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      globalization, and the other suffering from globalization.’ Without a drastic fix, nationalism will increase its
      hold on the continent. ‘The status quo is not an option,’ he says. ‘The status quo will lead to the end of
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      learnt the lessons from the British faux pas) aim to change the EU fundamentally and either remake the
      organization into a regime consisting of sovereign, ethnically pure nation-states or render it dysfunctional—and
      thus destroy it. That this objective, too, is riddled with paradoxes, pitfalls and unpleasant surprises for the
      participating members has so far been overshadowed by their nationalist idealism, their passionate intensity and
      their moralizing belief of fighting for the rights and identities of their respective Peoples.
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        Chapter 1
      


      
        INTRODUCTION
      

    


    
      A specter by the name of populism haunts not just Europe but the entire Western world. And as the case is with
      all specters, it is an oddly elusive being, doing its best to avoid precise description. It is analytically and
      conceptually hard to catch. Its nature is contested, being variously seen as an ideology, a discourse, a morality
      or a political strategy (cf. Gidron and Bonikowski 2014; Ionescu
      and Gellner 1969; Kaltwasser et al. 2017).
    


    
      It undoubtedly puts on all of these clothes at different points in time and in different settings, precisely like
      its parent, mainstream nationalism itself.1 I see the core of populism as being exactly that: a child of nationalism and national
      identity, its oft-quoted “thin ideology” (Mudde 2004; Stanley
      2008) having risen in political impact and visibility since the
      turn of the century, in Western and non-Western countries alike. It shares with mainstream nationalism the
      insistence on the pivotal role of “the people,” on the importance of national sovereignty, on the centrality of
      cultural and historical homogeneity and on the division between “us” as laudable and “them” as foreign and
      potentially threatening, whether in the form of immigrants, supranational collaboration or the EU.
    


    
      However, it also differs from the normal design of nationalism and national identities by adding, to its list of
      opponents, people and groups normally considered an integral part of the national setup—elites especially—and by
      placing extraordinary and hyper-moralistic stress on the role of “the people” as the ultimate umpire and
      principal referent of the rightful composition and future of the nation-state and its borders. Furthermore, it is
      not concerned with recognizing other nation-states, nor the international order, but is basically intent on
      keeping its own territory and population clean, pure and uncontaminated; its borders rigid and unassailable; and
      its cultural heritage and popular memories proud and protected.
    


    
      Thus far it may come across as little more than an extreme form of national belonging—nationalism run wild so to
      speak—a case for national psychologists or a kind of collective pathology.2 However, as so often, appearances are deceiving. I contend that
      these far-from-random similarities with ordinary manifestations of nationalism
      should be approached not as a venture into the classical structures of nation-states and identities but as
      a disruptive and destabilizing consequence of some of the constituent elements of sovereign nation-states
      becoming eroded and prized apart by contextual global processes and their agents. Hence, populism in all its
      varieties—and there are many, as this book will demonstrate—is riddled with even more paradoxes and
      inconsistencies than “mainstream” nationalism itself—confusing causes and appearances, realities and fantasies,
      and turning the world inside-out. This is truly the Second Coming of nationalism, and it has come with a
      vengeance. It is not really a specter as much as a beast. The Coming of it, however, happens on the background of
      real problems for millions of ordinary people in liberal–democratic states. This book sets out to engage with
      these real-world challenges as well as their political and cultural interpretation in the populist fantasia.
    


    
      To be more exact: the familiar dualities of the national order—nations and states; national identities and
      national interests; moral and pragmatic considerations; state and popular sovereignties; national priorities and
      international recognition—are, I contend, beginning to fall apart rather than, as earlier, being intimately
      wedded to each other. The congruity between “state” and “nation,” which Ernest Gellner spoke about in his
      Nations and Nationalism (1983) as the primary determinant
      of nationalism, is under siege and in the process of breaking down. Anarchy and disaggregation domestically are
      threatening, sovereignty is being eroded, borders are being forced open, cultural and societal diversity is
      gaining ground and people (at least large parts of the people) are losing both the horizontal and the vertical
      trust, which is the essential linchpin of national cohesion and identity.
    


    
      There are backgrounds and reasons for this disruption, of course. They will be discussed in some detail in
      Chapter 2, and they are not trivial. Rather, they are all
      more or less hurtful and consequential for significant parts of populations in most (democratic) countries around
      the world: deepening inequalities, promises and dreams that have remained unfulfilled, elites that seem to cater
      more for themselves and their global peers than for their own citizens, sovereignty that is fast vanishing,
      welfare systems which do not deliver, rising employment, increased duress and dropping living standards—despite
      more wealth being produced globally. In addition, more armed conflicts, more religious intolerance, more overt
      racism and more migratory movements—away from the heartland of poverty and persecution and toward imagined places
      of security and welfare: Europe, the United States, Australia and so forth. And in all of these places, populist
      nationalists are taking countermeasures to defend their hallowed sites of order and identity, with rhetoric,
      policies, border fences and military force, while accusing elites (i.e., mainstream proponents of liberal democracy and transnational cooperation) of letting them down and giving up on threats
      to their historic homelands.
    


    
      If all this is valid we are faced with a situation where the simple and ordered ideal world of populists is at
      odds with realities on the ground. This is not a return to a peaceful, well-ordered and secure place of identity,
      progress and belonging, but, first, the introduction of irreconcilable division into the domestic arena, a
      possible site of civil violence and even revenge; second, the breakdown of trust and civilized communication
      between governors and governed; and third, the exposure of the increasing powerlessness of the international
      order and its belief in both nation-state sovereignty and universal human rights. These partial failures are
      creating a demand for new kinds of regime, autocratic and charismatic, tough and moralistic at the same time, and
      they necessarily tend to transform run-of-the-mill national identities into something that has a closer
      resemblance to national creeds and quasi-religious ritualism. There would seem to be no generally acceptable
      “middle ground” anymore, but only battlegrounds full of ideological fanatics, self-serving egoists, power-seeking
      idealists, moralizing martyrs and obedient victims: an odd assortment of dramatis personae, fighting out a
      struggle between defending perceived national interests and standing up for the sacrality of their national
      identity.
    


    
      Populists (people rather than elites who promote populist ideas but are economically secure in their own worlds)
      generally feel—to a large extent rightly—that they have been given the short end of the stick and that liberal
      democrats have tended to downplay the defense of national borders, belonging and cultures. They are now on the
      rampage to set the balance right. The point, however, is that there is no balance to be struck anymore, as well
      exemplified by the British situation (see Chapter 10): it is
      a choice between keeping your sovereignty and identity intact and sacrificing income, wealth and standards of
      living. Where nationalism once possessed a marked element of both progress and welfare, this is now a thing of
      the past, and the beneficiaries of national policies are too few (and often too aloof) to matter to significant
      parts of citizenries. They only feel the hurt caused by both global and domestic structures and priorities, by
      skyrocketing inequalities—the disruption rather than the benefits.
    


    
      That said, two important caveats need to be articulated at this early point of the exposé. First, in a
      sense the problems with populism eo ipso are, in the strictest sense, problems for the Western(ized) and
      democratic world.3 Not that
      similar challenges and “solutions” do not appear in other parts of the globe (Russia, China, Thailand, Africa,
      the Middle East, etc.), but in those national settings there have already been established forms of rule and
      governance, which are totalitarian, autocratic and religious based, though in most places regimes will resort to the use of seemingly democratic instruments, such as elections, because they
      lend a semblance of representativeness and thus international acceptability to the regime in question.
    


    
      Hence, these countries do not experience “populism” as such, but rather use tools of direct oppression,
      silencing/persecution of the opposition, strict policing, harsh criminal justice, monitoring of populations,
      censorship of information, staged forms of national identity and so on. Some would argue that they have already
      turned the populist dream into frightening reality. They certainly share the authoritarianism and the
      antiliberalism with the Trumps, Orbáns, Kaczynskys, Bolsonaros and Salvinis of this world, but where these
      populists still operate in institutional circumstances defined by tripartitions of power, popular support,
      freedom of expression and some (though limited) acceptance of oppositions, these characteristics do not apply (or
      only in the thinnest of guises) to, for example, China, Saudi Arabia, Iran or Zimbabwe, and are beginning to fade
      away in Russia, Turkey, Egypt, the Philippines and Venezuela. It is worth considering more closely the
      substantive and formal links between populisms and these two clusters of more dictatorial authoritarian regimes,
      particularly the latter group. I will, to some extent, do this in connection with comparative reflections along
      the way and in the conclusion to this book, but essentially it is the subject of a different work.
    


    
      The second point has to do with the varieties of populism. Though populism shares a number of core “genus”
      features, it also emerges differently and has different effects in different countries, in respect to the size,
      history, political culture, identity and power of a given nation-state. Smaller (or less powerful) states, such
      as Denmark, Estonia, Hungary, New Zealand, Poland and Armenia, are mainly concerned with preserving as much of
      their sovereignty as possible, with defending their borders, keeping migrants or outside forces at bay and
      cultivating their historical culture and national traumas to the utmost. Larger and more powerful states, like
      the United States, India, the UK and Germany, are more concerned with keeping the link between nationalism and
      their (former) imperial power and ambitions alive, whereas other countries are busy either trying to prevent the
      breakup of their sovereign territories into smaller parts due to separatist movements, like Spain, Canada, Turkey
      and, again, the UK, or to maintain a modicum of civilized order in the struggle against the rising tide of
      populist mobilization (France, Sweden and Germany). South American countries, such as Columbia, Bolivia,
      Argentina and Brazil, should be added to the list, because they represent an important addition to the populist
      variety and should be analyzed as special eruptions of either Bolivarian rule or copycat Trumpism.
    


    
      Whatever the specific variant, there is something both significant and worrying
      about populism—its backgrounds, manifestations and consequences—and we need to get to grips with the basic
      mechanisms of what might prove to be a major transformation of the world. Populists are undoubtedly negatively
      affected by a number of the outcomes produced by the liberal–democratic order, to such an extent that they have
      started to opt for other leaders, other policies and a more narrowly defined nationalist outlook, and they are
      acting their frustrations and disillusionments out by trying to bring another kind of context back into play, by
      attempting to heal the disaggregation between national interest and national identity and insist on the
      preservation of national sovereignty. However, where they are no doubt right about the immediate hurt that they
      feel, about their economic impoverishment, the loss of jobs and the rising inequalities, it is more doubtful if
      their reactions and imagined solutions will in fact remedy their situation. This book will try to address this
      fundamental question in the following way.
    


    
      Chapter 2 investigates the basic problems underlying
      populism, especially globalization and its destabilizing effects on domestic relations between leaders and
      populations; the rising levels of economic and social inequality and the widening chasm between formal
      egalitarianism and real difference (economic, social, political); the gradual dissolution of national
      sovereignty; increasing levels of distrust of elites; and individual or collective marginalization and
      victimization—real or perceived.
    


    
      Chapter 3 proceeds to examine the concept of “the people,”
      which is key to the idea of populism. Is it fantasy or reality? I argue that “the people” should be approached as
      a real abstraction, created on the basis of simultaneous interdependencies and differences among social
      groups, within limited national-territorial boundaries, and necessarily generating the state. The chapter relates
      to a number of theories of the people, historical, philosophical and sociological—for example, Rousseau, Marx and
      Canovan—and tries to solve some of the riddles they have grappled with.
    


    
      Chapter 4 asks how the social or economic problem of private
      individuals becomes a moral problem with citizens’ national identities and conceptions of sovereignty, and why
      identities are national and thus “limited” (Anderson 1983). I
      propose that the answer must be found in six distinct but interrelated problems: uneven development—preconditions
      come unevenly into existence, first in Europe; nationalism shaped via imperialism and dynastic rule—as secession,
      unification, centralization or popular insurrection against non-national elites; the dissemination and
      materialization of ideas—the universal rumor of progress via particular nationalism; the
      independence and revenge of former colonies and dependent territories; the yearning for collective loyalty,
      trust, a culture promising security and familiarity, and the unification of
      national interest and national identity; and finally the difference between nationalism as a universal principle
      (UN, Human Rights) and nationalism as a concrete and subjective parameter of belonging.
    


