
—adjust to Dutch culture
V43_10 Send back as 81 81 .77 81 - -
many asylum seekers as
possible
V42_11 European 40 - - 34 49 .55 51
unification has gone too far
V47_4 Political cynicism .78 71 .78 .78 .76
score
V48_6 External political ~ -.74 =77 -70 -78 -75
efficacy score
V49_4 Internal political -61  -45 -81 -51 -.66
efficacy score
Variance explained by 1% 29.1 310 282 291 301
PC

Note: Varimax rotated factors. Loadings above .33 shown.

According to the presented findings, the included populist attitudes
do not represent a single coherent ideological dimension. However, in
line with the ‘thin centered ideology’ view, it proved possible to isolate a
relatively content-less political alienation dimension, which includes anti-
elite attitudes.

The next question is how the thin core and the more substantive
attitudes relate to preferences for populist and mainstream political parties.

Populist Attitudes and Party Preferences

If populist attributes are to be regarded as useful for understanding
political preferences, they should be able to contribute to their explanation in
addition to the more conventional and traditional explanatory models. | use
the term traditional explanatory models to refer to a model that includes
basic socio-structural factors that provide ground for traditional political
divisions (e.g. social cleavage politics), and the traditional ideological
division between the left and the right.
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The following tables present the results of multivariate regression
analyses, where the variables are entered in two blocks. The first block
represents the traditional politics — socio-structural variables plus the left-
right ideological orientation. Variables representing the ‘populist politics
model’ are entered in the second step. Unless the expanded model explains
significantly more variance than the basic model, there is not much reason to
argue that populist ideology is consequential for mass political preferences.

Left-wing populism

Table 3 displays the results where preference for the Socialist Party
is regressed onto the predictor variables. For each study year, Model 1
includes variables representing the traditional social-cleavage politics and
the left-right ideology. Model 2 represents the populist politics view,
where, in addition to the previous variables, populist attributes are added.

First to be noted is that both models are statistically significant in
each year. Thus, populist attitudes significantly add to the understanding
of party preferences (in this case for SP, but the same holds for all
subsequently analysed parties and years).

By examining the R” change values we can also note that the weight
of the ‘traditional politics’ variables is quite larger. The largest difference
is observed in 2006, where the addition of the populism variables adds only 2
per cent of variance, while the traditional model alone explains a ten-fold
proportion of variance.

Thus, although populist variables are important for understanding
the preferences for SP, the conventional variables are much more important.
Among these, the most influential is the left-right ideological identification.
Although in many accounts populists try to present themselves as being
above or beyond the traditional left-right division, this does not apply to the
supporters of SP. They are clearly on the left wing. The addition of the
populist attitudes reduces the impact of the L-R scale, but it remains the
strongest single predictor of the SP support.

In addition, SP is consistently liked by younger respondents and in
some surveys by the better educated and secular respondents. Lower income
and social class are significant predictors in a single study each (2002 and
2003 respectively). The association with gender is significant in three out of
four surveys. In 1998 and 2002 men felt more sympathetic towards SP, but
the situation reversed in 2003. It may be that men moved to LPF in greater
numbers, but further study is needed to establish a reliable explanation.

Sympathy towards SP is strongly and consistently associated with
preference for economic redistribution. This could be interpreted as evidence
of populism, but also as a result of economic egalitarianism being a key
programmatic element of SP’s ideology. The second consistent relationship
is with ethnocentric attitudes. However, the association is in the opposite
direction of what the theory of general populism would suggest because
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the sympathy towards SP is associated with lower ethnocentrism. More
significantly, populist flavour of sympathies towards SP is contradicted
by the fact that coefficients for the political alienation variables (including the
‘populist core’ of anti-elite orientation) failed to reach statistical significance.
Moreover, sympathy towards SP is associated with higher sense of internal
political efficacy. The link is weak and inconsistent (insignificant in 2002 and
2003), but it still suggests that the key attribute of populism does not fit very
well with the attitudes of those who sympathize this party.