    
      Chapter 5 proceeds to enquire how the dichotomous world of
      populism is created on that background; investigates its paradoxes and fantasies, its specific moralization of
      the true General Will and of proper citizenship behavior; and explains how we should account for its romanticism
      and its absolutist enemy imagery. It reveals, in other words, populism’s unconditional commitment to the
      nation-state and its sovereignty as the ultimate saving grace and exposes the core of populism itself as the
      moral foundation and sanctification of nationalism.
    


    
      Chapter 6, on myths and misconceptions, addresses a number
      of the widespread receptions of and attitudes to populism—positive as well as negative, by scholars,
      commentators, intellectuals and the general public—and takes issue with the idea that populism is a repeat of or
      return to previous ages, explains why this is not so and summarizes how we should instead conceive of the
      populist phenomenon, not only as partly a reflection of increasing anarchy and global cynicism but also as a
      reaction to this, while mobilizing the People to reclaim their culture, identity, territory, homogeneity and
      sphere of domination. In addition, the more or less hopeful visions of populists also imply a new kind of order
      based on persons rather than processes and institutions. This explains the significance of strong,
      charismatic leadership for the populist fantasy, and hence its disregard of normal democratic processes and the
      rule of law. At the end of the chapter I address the (in my view overstated) separation between right-wing and
      left-wing populism.
    


    
      Finally, Chapters 7–11 analyze five concrete and quite different cases of populism in or out of power, in order to
      demonstrate in concrete, empirical terms the enormous expanse covered by the populist phenomenon and hence some
      of its many varieties, based on differences of history, (political) cultures, national self-conceptions and
      interactions between private interests and citizenship morality.
    


    
      Case 1, on Sweden, tries to solve the enigma why the Swedish mainstream political parties refuse to cooperate
      with the populist Sweden Democrats. The analysis reveals that this should be understood as an intransigent
      encounter between two mutually exclusive national moralities, one with roots in the old idea of the Swedish
      “People’s Home”—originally conceived and promoted by the Social Democrats and now taken over and embraced by the
      Sweden Democrats—and another in the conception of Sweden as a moral, international superpower, which is open to
      the world and sets standards for others to duplicate. The latter worldview has, since Oluf Palme, been the
      preserve of the Social Democrats and commands the respect of the rest of the
      “mainstream parties” as well. As the conflict deepens, however, and increasing numbers of voters express their
      sympathies for a more inward-looking nationalism, the pressures on these parties rise, and while they still keep
      the Sweden Democrats at bay, their policies (e.g., on migrants) tend to divulge populist tendencies.
    


    
      Case 2, on Catalonia, delves into the question of why the Catalonian independence movement wants to secede from
      Spain and in what sense the independence movement can be analyzed from the point of view of populism. The Catalan
      case is obviously different from that of, say, Hungary, or Italy, or the United States, or Brazil, and the
      visions of the separatist parties are both internally different and vary from the programmatic statements and
      practices of countries where populists are in power and those where they are not. Nevertheless, on a number of
      core features they resemble populists elsewhere to such an extent that the similarities are hard to miss. The
      combination of the fascist imagery of Spanish elites, the discourse of victimization and martyrdom, the wholesale
      identification with “the People” of Catalonia and the hyper-moral imaginary connected with Catalan “blood” and
      citizenship is a clear proximate of the “thin” populist ideology elsewhere. They do seek international
      recognition, but this may as well stem from pragmatic necessity as sincere commitment to international
      collaboration and global liberalism.
    


    
      Case 3, on Hungary, examines the by now almost classic case of Orbánism and explains why Fidesz wants to keep
      Hungary ethnically clean and protected from migrants and “foreigners” like George Soros. The consistent
      moralization of all political issues is remarkable and can only be explained by reference to Hungary’s troubled
      history since at least the early twentieth century. Hungary and a majority of Hungarians are reacting to
      humiliations and oppressions of the past and are now turning their victimization to domestic advantage in the
      sense of creating a measure of national stability, identity and (perceived) self-sufficiency, which the country
      has not known for a long time. In Orbán’s words, “The Government of Hungary is committed to ensuring that, in the
      modern, global world, Hungary preserves its language, character, culture, origins and traditions. We believe
      that—also in the 21st century—the only states which can be strong are those which are proud of their national
      identities and are able to preserve them” (2018).
    


    
      Case 4, on the UK, provides some answers to the question why the UK wants to leave the EU, given the benefits it
      loses and the anarchy it is producing. It argues that Britain’s problems originate both in its history of the
      Empire and the fact that the UK has never completed the process of becoming a true unitary nation-state. It
      consists of four nations but one state. To a significant extent it has been left with the bunch of domestic
      issues that in the case of Brexit seem to have been (falsely) blamed on its
      membership of the EU. The one state/four nations syndrome is coming home to roost. It is not surprising that the
      UK currently finds itself firmly lodged between delusion and despair, in a state of near-paralysis. Abandoning
      one’s material interests at the cost of an identity abstraction that is less than real is demanding the
      impossible from UK citizens.
    


    
      And case 5, on the United States, analyzes Trumpist populism in the context of American history and political
      culture and ends up by concluding that, though the populism of Trump is in many ways a singular phenomenon
      pivoting around his narcissistic personality, it nevertheless allows us a glimpse at the considerable problems
      facing the United States as a world superpower and a domestic scene riddled with gigantic social and economic
      challenges. Trump’s national populism reflects a real defect in the current structure, economy and foreign policy
      position of the United States. Hence Trumpism and its underlying problems will, possibly in new and more
      rationalizing terms, continue after Donald Trump has left the White House. The American position will continue to
      be challenged, the economy will continue to falter and the provisional relief now felt by many common folk in the
      States—“now we have our man in the White House”—will, as paradoxes augment, be transformed into further
      disappointments and more intense feelings of revenge and retaliation against the liberal elites that are seen to
      have let down the People.
    


    
      Together the five cases exemplify a variety of different empirical issues, contexts and manifestations of
      populist thinking, emotions and policies. At the end, in the concluding Chapter 12, I try to extract the main features of populism as a reaction to national sovereignty
      falling apart and to point out that the populist imaginary will tend to produce the divisions, sometimes regular
      chaos and anarchy domestically, which it is intended to eliminate, while in the end paving the way to direct and
      overt authoritarianism. The presentation thus moves from the general and more abstract theoretical
      conceptualization of populism to analyses of its more specific manifestations, varieties and consequences in five
      different locales.
    


    
      My background is partly in political studies (international relations), partly in history and partly in cultural
      studies. I have spent the better part of the last 40 years researching issues of nationalism, globalization and
      migration (see, among others, Hedetoft 1985, 1995, 2002, 2003, 2009b, 2011, 2018, forthcoming).
      On that basis—and because it fits the topic of national populism far better than a single disciplinary approach—I
      have opted to analyze the populist phenomenon and the transformation it symbolizes from the point of view of a
      combined political–philosophy and cultural–history perspective, while applying semiotic methods and close reading
      to unravel specific issues and different textual manifestations. My materials are in part classic theoretical literature on issues within political philosophy and international
      relations (like Hobbes, Rousseau, Burke, Kant, Hegel, Bauer, Marx, etc.), partly twentieth-century contributions
      to the study of nationalism and politics (e.g., Anderson, Billig, Brubaker, Gellner, Hall, Herzfeld, Hobsbawm,
      Hoffmann, Hroch, Yack and others), and in addition theoreticians who have investigated the question of populism
      and the People in historical context (e.g., Canovan, Kaltwasser, Mudde, Müller, Norris, Taggart, Tocqueville).
      Moreover, there is obviously a spate of individual scholars responsible for valuable contributions to each theme
      and case study within this book, who are too numerous to mention here, but referenced along the way. The case
      studies, in particular, rely, in addition, on first-hand sources from newspapers, reports, surveys, speeches,
      blog commentaries, Internet archives, television and radio broadcasts, political programs and—especially—personal
      observation, reflection, prior knowledge and, of course, the theoretical assumptions presented in Chapters 2–6.
      Hopefully this will have proved sufficient to produce a well-rounded, consistent and informed analysis of the
      increasingly significant real-world phenomenon of populism. If not, the fault is solely mine.
    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1In a sense, much of this
        discussion is surprising in light of the turmoil surrounding the concept of nationalism that unraveled in the
        1980s and 1990s. Also then, the main focus of contention was if nationalism should be understood as an idea, a
        political ideology, a worldview, a discourse or an identity—until it became clear that it was all of these
        simultaneously, and what remained (and to some extent still remains) is the question of whether it is a
        universalist, essentialist or a modern, historical, constructed phenomenon. Populism is neither more nor less
        than nationalism itself as far as this discussion goes—but the emphasis has shifted from “elites” to “the
        people.” See the following discussion.
      


      
        2See, e.g., John Keane, “The
        pathologies of populism,” The Conversation, September 29, 2017.
      


      
        3An anonymous reviewer of this
        book, whose comments were generally very positive, made the following observation, which deserves a response:
      


      
        The analysis of populism presented here focuses almost exclusively on a national or nationalist understanding
        of “the people” and its anxieties. As the book’s sub-title proclaims, populism is “nationalism’s second
        coming.” […] In doing so, [the author] pursues what looks to me as a one-sided view of the phenomenon, because
        he implies that populism is a product solely of a national view of a people, the mainstream cultural community,
        and not of a democratic view of the people, the ordinary non-elite, humble folk.
      


      
        In my view, this distinction between a national and a democratic view of populism does not hold water, though
        there is no denying that the link between democracy and (national) populism is characterized by ambiguities.
        Populism is basically the reaction of “ordinary non-elite, humble folk” to
        what they see as an undemocratic elite and undemocratic rule within a (national) system that proclaims to be
        democratic (but really is not). This is not only why populism only crops up in democracies but also why
        populism is always a challenge to democratic rule. On the other hand, this does not preclude the possibility
        that different parts of the people may have varying views on what constitutes the right version of popular rule
        nor that the people may consist of groups with varying cultural backgrounds. Hence the delineation between, for
        instance, left-wing and right-wing populism, or between direct and representative versions of governance. What
        is most important for this book, however, is that the people of populism—“We, the People”—is, sees itself and
        acts as a nationally bounded unit, even when this implies the exclusion of parts of the populace from their
        definition of “the People.” See Chapters 3 and 4.
      

    

  


  
    
      

      
        Chapter 2
      


      
        WHAT IS THE PROBLEM?
      

    


    
      The word “problem” in the title of this chapter should be understood as “underlying causes.” In other words, I
      will try in this chapter to hone in not on the populist manifestations or their consequences but on their
      background, contexts and causalities.
    


    
      The first and most obvious task for all scholars of national populism should be this: to establish plausible
      reasons for how the same type of popular and political mobilization can take place in multiple countries across
      Europe and the entire world, at the same time and in a similar manner. Populism, it must be conjectured, is not a
      haphazard, coincidental or evanescent phenomenon, but a more permanent one that calls for systematic explanation.
      The point of departure for any such coherent “logic” must be a lookout for deeper causes—causes that may not be
      immediately apparent to the naked eye, but nevertheless affect millions of citizens around the world in much the
      same way.
    


    
      I have identified at least five factors of causation that all play a role, sometimes together, at other points in
      specific combinations. They are
    


    
      
        •globalization and its destabilizing effects on domestic relations between
        leaders and populations;
      


      
        •rising levels of economic and social inequality and a widening chasm between
        formal egalitarianism and real difference (economic, social, political);
      


      
        •the gradual dissolution of national sovereignty;
      


      
        •increasing levels of distrust of elites;
      


      
        •individual or collective marginalization and victimization, real or perceived.
      

    


    
      In the following, the five factors will be analyzed and commented on, more or less in that order, though
      connections will be made apparent along the way.
    


    
      Globalization is a many-headed monster, comprising not only cultural, social, institutional and political
      elements but also, not to forget, finance and economics (Baylis and Smith 2001; Beck 2001; Dicken 2003; Hedetoft 2003; Lechner and Boli 2004). Since the end of World War II, we have lived through different
      globalization “phases” (1945–75, 1975–90, 1990–app. 2004, 2004–now, though
      things started to change with the 2008 crisis), all more or less synonymous with modulations (and possibly
      decline) of American hegemony (Babones 2015; Kupchan 2003; Nye 1990 and 2015).
      The promise of globalization and free trade has consistently been that it is either a win–win game, where
      everybody stands to gain wealth, income, welfare and equality, or an unavoidable necessity, a kind of
      irreversible historical destiny for mankind, in which the nation-state would be made obsolete only to be replaced
      by the wonder of cosmopolitanism (the plus-word for globalization, as is patriotism for nationalism!).1 Both of these tenets have been proved
      wrong.
    