Table 3. Comparison of traditional and ‘populist politics’ models over
time: Preference for SP

1998 2002 2003 2006
Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
D2 Age of respondent -077" -1077 -077 -06° -137 -147 -04°  -06"
D1 Sex of respondent -08" -07" -077 -08" .097" .08 .00 .01
(Female)
D37 Highest education 097 04 147 1277 08" .05 097 .05
(completed) of respondent
D43 Social class — self image .04 .04 -.02 -.02 06" .06 .02 .03
D47 Respondent’s attendance -.03 -.04 -03 -.03 .02 .00 -07" 07
of religious services
D49 Net annual income of ~ -05 -03 -07" -05 -05 -.02 .00 .00
respondent’s household
V46_1 Left-right self-rating  -.35"" -277" -39™" -30™" -50"" -38"" -41"" -357
(1 wave)
V35_1 Dissatisfaction with .002 .001 .004 -.01
democracy in the NL
V35_2 Parties unnecessary for -.03 .00 -.02 -
functioning of democracy
V38_10 Income differences 097" 137 167" 107
should be reduced
V39_8 The government - .02 - -.04
should act tougher on crime
V41_10 Ethnic minorities — -.05 -12™" -.02 -.03
adjust to Dutch culture
V43_10 Send back as many -13™ -.04 -1 -.05"
asylum seekers as possible
V42_11 European unification .04 .04 - .03
has gone too far
V47_4 Political cynicism .05 .04 -.01 -.01
score
V48_6 External political -.04 .01 .02 .00
efficacy score
V49_4 Internal political 07" .05 .00 .08
efficacy score
R? Change 15 .04 .20 .03 .30 .04 21 .02
R* Total 19 .23 .34 23
"p<.05; "p<.01; " p<.001

Note: Table entries: Standardized regression coefficients.
In 2006, the left-right scale comes from the post-election wave.
Model 1: Traditional politics — social-cleavage and left-right ideology variables
Model 2: Populist politics model
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Right-wing populism

Table 4 compares the traditional and populist politics models for
LPF. In this case, the traditional politics seems also more relevant. The
explained variance is higher for Model 1 in all three years. However, the
difference in two years is larger than what was observed for SP. The largest
difference is in 2002 — the explained variance increased by a remarkable 14
per cent when the populist variables were added to the model. Thus, at least
when LPF was at its peak, the relative weight of the elements of populist
ideology is greater than for SP. At the same time, there is no clear
difference in the degree to which sympathies towards LPF and SP are
associated with variables from the traditional politics model. In other
words, the traditional model works similarly for LPF and for SP, but the
populist variables have a relatively stronger impact.*?

Among the socio-demographic variables, sympathy towards LPF is
associated with younger age, as is the case with SP. The strongest association
is also with the left-right ideology, but, expectedly, it goes in the opposite
direction. There are very few additional significant associations in this block.

There are, however, strong and consistent associations with the
‘populist bloc’ of variables. The strongest relationship is observed for the
ethnocentrism variables, especially concerning the preference for sending
back the asylum seekers. In 2002, this variable has the highest coefficient
in the model.

The remaining significant associations are weaker and not consistent
over years. Thus, in 2002, LPF sympathy was associated with dissatisfaction
with democracy and authoritarianism — both frequently mentioned as
attributes of right-wing populism.

The most important and the least expected result is that the ‘populist
core’ variables, primarily external political efficacy (subsuming the anti-elite
attitude), but also political cynicism, are not associated with preference for
LPF. In 2002, the LPF sympathy was associated with lower internal efficacy,
but this orientation does not involve references to the people vs. elite
division. Thus, the populist core does not contribute to explaining preference
for LPF once the traditional politics variables and ethnocentrism are
controlled for.

12 There is also a clear trend of decreasing level of total variance explained. Perhaps
the support for this party has become more idiosyncratic over the years, as the party
has moved into political background.
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Table 4. Comparison of traditional and ‘populist politics’ models over
time: Preference for LPF

2002 2003 2006
Model Model Model Model Model Model
1 2 1 2 1 2

D2 Age of respondent -087 -1 -087 -087 -197 -1877
D1 Sex of respondent (Female) 1177 -9 05 -05 .03 02
D37 Highest education (completed) of ~ -06 = -.02 -06"  -01 -05 .001
respondent
D43 Social class — self image -.05 -.05 .001 -02 .04 01
D47 Respondent’s attendance of -.04 -.03 .02 .02 -077 -067
religious services
D49 Net annual income of respondent’s  -.05 -.03 .01 .004 -.03 -.03
household
V46_1 Left-right self-rating (1% wave) 397 2™ 4T ;T o7 o™
V35_1 Dissatisfaction with democracy 097 .01 .03
in the NL
V35_2 Parties unnecessary for .03 -01 -
functioning of democracy
V38_10 Income differences should be -.04 -.02 .02
reduced
V39_8 The government should act 05" - .003
tougher on crime
V41_10 Ethnic minorities — adjust to 06" 13 06"
Dutch culture
V43_10 Send back as many asylum 297 18 157
seekers as possible
V42_11 European unification has gone .03 - -.02
too far
V47_4 Political cynicism score .04 01 01
V48_6 External political efficacy score -.05 .001 .05
V49 _4 Internal political efficacy score .04 -.01 -07 "7
R? Change 18 14 22 .06 .06 .03
R® Total 32 28 .09

"p<.05; "p<.01; "p<.001
Note: Table entries: Standardized regression coefficients.
In 2006, the left-right scale and sympathy score for LPF come from the post-election wave.
Model 1: Traditional social-cleavage and left-right ideology variables
Model 2: Populist politics model

Further evidence for the right-wing populism can be sought among
several other parties that participated in fewer elections in the covered
period. Table 5 shows the findings for the following three parties:
Centrumdemaocraten, Leefbaar Netherlands, and PVV.

The picture is, in several respects, similar to the one described for
LPF. Supporters of these parties tend to be relatively young and to identify
with the right-wing. Unlike the LPF case, support for these parties seems to
be more widespread among those with lower education (PVV and CD) and
lower income (CD in 1998 and LN). Thus, the right-wing populism is
associated with lower social strata — in some of its manifestations, as
suggested by Pauwels (2010). LPF sympathies definitely do not share the
lower social strata bias.
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Table 5. Comparison of traditional and ‘populist politics’ models over
time: Preference for additional right-wing parties

Centrumdemocraten Leefbaar PVV
Nederland
1994 1998 2002 2006
Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
D2 Age of respondent  -16 ~ -19 . -12° -147 -17 -197 157 17T
D1 Sex of respondent  -.03 -01 .01 .02 -04 -04 -.03 -.04
D37 Highest education  -.12 ™ -.06 -147 -097 05 -01 -5 -7
(completed) of
respondent
D43 Social class —self .06 .06 .05 .02 .01 - .04 -.02
image .002
D47 Respondent’s -.03 -.03 .01 .03 -04 -04 -097 -07
attendance of religious
services
D49 Net annual income  -.01 -02 -07° -07" -087 -06" -04" -03
of respondent’s
household
V46_1 Left-rightself- 17" 09" 157 10™ 24™ 11™ 357 24™
rating (1 wave)
V35_1 Dissatisfaction - 10 -02 .08 ™
with democracy in the
NL
V35_2 Parties - 077 02 -
unnecessary for
functioning of
democracy
V38_10 Income -08 " .03 -02 -01
differences should be
reduced
V39_8 The government 01 - 08" 06"
should act tougher on
crime
V41_10 Ethnic 15" .05 02 12
minorities — adjust to
Dutch culture
V43_10 Send back as - 137 27 18
many asylum seekers as
possible
V42_11 European -01 -02 -03 04"
unification has gone too
far
V47_4 Political 27 .00 .05 01
cynicism score 2
V48_6 External political -.06 -.06 -.05 -.03
efficacy score
49 4 Internal political .03 .00 -.05 -04
efficacy score 2
R? Change 07 .06 07 .05 .09 08 16 .10
R* Total 12 12 17 26
"p<.05; "p<.01; "p<.001

Note: Table entries: Standardized regression coefficients.

In 2006, the left-right scale and sympathy score for PVV come from the post-election wave.
Model 1: Traditional social-cleavage and left-right ideology variables

Model 2: Populist politics model
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The comparison of the change in the explained variance between the two
models also shows more similarity with LPF than with SP. Generally, the
differences in favour of the traditional model are smaller than in the case of
SP. In other words, the populist variables are more important for preferences
on the right-wing variety of populism. Among these variables, ethnocentrism
is again the most consistent predictor, especially for PVV.

Additionally, sympathy towards CD (1998) and PVV are associated with
dissatisfaction with Dutch democracy and authoritarianism (PVV and LN).
However, the key attribute of anti-elite orientation (within external efficacy
scale) is lacking again. Thus, the sympathies towards the radical right-wing
parties in the Netherlands, despite the usual labelling, do not appear to require
the ‘thin core of populism’ in order to be explained. The traditional politics
variables with added ethnocentrism and some authoritarianism and
dissatisfaction seem to be sufficient.