    
      In an unusually clear-sighted analysis taking stock of the backlash against globalization, Nikil Saval in a “long
      read” in The Guardian (July 14, 2017), titled “Globalization: the rise and fall of an idea that swept the
      world,” quotes the Harvard economist Dani Rodrik for saying that “we cannot simultaneously pursue democracy,
      national determination, and economic globalization,” and Martin Wolf (once an ardent admirer and proponent of
      globalization) for wondering if we are seeing a “fundamental and profound transformation of the world”—meaning
      not the liberalization that globalists once dreamed of, but the return of nationalism now apparent in all corners
      of the globe.
    


    
      Rodrik, the first economist to warn (in 1997) against the dangers of hyper-globalization, notes the “belated
      emphasis […] on the necessity of compensating those displaced by globalization with retraining and more robust
      welfare states,” while fearing that this new mood among “political figures and economists” “has come rather late”
      and that the situation might indeed be “irreversible.” If this is true, it is an open question, but there is no
      doubt that developments have progressed far enough to be termed both serious and endemic.
    


    
      The problem is fundamentally of an economic nature, but it goes beyond economics and reaches, as Rodrik intimates
      above, into questions of governance, cultural belonging, identity structures and national autonomy. While
      globalization and nationalism are asymmetric units, the former (in spite of much utopian discourse to the
      contrary) cannot supplant the latter, for example, because there is no such thing as a world state or government,
      let alone a global identity in the offing—nevertheless, globalization, especially when its promises remain
      unfulfilled, can impact nation-states, national sovereignty and national identities in negative ways and has
      indeed done so to a significant extent as more and more processes have taken on a transnational financial
      character, actual meaningful control over the economy has evaded national governments and globalization has
      proved to benefit an ever-smaller percentage of persons, groups and corporations, and indeed only a small
      minority of (nation-)states (cf. Global Inequality Report 2018).
    


    
      Hence, what originally promised to be a welfare boost for all, where the
      wealthiest states and groups would lead the way for the more disadvantaged, has largely been exposed as a general
      race to the bottom, especially for the 50 percent of the world’s population that enjoy the lowest incomes. The
      response of (relatively powerless) states has been to exercise domestic damage control by increasing the
      monitoring of their own populations, counteracting impending anarchy and chaos, trying to increase their own
      taxation basis, controlling, as best they can, the gigantic monopolies that are in effect in the global pilot’s
      seat (Microsoft, Facebook, Google, Alibaba, Amazon and so forth) and cooperating with other nation-states to
      identify and bring to justice the increasing numbers of international swindlers, money launderers and more or
      less fraudulent banks and investment groups that have truly found a haven of mercy in the transnational and
      relatively borderless paradise, where “digitization” and Internet-based avenues to other people’s money are
      lending a helping hand.
    


    
      What should concern us most in this particular context is the impact of global liberalization on the two
      parameters of trust that have already been referred to and thus on the cohesiveness of nation-states. If global
      processes have a direct and markedly uneven consequence for groups and classes within national populations, that
      is, tend to widen the difference between living standards, health, life expectancy, education and so on, it
      should come as no surprise that these developments will gradually create rifts and mistrust horizontally between
      sections of populations variously affected and will simultaneously alienate political elites from “their” people,
      since this vertical relation depends on the trust that elites have received from the electorates to safeguard
      their welfare, health and employment. When elites do not or only in piecemeal ways live up to this (perceived)
      responsibility, they tend to forfeit the trust placed in them, to be seen as “foreign agents,” and risk
      mobilizations aimed at “taking back control.” This forms the most general background for the fundamental
      divisions of politics, culture and economics that have started to pop up in multiple countries around the
      world—first in Europe (due to the paradoxes of the EU in combination with the homogeneous nationalist template
      that was born in this part of the world) and later in the United States, South America and Asia.
    


    
      These developments are neither trivial nor inconsequential. Trust, horizontal or vertical, is never perfect and
      there are numerous examples where elites and people have not seen eye to eye; in fact, it is more the rule than
      the exception that there are objections against government policies, disagreement with its measures and tensions
      between regions, localities and sections of the populace. This is all normality in democratic regimes, and it
      does not obviate the basic trust that exists between peoples and governments, based on ideals of ethnic togetherness and a common destiny.2 For this kind of normality to be shaken takes a much more fundamental kind
      of geological disturbance of the national tectonic layers, something that has evolved over time and is
      experienced as a long-term abolition of the “social contract.” The change of trust—based primarily on the
      globalization of the economies and the resultant devalued position of nation-states in the international
      order—and the concomitant perception of a diminution of national sovereignty (see below) explain the first part
      of the earthquake. The second part concerns the change of the relative, sometimes absolute, status as regards
      citizens’ job security, welfare, equality, rights and prospects for the future.
    


    
      Nikil Saval, in the article already referred to, correctly notes that “ardent proponents of globalization have
      become some of its most prominent critics.” He is thinking of notable economists like Paul Krugman, Jagdish
      Bhagwati, Lawrence Summers and Martin Wolf. This tendency became pronounced with the onset of the so-called
      financial crisis in 2008, the slowdown in global trade and not least the rising inequalities across the
      board—and, in their view, in the United States especially. Farmers’ incomes and workers’ wages were dropping so
      fast that it was impossible to overlook, although not everyone was ready to admit that globalization was the
      central, if not the only, factor at play here. Nevertheless, the dogma of the globalization era—that higher
      growth in developed countries would lead to higher growth in developing countries, which again would lead to an
      increase in living standards globally—had come under fire and had gradually been, if not dismantled, at least
      lost the consensual status that it once occupied. Niki Saval cites Larry Summers—formerly US Secretary for the
      Treasury, President of Harvard and once one of the most prominent spokespeople for unbridled, cross-border
      liberalization—for saying, in 2016, that “the basic responsibility of government is to maximize the welfare of
      citizens, not to pursue some abstract concept of the global good” while calling for a new “responsible
      nationalism.” This was said eight years after Summers had complained, immediately after the outbreak of the 2008
      financial crisis, about “the development of stateless elites whose allegiance is to global economic success and
      their own prosperity rather than the interests of the nation where they are headquartered” (Luce 2018, 71; Summers 2008,
      2016).
    


    
      One might have doubts whether this presumed goal of governments—to maximize the welfare of citizens—would stand
      up to the acid test of truth, but the statement does reflect the fact that globalization had reached its limits
      and that there is no clear connection between the goals of free trade and the rise in living standards and
      welfare for ordinary people. Select elites are the beneficiaries of global trade and the loosening of borders,
      not the masses. Which is why Martin Wolf concludes that “we have a very big political problem in many of our countries. […] The elites—the policymaking business and financial elites—are
      increasingly disliked” (Saval 2017). And he might have added the
      political establishment as such to his list of groups “blamed for the inequality.”
    


    
      The rise in inequality is a major reason for the disaffection sweeping the world, not least the “middle classes”
      in developed countries like the United States and European nation-states, as demonstrated exhaustively by Thomas
      Piketty, Dany Rodrik, Joseph Stiglitz and others in different publications (Piketty 2013; Rodrik 2011; Stiglitz 2012) and as the following snippets from the World Inequality
      Report 2018 indicate:
    


    
      [Inequality has been] sustained throughout the entire period [1980–2016, UH] with a top 1% income group capturing
      two times the total income captured by the bottom 50% of the population—implying a factor 100 difference in
      average per-adult income levels. Second, it is apparent that high growth in emerging countries since 2000, in
      particular in China, or the global financial crisis of 2008 was not sufficient to stop the rise in global income
      inequality.
    


    
      And the authors further argue that
    


    
      [e]conomic inequality is largely driven by the unequal ownership of capital, which can be either privately or
      public owned. We show that since 1980, very large transfers of public to private wealth occurred in nearly all
      countries, whether rich or emerging. While national wealth has substantially increased, public wealth is now
      negative or close to zero in rich countries. Arguably this limits the ability of governments to tackle
      inequality; certainly, it has important implications for wealth inequality among individuals.3
    


    
      We should take particular note of the last observation. Private wealth has considerably increased, whereas public
      wealth has stagnated, limiting the possibility of governments to introduce measures that might have diminished
      inequality. This is important; however, it should also be taken into account that the considerable transfers of
      wealth from public to private ownership have been instigated or at least condoned by governments as well as
      international institutions in the age of liberalization and free trade. Governmental elites thus cannot claim a
      lack of responsibility for these processes and results, even though they might refer to the straitjacket of
      international competition.
    


    
      Another provisional result is worth noting. Whereas it is generally true that all countries have been affected by
      the rise in inequality, some in absolute but more in relative terms, it stands
      out that the hardest hit nation-state, again in relative terms, is in fact the United States, where the so-called
      middle class people in employment with relatively modest incomes, blue-collar as well as most white-collar
      workers, have seen an actual drop in incomes (World Inequality Report 2018, 82ff.) In light of the fact
      that the United States has at the same time been the country promising for itself the greatest benefits from
      globalization, it is not premature to assign to this relationship a significant role in the forward march of
      populism in the world superpower.
    


    
      The same cannot be said of Europe, where differences of income, wealth and welfare have developed in the same
      direction, though less dramatically, but where the losses of national control, sovereignty and homogeneity could
      well have similar effects on the individual member states of the European Union. In Central and South America—as
      a third variant that we need to take account of—it seems that we are faced with a more dramatic situation, where
      rising inequalities are based on absolute losses of welfare, prospects and income for large parts of the people,
      most clearly right now in Venezuela, but also, for instance, in Brazil, Columbia, Mexico and Guatemala.
    


    
      Calculations based on the so-called Gini coefficient, which measures disparities of both income and wealth,
      consistently confirm this picture. At the top of the scale we find a large country like South Africa, where it
      would require a redistribution of about 62–63 percent of the nation’s income to achieve parity; Mexico is in a
      similar league; in the United States, by comparison, it would “only” take about 45 percent, while in the Nordic
      countries the requirement would be a mere 25 percent or thereabouts to obtain the same goal.4 But most importantly, inequalities are augmented
      year by year, which means that even in the latter group of nation-states it now requires more to achieve equality
      than it did in 1990 or in 2007 (see also Hansen 2017, 57ff.; Luce
      2018, 43).
    


    
      These facts should not mislead us into thinking that equality is the ultimate goal of national governments,
      though for some it may figure as a desirable function alongside the accumulation of wealth, the provision of a
      satisfactory climate for investments (including a workable infrastructure) and the delivery of high-quality
      research results, particularly in science, technology and the health sector. However, with the massive transfers
      of wealth from public to private ownership, not all of these achievements are practically possible at the same
      time; governments are squeezed and forced to “prioritize,” and they inevitably—in spite of differences between
      states—always tend to prioritize goals related to the liberty of persons and capital higher than those associated
      with the factual equality or well-being of citizens.
    


    
      Citizens on their part are used to this state of affairs and largely, despite disgruntlements and complaints,
      usually come to accept it on the basis of the “logic of necessity.” Their
      acceptance is, however, predicated, first, on the existence and maintenance of trust in their political
      representatives and, second, on conditions of life still being generally satisfactory and inequalities not
      developing beyond a certain tipping point—which obviously is historically relative on the background of the
      mentality and political culture of varying nation-states and cannot be universally determined once and for all.
      Furthermore, citizens commonly receive ideal compensation from their national identities and the pride they
      develop in the achievements of their national representatives, whether in the area of sports, science, culture,
      or politics.
    


    
      Thus, the patience of democratic citizens is long and their trust in politicians surprisingly flexible. But it is
      not endless. Developments of economic inequalities contribute to mistrust that goes beyond ephemera. The
      dissolution (or circumscription) of (perceived) sovereignty does the same thing, because it challenges not the
      material side of life for the private person, but the idealism of citizenship.
    