The mainstream parties

The results for sympathies towards the Labour Party (PvdA) are
presented in Table 6. The comparison of the variance explained by the
two models shows that the difference in favour of traditional politics is
more pronounced than in the case of the right-wing parties. Again, the
most influential is the left-right identification. In addition, and not
surprisingly, PvdA support is widespread among the lower-class, and in
some cases, less educated and secular respondents. The association with
age varies. In 1994, older respondents liked PvdA more, but in the later
studies, the association reversed, though its magnitude is not very high.

Various ‘populist’ attitudes contribute to PvdA preferences. As
expected, supporters of the Labour Party are consistently in favour of
reducing income differences, but that cannot be taken as populist in this
case. PvdA sympathisers are also more than averagely satisfied with Dutch
democracy. In this case, some of the insignificant associations are interesting
as well. Ethnocentrism variables are consistently unrelated to PvdA
preferences, suggesting that supporters of this party remained quite immune
to this issue. A weak negative association is observed only in 2002.

Concerning the populist core, cynicism is pretty consistently
negatively associated, but the most direct measure of abstract populism,
external efficacy, is weakly positively associated in two out of five elections
studies (the negative association with internal efficacy is a deviant case).

Support for CDA (Table 7) also shows features expected from a
mainstream party. The variance explained by the traditional politics model is
consistently much higher than the additional variance accounted for by
the populist attitudes. Likewise, the key traditional divisions are clearly
outlined: CDA supporters identify with the right wing and come from the
religious sections of the society. Less clearly and consistently, support for
CDA is associated with older age (2003), higher social class self-
identification (2006), and education (1998).
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Table 6. Comparison of traditional and ‘populist politics’ models over
time: Preference for PvdA

1994 1998 2002 2003 2006
Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
D2 Age of respondent 08 11 00 04 -09 -05 -08 -06 -06 -05
D1 Sex of respondent 03 .02 04 04 04 02 02 01 01 01
D37 Highest education -01 -07 -03 -05 00 -02 -02 -05 -01 -03
(completed) of respondent
D43 Social class—selfimage 05 05 .05 .09 07 07 06 .06 .06 .08
D47 Respondent’s attendance .05 .04 -03 -03 -0l -03 -0l -04 -05" -07"
of religious services
D49 Net annual income of .00 .01 .02 .01 .01 0 0 01 01 01
respondent’s household
V46_1 Left-right self-rating ~ -38"" -307 -327" -28"" -357" -237" 477" 427" 427 -387
(1% wave)
V35_1 Dissatisfaction with -15 -18 -10 -.06
democracy in the NL
V35_2 Parties unnecessary for -08™" -.03 -.02
functioning of democracy
V38_10 Income differences a1 06" 097 08” 11
should be reduced
V39_8 The government should -04 -04 .03
act tougher on crime
V41_10 Ethnic minorities — -107" -03 -03 .00 -.02
adjust to Dutch culture
V43_10 Send back as many .01 -06" -.04 -01
asylum seekers as possible
V42_11 European unification 07" -127 -08" -06™
has gone too far
VA47_4 Political cynicism score -1077 -107" -1 -07" -04
V48_6 External political 07" 02 .00 07" .03
efficacy score
V49_4 Internal political -01 -.02 -.05 -06" .02
efficacy score
R Change 15 .06 12 .08 14 09 24 04 20 .03
R Total 21 20 23 28 23
p<.05; p<.01; p<.001

Note: Table entries: Standardized regression coefficients.
In 2006, the left-right scale comes from the post-election wave.
Model 1: Traditional social-cleavage and left-right ideology variables
Model 2: Populist politics model

CDA and PvdA supporters are also similar in the acceptance of the
political system, and in lower political alienation. CDA sympathies also
go together with preference for income inequality and political
authoritarianism, which fits their programmatic orientation.