    
      I argue that there is a close connection between the idealism of state, that is, national identities, and the
      idea of sovereignty, that is, the image of one’s state being in full control of the nation and its borders, and
      the ultimate arbiter of domestic conflict. As Bernard Yack has argued, the nation-state is the combination of
      groups that evince “intergenerational loyalty” and states that frame them and secure their sovereignty and thus
      the borders protecting them from other nation-states (Yack 2012).
      Sovereignty thus has political, legal and cultural aspects and lends to states the legitimacy needed to govern
      and represent peoples, to be seen as “our” state and to issue or deny citizenship (rights), passports and, thus,
      identities. It is predicated on ruling its own territory and is expected to negotiate with other (nation-)states
      about joint areas of interest and conflict (trade and finance, security, representation, borders, environment,
      people, culture, etc.).
    


    
      Sovereignty can sometimes be shared (Hedetoft 2008), but should
      always be able to be retracted, and should not be eroded or dissolved—in the ideal order of things. However,
      developments in the global arena challenge this presumption and have introduced, apart from factual dissolutions
      of sovereignties (e.g., the Soviet Union, ex-Yugoslavia) and the birth of new nation-states, a distinction
      between formal and real sovereignty and the idea of a permanent pooling or surrender of sovereignty, where
      the EU is the best example. Brexit has made it clear how controversial this process is from the viewpoint of
      traditional sovereignty, that is, last and ultimate control over a given territory, and the resultant identity
      conundrums rooted in unclear accountability, blaming-and-shaming processes and eroding trust between governors
      and governed.
    


    
      At the same time, developments of this type have made it abundantly obvious that many states these days are faced
      with an often difficult choice between securing their (and their people’s)
      identity and pursuing what seems to be in the best (financial) interest of the state and its population. Brexit
      is an example of what seems to be a choice of the former over the latter5; the other EU countries have so far chosen the opposite route (but
      with important differences, opt-outs and exceptions) and, for example, Norway has chosen a different kind of
      balance, keeping its formal sovereignty, currency and sovereign pride intact, while, as a member of the European
      Economic Area, it is subjecting itself to a raft of decisions taken by the EU, without having any formal
      influence on the decision-making processes (ibid.).
    


    
      We are not here concerned with the actual degree of loss of sovereignty in democratic or quasi-democratic states,
      but with the impact of sovereignty-influencing developments on people’s perception of the degree to which
      their elected representatives have lost (or are in danger of losing) sovereign control of their territory,
      borders, law-making and economy and the effects of such perceptions on the way the people interpret the
      discourses, behavior and policy actions of “their” elites: as an abandonment of themselves, possibly of a
      conspiratorial nature, or just as inexcusable weakness. Either way—possibly combined with the economically
      unfavorable effects of globalization on income, wealth and equality—it is likely that it provides a substantial
      part of the explanation for electorates favoring national-populist policies and positions.
    


    
      This, however, would not happen without the significant intervention of factor number four, that is, increasing
      levels of mistrust between elites and people, where sizeable parts either have started seeing their elected
      representatives as deliberate, unpatriotic traitors against the national cause or have already chosen to replace
      them with their own “real” representatives (as in Brazil, Hungary, Italy, Poland or the United States). The list
      of countries with this kind of manifestations of deep-seated mistrust and (hopes for) revenge and revindication
      is in fact surprisingly long and tells the same story: this part of “the people” has been frustrated, ignored,
      overlooked, marginalized or downright excluded for long enough. Globalization, its institutions and its agents
      have been a failure—now let’s return to the safe haven of national protection and start putting the nation first
      and above all else! In addition, to top it all, these people feel that their national birthright, their
      citizenship of the state, has been devalued through the “ethnic mixing” with immigrants, many of whom have only
      received temporary or permanent residence, but who nevertheless get more attention and more public welfare, and
      who also seem to compete with the “real people” on unfair terms for jobs in the labor market. In the countries
      where immigration is next to zero (for instance in the Visegrád Group of four), it is the (politicized) fear that
      this might happen that, in part at least, mobilizes people to elect populist leaders, who do not mince words but do what they say and have little regard for the niceties of civil conduct
      or civilized speech. See Chapter 9.
    


    
      We have thus arrived at the fifth and last factor, the deeply moralistic feeling of victimization and hurt that
      pervades populists and ultimately explains the success of all populist mobilization, whether it was initially
      sparked from below or from above. It may be tempting to dismiss such feelings as belonging with the “basket of
      deplorables,” as Hilary Clinton during her presidential campaign in 2016 so condescendingly (and for her own
      future tragically) dubbed those hardest hit by globalization and liberal policies, but it must be recognized that
      there is something deeply true and highly relevant to the reaction itself, though possibly not to its form and
      substantial content.
    


    
      Or differently put, the promises issued by leaders, based on the universal benefits of global processes, have not
      come true for significant parts of the people (Eatwell and Goodwin 2018, chapter 2). Inequalities have increased across the board, relatively or in absolute terms.
      Cross-national collaboration and institutions have not delivered either and have even tended to breed animosity
      and enmity rather than amicable cooperation (Hoffman 1987, 30).
      And national identity as well as citizenship rights have shown that they are neither able to deliver adequate
      compensation nor able to protect these citizens from the “race to the bottom.” Different parts of populations,
      those in the higher echelons (and certainly establishments), might be doing fine, harvesting the goods of the
      post-national age, but that’s exactly what is regarded and perceived as unjust, immoral and fundamentally skewed.
      In addition, establishment elites may be paying lip service to democracy and rule of law, but the realities are
      bleaker: they appreciate elections if they imply that they are themselves elected, but they then do their best to
      guard against popular voices and interests and instead follow the advice of bureaucrats, technocrats or their own
      priorities. It is generally noticeable that democracy was most popular with political elites in the era of the
      Cold War, that is, prior to the fall of the Wall, whereas its creditworthiness has substantially decreased since
      then. Political actors have changed from being Kantian idealists to Platonian skeptics. The masses have sensed
      this and react accordingly.
    


    
      In other words, populists are not totally wrong about the hurt they feel is inflicted on them, nor the context
      they react to. They are in a very real sense victims of global developments, though we could well do without
      their postures of victimhood. The important question is, however, if the populist content of their reaction, the
      vengefulness of their hatred and the insistence on reclaiming the morally “pure” nation-state will in fact
      redress their grievances—or possibly exacerbate them while exposing the rupture between material gain and moral
      self-righteousness, between state interest and national identity even further.
    


    
      I started by quoting Dani Rodrik for saying that “we cannot simultaneously
      pursue democracy, national determination, and economic globalization.” This book will attempt to find out whether
      this is so and, if it is, what the options for the (democratically based) world might be. The alternatives do not
      look tempting: one-man, one-party dictatorship or (il)liberal democracy? Control and surveillance versus
      government based on people’s dreams and volition? Initially it is important to realize that populism arises in
      democratic contexts only, but points toward more authoritarian, antidemocratic solutions. The thesis that will be
      put to the test in this book is that it is not just (rising) inequalities in the real world—as regards
      income, production, housing, health, consumption—that generate discontent in the form of populist reactions. Such
      uneven conditions for the conduct of ordinary human life can be found in virtually all societies across the
      globe. But not all societies produce populism. To do that requires the combined disenchantment, not only
      with the material background conditions offered to ordinary private individuals, but in addition also with
      conditions—moral and ideal—for citizenship and identity, in other words for the trust between governors and the
      People, who ardently believe that they are not just born equal but should also reap equal rewards in terms of
      recognition, influence and (ideal) control. They agree that states and the monopoly of violence that they
      incorporate constitute the necessary building bricks of the world order, and that national groups and national
      identities belong with these units. They react when they realize that this take on the world is no longer
      consistent with that of their elected leaders. Let this be our point of departure for a closer examination of the
      populist phenomenon and its multiple varieties. I will begin with its core semantic, etymological and
      philosophical foundation: the People.
    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1Cf. Emmanuel Macron’s speech in
        Paris on the centenary of the end of World War I, November 11, 2018, in which he claimed that
      


      
        [p]atriotism is the exact opposite of nationalism. Nationalism is a betrayal of patriotism. In saying “our
        interests first, whatever happens to the others,” you erase the most precious thing a nation can have, that
        which makes it live, that which causes it to be great and that which is most important: Its moral values.
        (The Washington Post, November 11, 2018)
      


      
        Thus evaluations change. Dr. Johnson once famously decried patriotism as “the last refuge of the scoundrel”!
      


      
        2This process normally takes the
        detour of a distinction between states and governments. The latter can be seen to have fallen foul of their
        ideal role and mishandled their task, whereas the state usually remains pure: the ideal servant of the People.
      


      
        3See https://wir2018.wid.world/part-2.html. Accessed
        November 9, 2018.
      


      
        4See https://data.oecd.org/inequality/income-inequality.htm. Accessed November 14, 2018.
      


      
        5As an illustration of the UK
        difficulties in this regard, see the following from The Guardian, November 12, 2018, where the former
        education secretary, Justine Greening (Cons.), has the following to say about Brexit and sovereignty. She is
        asked by journalist Peter Walker if she thinks Parliament will support the Theresa May plan for Brexit. “No, I
        don’t think so. I think that was clear back in the summer, that parliament is gridlocked” […] “The reality is
        this deal isn’t about taking back control—you’re actually giving back control, it turns out, and we’ll have a
        massive loss of sovereignty, less say on the rules that we’ll have to follow, and that’s why people should have
        the chance to have their say on it.” Britain would be taking back formal sovereignty (“rules that we have to
        follow”) but losing substantive influence (“giving back control”—“loss of sovereignty”).
      

    

  


  
    
      

      
        Chapter 3
      


      
        THE PEOPLE AND POPULAR SOVEREIGNTY. BACK TO BASICS, AND
        ONWARD …
      

    


    
      Questions that keep popping up when populism is the subject of discussion or analysis regularly have to do with
      “the people,” since populists always refer to the people as the ultimate source of legitimacy, authority and
      rightful rule. What then is the people, how does it manifest itself, what are its relations to sovereignty,
      nation, democracy, constitutionalism and “the masses,” and how should we understand the concept of popular
      sovereignty, which everybody seems to support but which nevertheless constantly gives rise to disagreements,
      debate, worry and differing—sometimes even mutually exclusive—interpretations?
    


    
      Many enlightened and well-informed efforts have been made to get to grips with these issues (among them Kalyvas
      2005; Laski [1919]
      2008; Loughlin and Walker 2007; Marchart 2005; Morgan 1988; Morris
      2000; Ochoa Espejo 2011; Spång 2014), but in recent times most notably by
      Margaret Canovan, who in her The People (2005) makes a
      valiant effort to ask many of the right questions and to answer them extensively and succinctly, both
      conceptually and with a view to the historical intricacies of the notion in a variety of nation-states and from
      the vantage point of different academic disciplines (history, politics, philosophy, discourse theory,
      linguistics, etc.). She is herself steeped in the Anglo-American tradition and makes no bones about it (see
      notably Chapter 5), but is also able to include the views of
      both German and French intellectuals and some Latin and South American approaches to boot.1
    


    
      Canovan is mainly concerned with unveiling the ambiguities and confusions surrounding the concepts of “the
      people” and “popular sovereignty,” both synchronically and diachronically. Is “the people” a collective unity or
      just a mass of individuals; abstract or concrete; sovereign nation or sovereign “in reserve”; constituent or
      constituted; dignified or “rabble”? These are some of the problems that pervade
      her account throughout, exemplified well in the following quote:
    


    
      that sovereign people is an elusive entity, not to be equated simply with a majority vote at a particular time.
      Indeed, “the people” as an entity or group capable of exercising power is/are not readily available. Far from
      being a given, it/they has/have to be in some way constructed, mobilized or represented to be in a position
      either to wield power or be checked in doing so. The people as the population of individual citizens of a state
      do not in themselves add up to a collective agent. (2005, 88–89)
    


    
      The ambiguities are here linguistically represented by the options between the (peculiarly English distinction
      of) singular and plural verbal forms and the forms of pronouns: has/have, it/they and so on. If we refer to the
      subject as “it,” we assume it to be a single unit; if as “they,” we must be thinking of the individuals that make
      up the “multitude,” the common people. But even more importantly, Canovan correctly points to the varying
      assessments of “the people” as a threat to civilized rule, as “the mob” (which necessitates Hobbes’s Leviathan,
      the centralized state), a gathering of revolutionaries (e.g., the Levelers and the Luddites) and a
      constituent of the very same civilized rule (“wield power or be checked in doing so”). In Chapter 5 she discusses Hobbes and Locke, respectively, as
      philosophical representatives of these two disparate views.
    