Finally, CDA sympathies are generally not associated with the
ethnocentrism variables (except for the one coefficient in 2003 — which is
in the ethnocentric direction, contrary to the one observed for PvdA). This
further supports the interpretation that the established parties (i.e. their
supporters) did not have clear preferences along this dimension, which
provided a niche for the new right-wing parties to exploit.
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Table 7. Comparison of traditional and ‘populist politics’ models over
time: Preference for CDA

1998 2003 2006
Model Model Model Model Model Model
1 2 1 2 1 2

D2 Age of respondent .00 .04 .04 07" -02 .04
D1 Sex of respondent .03 .02 .05 .05 01 .01
D37 Highest education (completed) of 097 -097 02 02 01 .00
respondent
D43 Social class — self image -02 .00 .00 00 -097 -057
D47 Respondent’s attendance of religious 217 207 107 087 087 067
services
D49 Net annual income of respondent’s .03 .02 .02 .00 .02 .00
household
V46_1 Left-right self-rating (1% wave) A8 197 48T 41T 437 387
V35_1 Dissatisfaction with democracy in the -08 " - -137
NL 14
V35_2 Parties necessary for functioning of -04 -.03
democracy
V38_10 Income differences should be reduced -02 -06 " -07 7
V39_8 The government should act tougher on 06"
crime
V41_10 Ethnic minorities — adjust to Dutch -01 09" .00
culture
V43_10 Send back as many asylum seekers as .00 .02 .02
possible
V42_11 European unification has gone too far -1 -05 "
V47_4 Political cynicism score -09 ™ -06 " -08 ™"
V48_6 External political efficacy score .02 .05 A1
V49_4 Internal political efficacy score -08 " -07" -08 ™"
R? Change .10 .04 .25 .04 .23 .06
R* Total 14 29 29

“p<.05; "p<.01; " p<.001
Note: Table entries: Standardized regression coefficients.
In 20086, the left-right scale comes from the post-election wave.
Model 1: Traditional social-cleavage and left-right ideology variables
Model 2: Populist politics model

FINAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The interrelationships between the populist attributes were approached
through the analysis of attitude dimensionality. The evidence suggests that
the structural features are stable over time, and that attitudes commonly
associated with various brands of populism act like several relatively
independent dimensions rather than as a coherent ideological structure, which
is in line with the view that the populist core needs to be combined with more
substantive ideologies (Canovan, 2002; Stanley, 2008).

Principal component analysis of attitudes associated with populism
— left and/or right — showed that the ‘populist core’ attitudes (anti-elite
orientation, alienation, and cynicism) tend to co-vary with ethnocentrism, but
not with economic egalitarianism. Thus, this seems to be an evidence of the
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existence of ethnocentric populism in the Netherlands. This image is
consistent over five election studies.

When a broader set of attitudes is examined, three core orientations
are apparent in the isolated factors. One revolves around political alienation,
the sense of distance from the political regime, and distrust in political elites,
i.e. an orientation close to the theoretical populist core (Akkerman et al.,
2013; Mudde 2004; Stanley, 2008). Ethnocentrism is another clearly
discernible dimension, sometimes close to Euro-scepticism, and sometimes
to economic inegalitarianism. Economic attitude is related to the other two
orientations but does not really represent a core element of any of them, and
is therefore better seen as a separate dimension. The isolation of a relatively
content-less political alienation dimension (the first rotated factor, which
includes anti-elite attitudes) supports the ‘thin centered ideology’ view of
populism, and Akkerman et al.’s (2013) factorial definition of populist
orientation.

On the surface, the conclusion that the included populist attitudes do
not represent a single coherent ideological dimension differs from Rooduijn’s
conclusions (2014). However, he deals with right-wing populism, and the
results presented here clearly indicate an affinity between the populist core
and ethnocentrism — a trademark combination of the radical right populism.

Concerning the party preferences, the results showed that, regardless
of whether left-populist, right-populist, or mainstream, traditional politics
model explains more variance than the entire set of populist attributes.
However, the populist attitudes add significantly to the explanatory power,
particularly in case of the radical right-wing parties. This piece of evidence
corroborates the literature that finds populism mostly on the (radical) right
wing (e.g. Betz, 1993; Ivarsflaten, 2008; Mudde, 2004; Rooduijn, 2014).

Although LPF support has some roots in traditional social and
ideological divisions as younger right-wing identifiers exhibit more
sympathies towards this party, the defining issue is the attitude towards
immigrants. Significantly, once the model controls for the ‘traditional
politics’ variables and ethnocentrism, the populist ‘core’ (political alienation
variables, including the anti-elite attitudes within the external efficacy
dimension) proves unassociated with LPF preference. Thus, while the
general picture is close to the usual descriptions of LPF support (Belanger &
Aarts, 2006), it appears that it can be painted without the shades of the
‘populist core’ ideology. The populist nature of LPF support, outlined in
Akkerman et al. (2013) and Rooduijn (2014) may be due to different
operationalizations of populist orientations, but most likely due to the lack of
control variables.