    
      She further points to important discussions hinging on the question whether “the people” is a myth or empirical
      reality, and (on p. 92) takes issue with Edmund Morgan (1988) and
      Bernard Yack (2001), who argue that the sovereign people is a
      “purely abstract conception,” a fictive, mythical being constructed for the purpose of building legitimacy and
      delegating authority to those who in real terms wield power—not because this view is in itself wrong but because,
      in Canovan’s view, the people “are also concrete individuals.” Ultimately, however, she does not solve the puzzle
      but leaves us with an enigma. “The people” seems to have all of the above features, but in different
      circumstances and a bit dependent on the taste of the interpreter. The concept stays elusive.
    


    
      Interestingly, not least for the context in this book, Canovan also addresses the moot question of the
      relationship between the people, popular sovereignty, populism and democracy and makes a number of pertinent
      observations and reflections in that regard—in spite of (maybe because) not being blinded by the wave of populist
      mobilization and the varieties of more or less scaremongering interpretations of it now sweeping Europe and the
      world.
    


    
      There is not the space available to comment on all the points made and the
      conclusions drawn. I will skip her account of the historical development of populism, which, however relevant, is
      less pertinent in this context, and will limit my comments to what she has to say about the populism of the
      present day (concretely the 1990s and the beginning of this century), to what in Canovan’s terms is called “New
      Populism,” that is, the politics of Jean Marie le Pen, Jörg Haider, Umberto Bossi, Pim Fortuyn, Pauline Hanson,
      Preston Manning and Hugo Chavez.
    


    
      First of all, she manages to define the core of populism distinctly as an “appeal to the notion of ‘the people’
      as ultimate source of legitimacy” (p. 80) and in effect to dismiss the still widespread view, based on normative
      liberalist assumptions, that it is to be viewed as “pathological symptoms of some social disease” (p. 81). She
      also identifies the key question to be what it is that actually attracts many people to support this kind of
      political trend and intimates that it may have to do both with an incipient loss of trust and with suspicions of
      elite corruption (both politicians and parties) (p. 82).
    


    
      In other words, Canovan treats the phenomenon as it should be, as a popular reaction to political circumstances,
      and thus implies that it at least has a rational basis. She proceeds to ask why or to what extent
      populists have a point when they argue that they and not their liberal opponents are the true democrats, though
      “liberal democracies” may claim to be the rightful representatives of democracy (p. 83). So,
    


    
      [i]n claiming power for the people and calling on those people to redeem the polity, populists are highlighting
      fundamental assumptions of contemporary politics: that the ultimate source of authority is the sovereign people,
      that all legitimate political power is based on the consent of the people, and that the people are capable on
      occasion of withdrawing legitimacy from one regime and bestowing it on another. (p. 84)
    


    
      The latter point in fact touches on the issue of separatism and secession, though Canovan does not say as much.
      Instead, she ventures into a discussion of “direct” versus “representative” democracy and “limited government”
      and points to the aristocratic roots of the latter concept, something which may sometimes lead to governments
      conducting politics that is “contrary to popular opinion” and to “curbing popular access to politics.” Thus,
      populists may actually, in her view at least, have a point when they “see in contemporary politics a conspiracy
      to keep power from the people, and they are dangerous precisely because they are right” (p. 85; my
      emphasis). Liberal, democratic politicians are convinced that power resides most safely in their own hands, that
      the secret of the democratic system is that people should be represented and not represent themselves (hence direct democracy is viewed as anathema), that the state interest is
      best taken care of by themselves and that popular sovereignty only functions when citizens have abandoned their
      personal sovereignty and converted it into state sovereignty, that is, the definitional monopoly of governments
      and their institutions. In that sense they are intent on preserving their power and keeping it from the
      people. In normal times, the people accept this state of affairs, though not without complaints, but when elites
      are seen to mismanage their trust, this is when the plot thickens.
    


    
      This is clearly a different and much more nuanced story than the one telling us about extreme right-wing
      nationalism, pathological tendencies or illiberal, undemocratic preferences. Yet, the narrative is still
      incomplete and to some extent erroneous. For if “the people”—whether as constituent “sovereign in reserve” or
      just as “popular multitude”—strike power holders as “dangerous,” while the same elites maintain that the people
      is their ultimate reference and source of legitimacy, we are left with a puzzle, which parallels the unsolved
      question of who in fact the people may be and how their national identity may be constituted. I argue that the
      reason Canovan and some other political philosophers (e.g., Mény and Surel, Morgan, Taggart, Thom, Yack) have not
      managed to solve the enigma is because they sometimes ask the wrong questions or make erroneous assumptions, and
      at other timers answer the right questions in the wrong way.
    


    
      Examples are, inter alia, the assumption that there is a relevant distinction to be made between the people as a
      collectivity and individual persons. Or that we need to choose between the people as an abstraction and as
      factual reality. Or misunderstanding the nature and features of the “common weal,” the general interest and the
      Rousseauesque volonté générale, which Canovan occasionally mentions but does not present as core to her
      narrative. When in an earlier quote she argued that “[t]he people as the population of individual citizens of a
      state do not in themselves add up to a collective agent,” this in effect contains both the important insights and
      the deficiencies of her approach. For “as citizens” that is exactly what they do, that is, constitute the
      “collective agent” of a state, form the electorate and criticize, accept or applaud the decisions, policies and
      behavior of the individuals they have elected to represent them. It is their status as “citizens” that makes them
      develop, nurture and celebrate their national culture and identity; makes them regard themselves as morally
      superior to “foreigners” on the other side of the national borders or to people on the inside who merely have
      obtained residency permits; and makes them feel shame and embarrassment when their representatives in sports,
      politics or cultural affairs do not comport themselves in accordance with the pride they expect the same
      representatives should give them occasion to feel.
    


    
      In addition, the morality of their national citizenship potentially also rubs
      off on their relations with their own elites and can, as shown by the populist reactions, be used to denigrate
      elites as morally inferior “others” on the background of the people’s inverse celebration of themselves. In other
      words, the moralistic imagination of politics, which populism represents according to Jan-Werner Müller’s
      well-known definition (Müller 2016, 19–20), is well taken,2 but not the invention of the
      populists; they borrow and exalt it on the basis of nationalist normality.
    


    
      People do all this as (moral) individuals and as a national collectivity, an Allgemeinheit, an
      abstraction of sorts. There is no difference on this level between individual persons (as, e.g., taxpayers,
      electors, soldiers, diplomats, members of charities or the like) and the collective of which they are a part,
      only as regards quantities. As such, citizens are pars pro toto—a part representing the whole.
    


    
      But people have another and quite different characteristic, that is, as carriers of particular interests, not as
      a collective volonté générale, but as representatives of the volonté de tous, as Rousseau calls
      this phenomenon (Rousseau [1762] 1913/1913; see further Allen
      1961 and Canivez 2004).3 However, in
      this latter capacity they are not citizens, but individual, private persons (or groups) equipped with inalienable
      human rights, the naturalized foundation of the political state, but nevertheless diametrically opposed to their
      moral superstructure as well as to their competitors or opposite numbers in the makeup of civic society. Let’s
      take a closer look at this double personality of the private, egoistic, particularistic, unselfconscious person
      on the one hand and the moral citizen on the other. This we do best by initially harking back to a well-known but
      today almost forgotten classic text, Karl Marx’s treatise On the Jewish Question from 1843 (Marx [1843] 1978).
    


    
      It is, first of all, no coincidence that the text has almost reached the stage of oblivion. There are basically
      three reasons for this. The first is that it takes its point of departure in a historically specific and now
      seemingly irrelevant (or superseded) debate about the demand of the Jewish community in Germany for emancipation
      from a Christian state that hardly deserves the epithet of “state”; Marx enters this debate by analyzing and
      taking issue with a paper (titled Die Judenfrage [The Jewish Question]) by Otto Bauer (1843), while demonstrating why Bauer’s arguments have an inherent limit,
      partly because they treat the issue as a strictly theological question, as opposed to both political emancipation
      and what Marx terms the emancipation of man; but especially because Bauer sees a contradiction between
      religiosity on the one hand and political emancipation, the existence of free citizens on the other. Not that
      this debate about the relation between religiosity and the religious basis and commitments of states is in fact
      irrelevant to our time—quite the contrary (cf. e.g., Israel, Poland, Serbia, Iran, Saudi Arabia, etc.—even in a
      small way Denmark), but the historical specificity of the immediate context
      might well have contributed to a loss of interest in the text.
    


    
      The second reason is that this is a difficult text in a number of ways. The argument is couched in complicated
      wording and abstract concepts, it is terse and condensed and on the surface seems to be mainly concerned with
      religious issues. It is true that religion and religiosity play a vital part in the argument, but mainly as a
      prism through which Marx manages to reveal some of the basic features of the society he lived in and the
      consequences for human beings.
    


    
      The third reason is more speculative: I have a hunch that the fact that the author actually manages to level a
      rather harsh critique against not just religiosity, but the societal and political setup that we have constructed
      for ourselves, might well have contributed to its current obscurity. As Marx argues,
    


    
      since the existence of religion is the existence of a defect, the source of this defect must be sought in the
      nature of the state itself. […] That is why we explain the religious constraints upon free citizens by the
      secular constraint upon them. […] We do not turn secular questions into theological questions; we turn
      theological questions into secular ones. […] We criticize the religious failings of the political state by
      criticizing the political state in its secular form. (1978, p. 31)
    


    
      These types of argument did not endear Marx to the intellectual or political avant-garde of his own time and
      probably not to that of the present day either. Nevertheless, they are worth closer inspection, because they have
      more than an incidental bearing on the question of people, populism and democracy.
    


    
      Marx initially refutes Bauer’s argument that political emancipation necessitates the extinction of religious
      identity, first by asking the following question: “… from the standpoint of political emancipation, can the Jew
      be required to abolish Judaism, or man be asked to abolish religion?” He then answers the question by referring
      to the United States, the “free states of North America,” where “the Jewish question loses its theological
      significance and becomes a truly secular question” (Marx’s emphases). For “only where the state exists in
      its completely developed form [unlike in Germany and France at the time] can the relation of the Jew, and of the
      religious man in general, to the political state appear in a pure form.”
    


    
      And this pure form reveals that religion in the United States persists, though in the form of private devotion,
      different beliefs and a multiplicity of denominations. There is no state religion in the (northern) United
      States; nevertheless, religiosity is “fresh and vigorous,” which proves that “the existence of religion is not at
      all opposed to the perfection of the state.” “Thus the state may have
      emancipated itself from religion, even though the immense majority of people continue to be religious.” And his
      conclusion is clear: “Just as Christ is the intermediary to whom man attributes all his divinity and all his
      religious bonds, so the state is the intermediary to which man confides all his non-divinity and all his human
      freedom.”
    


    
      Or, in other words, man is not one single unit, but consists of two opposing, even contradictory parts, a private
      and a public. He is both a religiously devout egoist and a moral citizen, and in both capacities he has access to
      his end-goal and identity in “a roundabout fashion,” by means of a detour, a proxy, an “intermediary”: Christ and
      the State, respectively. But Marx adds that “[t]he political elevation of man above religion shares the
      weaknesses and merits of all such political measures,” while drawing direct parallels to the issue of private
      property, which at the time was abolished in one sense and retained in another. It was abolished as a privilege
      of select electors and representatives, but retained when the state proclaims that “every member of society is an
      equal partner in popular sovereignty” and that everybody has access to private property, regardless of
      “birth, social rank, education, occupation.” These latter are, then, “non-political distinctions.” So, “far from
      abolishing these effective differences, it [the State] only exists so far as they are presupposed,” that is, as
      the natural basis of politics, not as part of it—like religion.
    