Anti-immigrant attitude also characterizes the remaining radical
right-wing parties (Centrumdemocraten, LN, and PVV). While
dissatisfaction with politics characterizes sympathies towards these parties,
including anti-party sentiments, it does not apply to variables closer to the
core of populism (here external efficacy).
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Support for the SP proved to have strong roots in traditional social and
political cleavages. Concerning the populist attitudes, there are essentially
two consistent features. One is preference for economic egalitarianism, and
the other is tolerant attitude towards immigrants and asylum seekers. The
former association can be interpreted as a programmatic feature of SP. The
latter makes it clearly a part of the radical right-wing populism, both in the
Netherlands, and across Europe (lvarsflaten, 2008). Perhaps more
interestingly, it seems that SP supporters lack the sense of political alienation
and anti-elite sentiment that Mudde, Stanley, Canovan, and others find to be
the core element of populism, and that Mudde ascribes specifically to SP
(Mudde, 2004; March and Mudde, 2005; Akkerman et al., 2013).

While the left-right identification proved to be the strongest predictor
of each party preference included in the analysis, virtually nothing was found
that would unite populist supporters on the left and the right side. Apparently,
much of the party competition in the Netherlands can still be seen as arranged
along the left-right dimension, rather than as the opposition between the new
populists and mainstream parties. The new right-wing parties seem to have
brought a new issue to the centre of political debate, but they seem to be
perceived as still being positioned along the same line. The comparison with
the established parties corroborates this interpretation. Sympathies towards
SP and PvdA have a similar profile in most respects, just as the right-wing
mainstream and ‘populist’ parties show similarities on the other side.

However, there is one important difference between the mainstream
and the right-wing populist parties. It is the fact that the support for the
mainstream parties is associated with the positive attitude towards the
political regime (satisfaction with democracy, sense of efficacy, low
cynicism). These associations are generally negative (satisfaction) or
insignificant (alienation) for the right-wing populist parties. Instead of
showing that political alienation (including the perception of ‘people vs.
elite’ opposition) defines sympathies towards populist parties, the results
showed that sympathies towards the mainstream parties are associated with
higher efficacy. Sympathies towards SP are even positively associated with
internal political efficacy.

Overall, there seems to be little evidence of a coherent populist
ideology consisting of the familiar attributes such as political alienation,
ethnocentrism, economic egalitarianism, and Euroscepticism. The findings
suggest that, in Dutch public opinion, populism equals right-wing populism
as far as the structure of ideology is concerned. Concerning party preferences,
the results showed that, if appropriate controls for traditional politics are
introduced, the thin ideological core of populism can be left out of the
model. It is ethnocentrism that appears to be the ideological core of the
parties labelled radical right populist. Economic egalitarianism and ethic
tolerance characterize the support for the allegedly populist left-wing SP.
To summarize, there is no evidence for the existence of a more general,
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substantively grounded populist ideology, only for the thin populist core,
containing various indicators of political alienation, including anti-elite
orientation. Second, no support is found for the claim that anti-elite ‘core’
is a common ideological ground that unites supporters of the left and the
right wing populist parties. Finally, the ‘thin ideological core’ of populism
proved inconsequential for understanding party preferences in the
Netherlands, whether populist-labelled or otherwise.
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APPENDIX

VAT7_4 Political cynicism score

Three variables operationalize political cynicism. The Political
cynicism score (V47_4; range: 0 — 3) was established by counting the three
‘positive’ responses to questions V47 1, V47 2 and V47 3.

Variable Question text: Codes of “positive’
responses
V47_1  Although they know better, politicians promise more than they  Fully agree and
can deliver. Agree

V47_2  Ministers and state secretaries are primarily concerned about  Fully agree and
their personal interests. Agree

V47_3  Oneis more likely to become a member of parliament because  Fully agree and
of one’s political friends than because of one’s abilities. Agree

V48_6 External political efficacy score

Five variables measure external political efficacy. The External
political efficacy score (V48_6; range: 0 — 5) was established by counting the
‘positive’ responses to questions V48 1 to V48 5.