    
      The temporary but important conclusion is the following, which deserved to be quoted in full:
    


    
      The perfected political state is, by its nature, the species-life of man as opposed to his material life. All the
      presuppositions of this egoistic life continue to exist in civil society outside the political sphere, as
      qualities of civil society. Where the political state has attained to its full development, man leads, not only
      in thought, in consciousness, but in reality, in life, a double existence—celestial and terrestrial. He lives in
      the political community, where he regards himself as a communal being, and in civil society where he acts simply
      as a private individual, treats other men as means, degrades himself to the role of a mere means, and becomes the
      plaything of alien powers. The political state, in relation to civil society, is just as spiritual as is
      heaven in relation to earth. It stands in the same opposition to civil society, and overcomes it in the same
      manner as religion overcomes the narrowness of the profane world; i.e. it has always to acknowledge it again,
      re-establish it, and allow itself to be dominated by it. Man, in his most intimate reality, in civil society, is
      a profane being. Here, where he appears both to himself and to others as a real individual he is an illusory
      phenomenon. In the state, on the contrary, where he is regarded as a species-being, man is the imaginary member
      of an imaginary sovereignty, divested of his real, individual life, and infused
      with an unreal universality. (my emphasis, UH)
    


    
      In this way, citizens, as citizens, as “communal beings,” elevate themselves above the mess and become
      part of the imaginary sovereign people, which refuse to recognize civil particularism and regard and
      define every member as free and equal, however much their moral existence as abstract persons—and the state which
      they erect to overcome the unbearable contradiction and take care of their sovereign tasks—may have to accept
      being dominated by and subjected to their profane half.
    


    
      Man as a member of civil society is identified with authentic man, man as distinct from citizen, because he is
      man in his sensuous, individual and immediate existence, whereas political man is only abstract, artificial man,
      man as an allegorical, moral person. Thus man as he really is, is seen only in the form of egoistic man, and man
      in his true nature only in the form of the abstract citizen.
    


    
      This, the fulfillment of the volonté générale, the realization of the political dream of citizens, may be
      the ideal endpoint of a long history of emancipation from historical bonds, dependencies and personal subjection,
      but it is nevertheless full of deficiencies, separations and contradictions, and entails a fallback to both
      religiosity and alienation. In Marx’s words, “[t]he members of the political state are religious because of the
      dualism between individual life and species-life [German: Artsleben], between the life of civil society
      and political life. […] Political life is Christian4 in the sense that man, not merely one man but every man, is there
      considered a sovereign being, a supreme being; but it is uneducated, unsocial man, man just as he is in his
      fortuitous existence, man as he has been corrupted, lost to himself, alienated, subjected to the rule of inhuman
      conditions and elements, by the whole organization of our society […]. Creations of fantasy, dreams, the
      postulates of Christianity, the sovereignty of man—but of man as an alien being distinguished from the real
      man—all these become, in democracy, the tangible and present reality, secular maxims.”5
    


    
      Thus, as a final and fitting conclusion, “the consummation of the idealism of the state was at the same time the
      consummation of the materialism of civil society. The bonds which had restrained the egoistic spirit of civil
      society were removed along with the political yoke. Political emancipation was at the same time an emancipation
      of civil society from politics and even the semblance of a general content. […] man was not liberated from
      religion; he received religious liberty. He was not liberated from property; he received the liberty to own property. He was not liberated from the egoism of business; he received the
      liberty to engage in business” (Marx’s emphasis).
    


    
      This then is the basis for the well-known separation of individuals into private, selfish persons and moral
      citizens, Bürger and Staatsbürger. One is a singular monad competing for success and recognition in
      the bellum omnium contra omnes, using all available means to further their particularistic self-interests,
      alone or in groups, and relying on cultural backgrounds, religious convictions and psychological features to
      further or apologize for the results. The other one, the political person, is a moral being, abstracted from
      his/her other part, thinking about the ideal common interest (which in actual fact does not translate into
      material reality—this is the reason both for the creation of state institutions and for the continuous grumbling
      of groups and individuals) and setting up such conditions for the competition among its egoistic members that the
      outcome is acceptable, the outside world is duly impressed, relative peace is maintained and members feel pride
      in the national identity that has been bestowed on them.
    


    
      This also implies that the citizens and their state are both superior and inferior to civil society and its
      atomized composition. States, in the form of governments, set the abstract rules and define the laws that govern
      civil society—are in a sense the conductor—but it is civil society, private persons in their concrete, physical,
      profane existence, which de facto makes up the orchestra and plays the tunes that the formal governors need to
      dance to, whether in economic, social or cultural terms.
    


    
      Wherever people do not respect this separation of social roles, but let greed or other self-serving motives take
      over their general tasks, it leads to corruption, deception, amoral behavior or blatant criminal acts, which in
      turn provide grist to the mill for moralizing populists and austerity preachers of different kinds. Conversely,
      if private actors show too much “milk of human kindness” and fail to pursue the competitive path ruthlessly
      enough, they are decried as amateurs and softies and not infrequently let go by superiors or boards—in the latter
      instance, though, with a golden handshake. In the normal way of things, however, it is more common to encounter
      multiple forms of hypocrisy and sanctimoniousness, when private individuals do their best to convince the public
      that they have the best interest of the common good at heart and that what might benefit them is also
      fundamentally in the interest of the political community. Other people (or corporations) establish charities,
      foundations and prizes in order to rid their consciences of the egoism that has led to the accumulation of
      countless billions of dollars at others’ expense in the competitive race and in that way receive repentance for
      their “sins.” And yet others—like Donald Trump—attempt to align the political order more perfectly with the
      profit motives of the private world and boo the moral criticism that results
      from such openly cynical ventures as “fake news” which betrays the best interest of “the country” (see also
      Chapters 6 and 11). In any case, this existential dualism is not easy to handle and presents numerous problems for
      all kinds of citizens.
    


    
      On this basis, I contend, “the people” should be approached as a real abstraction, created on the basis of
      simultaneous interdependencies and conflicts among social groups. They depend on each other because of the
      societal division of labor, which necessitates that they exchange services, capital, money and labor power in
      order to accommodate the claims of the competitive system on which our society is built, and they do this by
      entering into agreed and state-condoned contracts on the basis of the competences they each possess on the basis
      of private property. This, on the other hand, presupposes that the social actors are not just different, but in a
      sense also stand in a relation of mutual exclusivity to one another as regards their particular private
      interests. It is this fact that of necessity generates the abstract citizens and their state, the
      legal-institutional framework which in turn guarantees (popular) sovereignty, leveling (equality), inward
      peculiarity and outward distinctiveness, both political and human rights, and security against threats. The state
      is subsequently able, because of its independent constitutional and legal form—and based on its authority, its
      monopoly of violence and its appeals to national identity and solidarity—to make claims on its people in their
      form as citizens of the nation-state and as (competitive) members of civil society.
    


    
      Thus the state appears as the institutionalized form of their abstracted free will. Popular sovereignty in turn
      shades into and is replaced by state sovereignty, logically and sometimes historically as well. “We, the People
      […],” as proclaimed at the very start of the US Constitution, contrasts and interacts with “I, the entrepreneur,
      the academic, the mechanic, the farm laborer, the CEO, the IT specialist, the bus driver, the communications
      specialist etc,” that is, with those who have special interests and pursue them in egotistic and particularistic
      manner. But these private people also know, intellectually or by bitter experience, that this alone will not do,
      will not create the social and political structure that they need and crave in order to fulfill their dreams of
      income, welfare, family life and professional progress as real, empirical human beings; on the contrary, relying
      on their mutually exclusive (class or sectoral) interests and pursuing them ruthlessly and without regard for the
      social other would destroy them all due to the strife and anarchy that would ensue (Hobbes 1651), so they need to abstract themselves from themselves and divide
      their being into the two parts portrayed by Marx above—the second being their self-conscious existence as true
      (political) beings, which ideally puts paid to destructive civil strife and transforms interests into ideal
      consensus and mere differences of opinion and political preference.
    


    
      In this way the atomized individuals elevate themselves above the mess and
      become part of the people, which refuse to recognize domestic particularism and see every member as free
      and equal. “The people” (the politicized version of “the nation,” see note 2) thus blots out differences of
      group, class and origin. The volonté générale is fiction and fact, legitimized and solidified in
      the “social contract” between governors and governed, and represented by (national) identities, the willed
      abstraction from specific needs and preferences within a limited territory, that is, that occupied by “the
      nation.”6 And despite liberal
      principles of diversity, it needs the strength of a “cohesiveness of values” to be effective on the moral and
      political level.7 “The
      people”—recognizing themselves as such via the detour of state—need governments that clearly prioritize them and
      support them as special, otherwise trust fails and elites start to lose their popular base in their efforts to
      rule “with the consent of the governed.”
    


    
      This seems to be what is happening in the case of eruptions of populist movements and affective defenses of
      national identities. The two kinds of social contract that our societies depend on—first, the vertical between
      state and people, and then the horizontal between classes, groups (insiders and outsiders) and regions—are in the
      process of breaking down. Nationalism in fact feeds off this constant and positive relation between historical
      and cultural trust (horizontally) and the “vertical” glue between people and state elites—based on the
      willingness and ability of the latter to maintain some measure of real political, economic and legal sovereignty.
      This double trust is essential for the transformation of the egoistic individual into a moral citizen and
      supporter of state and national identity. If it breaks down and trust between governors and governed fails (the
      contract becoming seen as broken), the outcome is in the balance.
    


    
      At this point the people come to see themselves as the protectors of national identities, cohesiveness and
      cultures, of the true “intergenerational loyalty” (Yack 2012),
      while the elites (political and economic, public or private) are seen to have defected to alien shores of
      transnational power and wealth, in the process abandoning the political and territorial sovereignty they were
      supposed to represent and which makes up a significant part of nationalism.
    


    
      This chapter has basically tried to unravel the mysteries of “the people” at a general and nonspecific level,
      that is, principally without regard to the particular national form that states and the general will assume in
      the real world, though with some concrete references to occurrences at the nation-state level. In Chapter 4 this will be the direct object of analysis and discussion.
      In other words, I will be reflecting on the issues, additional problems and possible explanations raised by the
      following core questions, which are central to our understanding of the theme of populism: one, how do the
      social or economic problems of private individuals become a problem with citizens’ national identities and conceptions of sovereignty? And two, how can we explain the
      national form—why are state identities national and thus “limited” (Anderson 1983)?
    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1For other central works by
        Margaret Canovan, see, e.g., Canovan 1981, 1998 and 2004.
      


      
        2Müller defines populism as
        follows: “a particular moralistic imagination of politics, a way of perceiving the political world that
        sets a morally pure and fully unified—but, I shall argue, ultimately fictional—people against elites who are
        deemed corrupt or in some other way morally inferior” (2016, 19–20; Müller’s emphasis). This is no doubt valid,
        though possibly incomplete, but omits to point out that the moral persons that make up the “fully unified”
        people originate in the normal, but ideal citizens of nation-states, who all have a “moralistic imagination of
        politics.” It would therefore be more adequate to call this populist vision a hyper-moralization of the normal
        fiction of politics as the concentration of the “general will,” which leads to contrasting the people’s
        sovereignty to both internal elites and external foes. See further below.
      


      
        3Allen:
      


      
        Rousseau argues that the general will is to the body politic, considered as an organism, what the will is to
        the individual man […]. Rousseau points out that “there is often a great deal of difference between the Will of
        All and the General Will; the latter considers only the common interest, while the former takes private
        interest into account, and is no more than the sum of particular wills”. (Allen 1961, 264)
      


      
        I would not argue that Rousseau is without obscurity and vagueness in his definition of the two concepts, but I
        see his differentiation as primarily focused on the important difference between abstract citizens and specific
        private interests in the burgeoning bourgeois society.
      


      
        4In the text, Marx distinguishes
        between religious belief and affiliation, which he sees as belonging to the private sphere, and a “Christian
        spirit,” which is present at the level of state and which is the ideal complement of abstract statism.
      


      
        5Marx’s use of language and
        concepts at this early stage of the development of his own thinking—“emancipation,” “alienation” and the
        like—is still characterized by a certain lack of concreteness and an evolutionist idealism, which, however,
        does not neutralize the important insights into consciousness, morality, religion, etc., contained in the
        writings of the early 1840s. Nevertheless, they contain a conceptual gap that cries out for specification. It
        is this gap that Grundrisse and Das Kapital later filled, where Hegelian idealism was properly
        reversed, and, for example, “alienation” was specified as rooted in the fetishism of commodities and the people
        analyzed as composed of its constituent classes.
      