Variable Question text: Codes of
‘positive’
responses

V48 1  Members of parliament do not care about the opinions of Disagree /

people like me. Not true

V48_2  Political parties are only interested in my vote and not in Disagree /

my opinions. Not true

V48 3  People like me have absolutely no influence on Disagree /

governmental policy. Not true

V48_4  So many people vote in elections that my vote does not Disagree /

matter. Not true

V48_5  Usually our representatives in the Second Chamber quickly Disagree /

lose contact with the people in the country. Not true
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V49 4 Internal political efficacy score

Three variables deal with internal political efficacy. The Internal
political efficacy score (V49 _4; range: 0 — 3) was established by counting
the “positive’ responses to questions V49 1, V49 2 and V49 3.

Variable Label Codes of ‘positive’
responses
V49 1 I am well qualified to play an active role in politics. Fully agree
and Agree
V49 2 | have a good understanding of the important political Fully agree
problems in our country. and Agree
V49 3 Sometimes politics seems so complicated that people like Disagree,
me cannot really understand what is going on. Fully disagree

HEYXBAT/bBUBA CYIITUHA NIOITYJIU3MA:
CTPYKTYPA NIONNYJIMCTUYKE UAEOJOTHUJE
Y XOJAHAUIAN

Bojan Tonocujesnh
WHctuTyT ApymTBeHNX Hayka, LleHTap 3a MOIMTHKOJIONIKA HCTPAKHBAKA U JABHO MHEHE,
Beorpan, Cpbuja

Pe3ume

VY pamy ce aHaM3mpa y KOjOj MEPH jJaBHO MHEH-¢ XONaH/IHje TIOKa3yje eeMeHTe opra-
HHM30BaHE WIEOJIONIKE CTPYKType Koja OM ce MOrjia Ha3BaTW IOMYJIMCTHYKOM. Y JH-
TepaTypH ce y3 MoIyan3aM Hajuerihe Be3yjy HICONOIIKE OJPEIHHIIE Kao IITO Cy Halu-
OHAaJIM3aM, €TXHOIIEHTPH3aM (JIECHUYapCKH TOIyJIH3aM), Ka0 M eKOHOMCKHU erajiiTapuja-
HHU3aM (JIEBUYApCKU MOMyamn3aM). ToMm BHlEY je CYNpOTCTaBJbeHA TEOpHja MO KOjoj IMo-
MyJIM3aM HeMa CTJIHE HJIEOJIOIIKE OJIPEIHHIIE, OCHM 'TaHKE HJIEOJIOLIKE CPiKH' Koja ce ca-
CTOjM y aHTH-EJIMTU3MY, M CPOJHMM (opMama nonuTtnuke anvjeHanmje (Akkerman et al.,
2013; Mudde 2004). Taj craB m3paxaBa BUlEH€ MOJUTHIKOT CBETAa Y KOjeM Cy Ma-
HHXEjCKH CYIPOTCTaBJLEHH KOPYMITUPAHE €JIUTE U 'HapoX'. 3aCTYITHHIM OBOT Bul)era cMa-
Tpajy /ia Taj CTaB KapakKTepHILIe TOMy/IH3aM Kako JIEBULIE Tako U aecHuie. Llib oBor paga
je, ma ce YTBpIM aJCKBATHOCT HABEICHHWX TeopHja. XONaHIWja je MOrofaH mpuMep 3a
HCTPaXHBamE HaBEICHOT Ipo0diieMa jep Cy ce y HOBHjO] HCTOPHjH jaBJbalie MOJUTHYKE
MapTHje KOoje Ce CMAaTpajy MOITYIUCTHYKUM Ha 00e CTpaHe TOJIUTHIKOT CIIEKTpyMa.

Y mpBoM ey pana ce HCIUTYjy penandje n3Mel)y HEKONHMKO KIbYYHHX aTpuoOyra
HOIyJIN3Ma - €THOLECHTPU3Ma, SKOHOMCKOT erajliTapyjaHn3Ma M aHTH-enuTH3Ma. [{wb
je Ia ce yTBP/M Aa I TH aTpUOyTH KOHBEPTUpajy Ka OMIITHjO]j TIOMYIMCTHYKO] HIEO0JI0-
ruju. Y Ipyrom Jieiy paja ce aHau3upa J0jaTHa eKCIUTaHaTOpHA BPEIHOCT KaJia ce Mo-
MYJMCTUYKH aTPHOYTH Kao MPEIUKTOPH MapTHjCKUX TpedepeHiuja 10aajy Bapujadia-
Ma Koje YMHE CTaHAApIHH MOJEN MOJMTHYKe moapiuke. Ha Taj HaumH ce mopene unie-
OJIOLIKY HPO(HIM CUMITaTH3Epa MOMYJIMCTUYKUX TapTHja Ha CYNPOTHUM CTpaHama I10-
JIMTHYKOT CIIEKTpyMa Mel)ycoOHo, 1 ca mpoduiiiMa cUMIaTh3epa TpaauluOHAIHHUX T0-
JIMTUYKUX NapTHja.
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Emrmpujcky OcHOBY 3a IpoydaBame HaBEIEHHX IIpo0ieMa IpEACTaBibajy MOAaIH
UCTpaKHBaba jaBHOT MHEHa y XonaHauju. [lomany cy NpUKYIUbaHH y BE3W ca Iapia-
MeHTapHUM u36opumMa on 1994. no 2006. roauHe, Ha perpe3eHTATUBHIM HALMOHATHUM
Y30pLIMMa IyHOJIETHUX MCIINTaHUKA.