      
        6See next chapter. It is essential
        to understand the precise connections between “people,” “nation” and “citizens.” The first is per se
        indicatively linked to its state through policies of ascription, self-definition and borders; the second is
        imaginative, mythical and pre-political (the subjunctive root of “people”); and the third indicates the members
        of the people as a collective political community, subdividing this “body” into ethnic (original) and civic
        (newcomer) members.
      


      
        7This point is actually more
        complicated than it seems at face value. While it is clear that uniformity of political rights is a must for
        all states and thus that “values” should be the same for all—and that to a lesser degree this also applies to
        human rights for all private individuals—the question of the need for a homogeneity of cultural and historical
        values to make civil societies “cohesive” is more contested. It entered into the historical template for the
        creation of European nation-states (see next chapter), but (immigration) experiences from, for example, the
        United States, the UK, Australia, Canada and India tell another story. Cultural, linguistic and religious
        diversity can be accepted, as long as citizens share the uniform political values of the community and treat
        their cultural preferences as a strictly private/secular phenomenon, and these preferences do not obstruct or
        hinder the smooth running of societal affairs.
      

    

  


  
    
      

      
        Chapter 4
      


      
        THE NATIONALIZATION OF THE PEOPLE
      

    


    
      Populism would be unthinkable if it did not base itself on the morality of citizenship that has just been
      outlined and that is an integral part of nationalism. The creation of this moral consciousness and of “national
      identity” is a complicated process, where the end-point reverses the point of departure (Hedetoft 1995, 27–34). Private persons set out to pursue their private aims and
      find out that this is not possible without taking other societal interests into account and making deals with
      them in various ways. This in turn generates the state and its institutions, because interests are often so
      antagonistic that they cannot be mediated without an agency representing the “common will” placed outside and
      above the private revenue holders—an agency to which people need to surrender their individual sovereignty. Since
      this institution—the state—cannot in fact neutralize the opposing interests and find a “golden mean” that will
      satisfy everybody permanently, it needs to inculcate a morality of citizenship and affective belonging in all its
      subjects, which comes over and above its more specific demands for taxes, civil and political participation,
      military prowess, austerity and so on, and shades into national identity and national pride, when the standing of
      the nation-state in an international, comparative perspective is at stake.
    


    
      All of a sudden, the concrete interests that formed the point of departure have been replaced by citizens’
      relativization of their material objectives, by abnegation and sacrifice, even gratitude for being allowed to
      possess a particular passport—the transformation being more serious for some social groups than others. But the
      dependence on politics and government policies also breeds a peculiar brand of critical attitude toward political
      elites, who are always seen to fall short of expectations and never totally to deliver on their promises. This
      can, provided the right context and if the requisite circumstances present themselves, develop into the
      anti-elitism and conspiratorial attitudes of populists—both “ordinary people” and elites who see a chance of
      pushing their own nationalist agendas.
    


    
      Müller (2016) is right in seeing
      the core of populism as “a moralistic imagination of politics,” setting the people against elites, but we have to
      be more precise in determining exactly how this imagination of populists is different from that of ordinary,
      banal, run-of-the-mill nationalism (Billig 1995), where people are
      also prone to criticize, debunk or despise political leaders who do not behave as they should—according to the
      dissatisfied citizens, who, incidentally, often do not complain about their state’s inability to accommodate
      their material desires, but just as frequently about its failure to provide them with the rights they demand, the
      sovereignty they want to see defended or the pride in being honorably represented internationally that they
      crave—in other words, fitting substance to support their abstract national identity.
    


    
      The key to the answer is, I believe, threefold. First, the political context must be right (Chapter 2); second, there need to exist populist politicians who are
      willing and able to take advantage of the situation as regards mobilizing people for the populist cause and
      against elites who are losing the trust needed to continue business as usual (Chapter 3 and following); and third, the people (and the state) must have been properly
      nationalized for the international order to be vilified and the foreigner to be ostracized. The remainder of this
      chapter will focus exclusively on this last issue.
    


    
      So far, we have regarded the people–state relationship in its pure form, which also means in its abstract form,
      where the global map is assumed to be a coherent whole. This, as we all know, is not the empirically correct
      picture. The world is carved up into cultural and political units, all presided over by a state, which in turn
      claims legitimacy because it refers to and often has the explicit consent of its nation—the pre-political form of
      “the people.”
    


    
      But why does the international order consist of multiple but very different pieces (different regarding size,
      power, governance, influence, respect, culture, mores, future prospects) that all have assumed the nation-state
      format—which does not presume that all governance is democratic? Why are identities national and thus “limited”
      (Anderson 1983)?1 And what has all this got to do with populism today?
    


    
      I posit that the main historical reasons have to account for the following six processes:
    


    
      
        •uneven development: preconditions come unevenly into existence, first in
        Europe;
      


      
        •nationalism via imperialism and dynastic rule—as secession, unification,
        centralization or popular insurrection against non-national elites;
      


      
        •the dissemination and materialization of ideas—the universal rumor of
        progress via particular nationalism;
      


      
        •the independence and revenge of former colonies and dependent territories;
      


      
        •the yearning for collective loyalty, trust, a
        culture promising security and familiarity, and the unification of national interest and national identity;
      


      
        •the difference between nationalism as a universal principle (UN, Human Rights)
        and nationalism as a concrete and subjective parameter of belonging.
      

    


    
      The first of these six arguments, uneven development, is as such both very significant and relatively
      uncontroversial, having been well established by researchers on nationalism, empires and globalization,
      particularly economists, human geographers, sociologists and anthropologists (among others Ernest Gellner, David
      Harvey, Immanuel Wallerstein). Applied to my context in this volume it implies that the development of the modern
      (nation-)state takes root in certain regions first (in the case of Western Europe after Westphalia: England,
      Holland, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, etc.), later to spread to other parts of the world, often through
      colonial routes of dissemination, while being accommodated to and merged with local traditions (ways of doing
      things, administration, forms of governance) as well as religious and cultural practices. Thus, the globalization
      of the nation-state was a long-drawn-out process, which stretched out over some four to five hundred years and
      can be argued to be still ongoing, though most of the world has been “nationalized” and this nationalization has
      been institutionalized through the creation of the United Nations (which should properly have been called the
      United States, had this name not been taken already) and other quasi-global or just Western institutions (WTO,
      NATO, ASEAN, MERCOSUR, the EU and so forth).
    


    
      The causes and preconditions of uneven development, inequalities and the creation of cores and peripheries
      (within or between nation-states) are many and less uniformly established (variously argued to depend on access
      to resources and education, political and economic oppression, environmental factors, cultural dependencies,
      religious loyalties, infrastructural conditions or simply historical coincidence and serendipity). But it is a
      fact that the forging of the modern bourgeois state was a long, complicated and piecemeal process that happened
      in stages, over considerable time spans, and through revolutions that broke with old patterns of production,
      distribution, belief and governance, and not infrequently by means of wars (of liberation, secession, unification
      or expansion), despotism, genocide and the concomitant reestablishment of rule, borders and new sovereignties,
      each with their own monopoly of force.
    


    
      The main point to stress in this context is that this kind of uneven historical development of states, nations
      and nationalism provides the overriding raison d’être for the forging of borders, the creation of separate state
      sovereignties and the concomitant struggle between them for wealth, power and prestige (until the end of World War II territory as well, though this happens less often today—but it does
      occur).2 It also explains the
      existence of antiforeign stereotypes and positive images of national selfhood. And it forms the basis for the
      creation of the “international community,” with its spate of institutions designed to reduce anarchy and increase
      uniformity and predictability in international affairs—including the EU.
    


    
      On the other hand, it also contains the permanent seed of conflict and bellicose perceptions between
      sovereignties, as they develop their interaction into interdependence. As Stanley Hoffmann correctly observed in
      Janus and Minerva (1987, 30), “[i]t is one of Rousseau’s
      deepest insights, one that shatters the liberal vision of world affairs—that interdependence breeds not
      accommodation and harmony but suspicion and incompatibility.” Interdependence in times of peace may well lead to
      wars, cold or hot, despite diplomacy and the existence of democracies. Liberal democracies may not go to
      war against each other, as Kant predicted,3 but they may transform into illiberal democracies or authoritarian autocracies. Populism
      should also be regarded in that light.
    


    
      What these processes imply is, interestingly, a relativization of sovereignty and hence an important addition to
      the results of the discussion in Chapter 3. There,
      sovereignty was defined as absolute, with the state ruling the people alone, with their consent, and having the
      monopoly of force at its disposal to shape the ideal common good as it saw best and in the process to disregard
      or accommodate any particular interest. In the international perspective, on the other hand, state sovereignty
      exists alongside other state sovereignties and has to take this fact of relative powerlessness into account.
      Heads of governments can try to project state interests onto the rest of the world, they can subordinate them to
      those of other states, they can wage a war against these states or they can strike a deal with other state
      elites. In all these cases, they have de facto lost the sovereignty that was their point of entry and have been
      reduced to just another chess piece among many others, to the competition among states, where what matters are
      the chips you bring to the table, the outcome being uncertain for all players, though for some more than others.
      The EU and its “pooling of sovereignty” among member-states encapsulate the situation in a nutshell. Governments
      are no longer the Schmittian sovereign deciding (more or less) alone over the “state of exception,” but have been
      thrown back to the competitive sphere (which they sought power to escape), on another level admittedly, but the
      experience of powerlessness is nevertheless hard to swallow.
    


    
      Populist leaders no doubt dream more intensely than ordinary democratic elites about neutralizing this condition
      and determining as much as possible by themselves, and definitely more than now. Hence international
      interdependence, brokering deals and, particularly, having to accept rules that
      were not made within their own sphere of sovereignty are anathema to these political elites, as well evidenced by
      Trump, Orbán and Erdogan, even Putin—though he probably does not qualify as a run-of-the-mill populist.4 Their success depends on the
      continued support of a majority of their peoples: the more they can appeal to national identity, to the threat it
      is under from alien forces and the need to “put xyz nation first,” the more popular the populist demagogues5 hope to be and the more they can
      convince the people that they are of benefit to them, if only “we” put a stop to foreign influence and migrants
      trying to compromise “our” cultural homogeneity. This is the populists’ “moral imagination of politics” as
      regards the international area; Orbanism is a prime representation of this kind of discourse and ideology.6
    


    
      The second argument—nationalism via imperialism and dynastic rule—has already been touched on. This has
      primarily to do with the nationalizing process in Europe and its close environment to the east and southeast,
      where nationalism effectively began and in different variants revolted against the feudal, autocratic or
      absolutist orders. Nations became peoples, and their representatives among intellectuals
      (Bildungsbürgerschaft), protestant leaders and the incipient bourgeoisie (merchants, bankers and large
      farmers) turned into champions of the national cause, while clamoring for a new politics recognizing the rights
      and liberties of private individuals and for a national politics that would unite people and state in a
      new type of compact, based on the political emancipation of citizens and a human emancipation of the private
      individual (Chapter 3). This process in some places required
      the unification of regions and loyalties (e.g., Italy, Germany), in others centralization (e.g., France) and in
      yet others separatism and secession from empires, sometimes voluntarily and others based on defeat in wars
      (Belgium, Hungary, Switzerland; later the separation of nations in ex-Yugoslavia and Eastern Europe) (Gellner
      1983; Hedetoft 2004; Hroch 1985 and 2015; Schieder 1992).
    


    
      In the Nordic region we find examples of all these variants: Norway was created through the dual separation from
      Denmark, first, and then from Sweden, and became recognized as a sovereign nation-state in 1905. Denmark lived
      through a long process of diminution from a large, imperial state, through a series of defeats in wars (most
      importantly to Prussia in 1864), while finding its current citizenry and territory (“little Denmark”) in 1920,
      when part of the territory lost to Prussia was returned to Denmark following two referenda in Schleswig and
      Holstein. Sweden also shrunk over the centuries from a major European power to the borders it has today, but has,
      to some extent, retained a national spirit of openness and pride in its international achievements, which sets it
      apart from the Danish spirit of modesty and almost militant emphasis on homogeneity. This Swedish spirit,
      welcoming diversity and newcomers, is currently under severe pressure from the Sweden Democrats, the most vocal
      representation of populist politics in Sweden right now and a serious challenge
      to mainstream parties (see Chapter 7).
    