Pesynratn ¢axTopcke aHammse He MOAp)KaBajy HAEjy O IIOCTOjalby OMIITH]E,
CYIICTAaHTHBHO 3aCHOBaHE IOITyJIMCTHYIKE Heoornje. MeljyTiM, m3onoBana je mumeHsuja
KOja OZiroBapa ‘TaHKO]j CYIITHHH IIOIYJIM3Ma, KOja Ce CacTOjH Of MHIMKAaTopa MOJINTHIKE
aNjeHalyje, aHTH-eJIUTU3MA U TIOJIMTUYKOT MHU3MA. Takohe ce mokasaino ja Ta AUMEeH-
31ja KOHBEPrHpa ca CTHOLICHTPU3MOM Ka 3ajeTHUYKO) TUMEH3HjH. EKOHOMCKH eraauTtapu-
jaHM3aM Qopmupa MoceOHy IUMEH3Hjy, U He KOpelHpa Ca 'MOIYINCTHIKOM CpIKH'.
Jaxkie, ¢ 003upoM Ha HAEOJIOIIKY CaJpiKHHY, Tj. YIOTY €THOLICHTPH3MA, ITOITYIIN3aM Ce
y jaBHOM Mewmy XoJaHIWje jaBjba y AecHH4apckoj ¢opmu. ITomamu He moapikaBajy
BUl)eme 11a je aHTH-eMUTH3aM HICOJIOIIKA CYIITHHA 3ajeIHIYKA 32 JICBUYAPCKH U JECHU-
YapCKH TOITYIIH3aM.

IIto ce THYe MpemuKIMje MAPTHjCKUX NpedepeHIrja, MoKa3alo ce Ja TPaIuiy-
OHAJIHU EKCIUIAHATOPHH Mojen (neMorpadcke U COIMjaTHO-eKOHOMCKE Bapujadie, IIyc
UIICHTA(UKALTja ca JIEBULIOM/JECHULIOM) 00jalll-aBa BUILE BapHjaHCE HETO CBH YKIbY-
YeHH TOMYJIUCTHYKKA aTpuOyTH 3ajenHo. Wmak, oHW 3HA4YajHO NONPUHOCE TPEIUKLIH
MapTHjCKHX MpedepeHInja, oceOHO y CITydajy TeCHUYapCKUX (IOMYJINCTHYKUX) TapTHja.

Ox noceGHOr 3HaYaja je TO LITO ce 'TaHKa CYLITHHA IMOITYJIM3Ma’ T0Ka3aja Kao CTa-
TUCTUYKY HEOUTHA 32 pa3syMeBambe MapTHjcKuX npedepennuja y XonaHayju, Ouio 3a map-
THj€ KOj€ CE CMaTpajy HOIMyTMCTHYKAM OUIIO 32 TpaIULHAIHE ApTHje, Kafa ce y MOJCITY
KOHTPOJIMILIE YTUIA] BapHjabin TpagWLHOHATHE MOJMTHKE M eTHoneHtpusma. LlTto ce
THYE JICBUYApCKOT IOITyJIM3Ma, CTaB MpeMa HaBOJHO MOITyITUCTHYKO] COljacTHYKO]
naptuju (CII) moBesaH je ca eTHUYKOM TOJIEPaHIIjOM, EKOHOMCKHM €TrajuTapyjaHn3MoM,
JIOK HUje y BE3W Ca 'MICOJIOMIKOM CpKH' MOITYJIH3Ma - aHTH-CJIMTU3MOM U TOJIUTUYKOM
AJTHj CHALIHjOM.