    
      What is important about these processes in our context is that they have the people as their primary focus
      (of sovereignty, legitimacy and identity) through a process of nationalization within borders and on
      territories seen as organically belonging to the respective peoples, who revolt against the subjection to
      non-national rulers/elites, and either initially or gradually come to see themselves as culturally,
      linguistically and historically originating from the same genus and therefore owe solidarity, loyalty and common
      political destiny to each other—despite their private status. “We have made Italy; now we must make Italians”
      (“Fatta l’Italia, bisogna fare gli italiani”), as the Piedmontese statesman and nationalist Massimo d’Azeglio is
      reported to have said after the wars of Italian unification in 1861.7 At the very least, it correctly implies the general truth that national
      identity is not an essentialist or perennialist phenomenon that finally found its right political expression, but
      one that had to be devised, worked on and implanted into individuals in order to make them collectively identify
      with their state and turn this identification into something existential and natural.
    


    
      This should not be taken to mean that elites can devise or construct national identities at will. There
      must—apart from a movement mobilizing for nation-states and identities and apart from the requisite political
      will—8 be a number of historical
      preconditions present to satisfy the specific nature and extent of the limited character of nationalism in all
      cases (having to do with culture, language, religion, memory, morals, etc.), and prospective citizens must be
      able to see a material advantage for themselves in not just supporting political programs of a national character
      but internalizing the nationalizing ideologies on the level of cultural disposition, self-image and “civil
      religion,” as Rousseau already called it in the eighteenth century (Rousseau [1762] 1913, Book IV, chapter 8). This is what Bernard Yack (2012) succinctly refers to as “intergenerational loyalty,” which the nationalizing elites in Europe
      adeptly squared with their ideas of political sovereignty, the monopoly of force and territorial borders. And the
      “magic” worked. Italy successfully produced Italians, France Frenchmen, Germany Germans, Hungary Hungarians,
      Denmark Danes and even Switzerland the Swiss people with a Swiss identity (despite the many languages). It did
      not happen overnight, and there were countless disputes over the correct drawing of borders,9 but in a long historical perspective, nevertheless
      surprisingly fast and simultaneously. The national idea obviously appealed to people as well as elites, and
      though we still have to determine its universal formula of success, some of it seems today rather understandable
      and may help us interpret populism better.
    


    
      The crucial point, I believe, is that nationalism offered an attractive package
      consisting of self-determination, freedom of expression, economic development, cultural belonging, educational
      opportunities and political influence, all wrapped in the form of “rights” and spiced with intimacy, familiarity
      and clear demarcations between “us” and the rest of the world. In other words, nationalism and the nation-state
      came to represent progress and, gradually, some variant of “welfare” as well. That it also represented
      recurrent economic crises; militarization, wars, skirmishes and showdowns with “the other”; political
      revanchism; a continuous redrawing of borders; misery, humiliation and death for lots of citizens—all of
      these drawbacks seemed less obvious and were not able to detract from the historical advantages that
      bourgeois modernity (correctly) implied as regards the results of technological advances, rapid industrialization
      and a general increase in living standards and even life expectancy.
    


    
      Nationalism was a success, even its military adventures were enthusiastically supported by the popular masses
      (after all they were directed against the evil Other), and national identities spread across the European
      continent. In spite of World War II and the disrepute into which it initially threw nationalism, and despite
      attempts to overcome it in the form of the European Communities and later the EU, it has nevertheless proved to
      be very hard to ignore and has, inter alia, dragged populism along with it (more later). In the meantime, its
      “positive” rumor preceded it and nationalism spread to other parts of the world, partly on the background of
      President Wilson’s “14 points”10
      toward the end of World War I and the weakening of European colonialism caused by World War II.
    


    
      This is my third argument: that the dissemination and materialization of national ideas—the
      universal rumor of progress via particular nationalism—had a significant impact on the entire
      globe, and rather quickly too. It was, somewhat perversely, disseminated to India, Australia, Canada and so
      forth, generally via routes of communication established by the British Empire and the British Commonwealth; or
      to the socialist part of the globe in the form of opposition to bourgeois rule and the belief in “socialism in
      one country.” In both cases, nationalism spread largely due to resistance to the political regime in European
      imperial nation-states (and the United States) and to the cultural and economic consequences of the subjection of
      other states and regions, which the colonial regimes had entailed and not yet had the will to relinquish.11
    


    
      Decolonization was widely legitimated by reference to Wilson’s emphasis on self-determination and the national
      basis for the declaration of human rights. It took World War II for Britain to accept—with a little help from
      their American friends—the need to bow to the oppositional forces in India, the Jewel in the Crown, in Africa and
      in the West Indies, regions where the national idea was powerful and powerfully
      employed against British rule (Hedetoft 1985). This aspect
      involves my fourth argument, namely that nationalism became a weapon in the hands of anticolonialists. The
      independence and historical revenge of colonies and dependent territories took advantage of a tool developed in
      the colonizing heartlands of Europe; nationalism became a double-edged sword, promising cultural recrimination
      and material progress at the same time.
    


    
      In this “dialectic” way nationalism became a global presence, though far from always with a democratic type of
      government in all regions, or only with one that shrouded itself in democratic garb but was in fact autocratic,
      even despotic. The nominative support of the people became a ritual all over the globe and elections—however
      rigged—the legitimate avenue to power. The globe was cut up into some 200 national pieces, all to varying degrees
      “limited” and “sovereign,” and all requesting loyalty and expressions of support and “organic” belonging from
      their citizens.
    


    
      The main point, however, is that the universal feature of nationalism in a global historical perspective is that
      it is replete with promises and hopes for progress and manages to combine this presumed goal with the yearning
      for collective loyalty, a culture promising security and familiarity, and—not least—the unification of interest
      and identity within the same territorial and political shell. This presupposes a high degree of trust in the
      governing (and financial) elites, which in turn depends on the will, ability and capacity of the same elites to
      deliver the goods in the last resort. This is the fifth argument. Culture, economics and politics have to
      come successfully together for the compact to be maintained across situations of crises, scandals and
      disappointments, the more so the better educated the populace become and the more they are able to hold elites to
      account.
    


    
      The people reemerge as a new and significant factor in the life of nation-states, the more so as the same
      national receptacle shows itself unable to accommodate their hopes and expectations, and the more their national
      identity is squeezed, partly by its potential divorce from the material constituent of nationalism (income and
      welfare) and partly by seeing elites either compromising the cultural homogeneity on which their identity
      was originally predicated, by allowing it to be mixed with other cultures through immigration and the softening
      of borders, or using national sovereignty as a bargaining chip in international negotiations (Adler-Nissen
      and Pram Gad 2013; Hedetoft 2008). For political elites, this is undoubtedly in the national interest. Not necessarily so when
      viewed from the standpoint of ordinary people’s banal national identity. It is this kind of (potential) mental
      cleavage between the defense of existential identity and the pursuit of interest (political, economic or
      military), as well as the ensuing radical disappointment among sections of the
      People, that provides the sap of populism. Before expanding on this point, let me develop my final
      argument.
    


    
      There is an important difference between nationalism as a universal principle, which is the result of its global
      dissemination and institutionalized in the UN Charter and the Declaration of Human Rights, and nationalism as
      referring to a concrete political sovereignty and an affective parameter of belonging. The first of these
      constitutes a system and recognizes all the members of the system as equal—just as states recognize their own
      citizens. The system in turn expects its members to recognize each other and thus to relativize their positions
      in view of the larger goal—increasingly defined by the UN as peace, reconciliation, the fight against diseases,
      global development, a sustainable environment, migrants’ rights and so on—issues that are out of sync with the
      populist agendas around the world, more because they are seen as a misrepresentation of the original UN policies
      on sovereignty, the respect for national cultures and noninterventionism—a slide into “globalism”—and less
      because the populists are universally against the UN per se. As Holm and Tjalve (2018) rightly remark, for the populists (they call them the national Right parties), “the
      original UN Charter of 1945 is something of a ‘constitutional absolute,’ that must be saved from the hands of the
      globalists […]” (p. 8), and they quote an address by Trump in September 2017 to the UN, in which he honored “the
      right of every nation in this room to pursue its own customs, beliefs, and traditions. We only ask that you honor
      our sovereignty in return. […] We reject the ideology of globalism, and we embrace the doctrine of patriotism”
      (ibid.).
    


    
      From the perspective of the individual member, that is, the nation-state, the situation looks very different. If
      they—at least the prominent western and eastern members—are to agree to the existence of a United Nations
      organization, this institution must be a decided benefit to their own country. I would not go as far as Holm and
      Tjalve and assume that sovereign nation-states with populist regimes would actually opt for the establishment of
      a UN of sorts if they acted in a tabula rasa situation (note Trump’s distinction above between “we” and “you”),
      but it is true that they are not on principle opposed to international institutions that do little harm and might
      possibly be an occasional advantage. This is also to some degree true for the populists’ policies and attitudes
      toward the EU or some other European organization of cooperation—a question where the European populists are
      divided, some (like Fidesz and the Italian League) wanting to reform, even take over the EU from the inside,
      others (like UKIP and the Brexit Party) preferring their country to withdraw (Holm and Tjalve 2018, 8).
    


    
      I think the solution is less complicated than that presented by my Norwegian colleagues. International
      institutions are for populists a means rather than an end. They may be used
      pragmatically to advance national interests, and sovereign nation-states cannot completely shut out the remaining
      world. Hence they trade with it; interact with it in terms of cultural interchange, sports and tourism; and make
      political deals to heighten the defense of their own borders, their people and their sovereignty. As emphasized
      by Fidesz in its manifesto of 2007 (called “A Stronger Hungary”), “Fidesz is of the conviction that the
      maintenance of the North-Atlantic alliance is in Hungary’s fundamental interest. For this very reason, in
      addition to supporting the European Union’s independent defence and security policy measures, Hungary will
      continue to have an interest in the maintenance of NATO, and in adapting to the new conditions that have
      emerged with the altered international relations after 11 September 2001” [my emphases].12
    


    
      However, when the question is one of respecting the sovereignty of other states in practice, we encounter
      doubts and vacillation. On a general level this is because they only recognize other states
      conditionally—that is, on condition that they can be instrumentalized for the interests of one’s own
      sphere of sovereignty. As John Bolton, the US national security advisor, said in the fall of 2018: “If I were
      redoing the Security Council, I’d have one permanent member: the United States.”13 In its own cynical way, the statement precisely
      encapsulates the attitude of populism in power: the Other is OK as long as he dances to my tune. Recognition can
      therefore concretely be withdrawn at a moment’s notice and does not have the unconditional nature foreseen in the
      UN Charter. For the same reason, though intervention in the affairs of other sovereignties would be something
      they would vehemently denounce if they were themselves the target, it is not beyond the horizon of possibilities
      for populists if they come to regard it as necessary for the maintenance of their own security or visions of
      national selfhood—which some apparently do (viz. the standoff between the United States and North Korea, the
      United States and China, the United States and Iran, Russia and Ukraine, Israel and Palestine, Turkey and the
      Kurds, etc.).
    


    
      They are always proficient in producing legitimate-sounding explanations and excuses (like “we do this to protect
      the People of xyz state against the illegitimate despots ruling the country,” or “part of our diaspora live on
      the soil of xyz state and this requires our intervention in this desperate situation,” or “xyz state is
      developing weapons to be employed against us, which we can’t accept”), but the bottom line is always apparent:
      like “our own” elites, these people are foreign, conniving and evil, plotting against us, and do not deserve our
      respect but rather our determined resistance.
    


    
      Nevertheless, it is beyond doubt that these are issues on which populists are divided, since some of them
      represent a more outright and principled nationalism than others, whereas the rest—either out of sheer national
      necessity or because they are more opportunistic in their practical political
      approach to “the world”—do not reject all types of international bargaining or cooperation out of hand. Populist
      nationalists can be internationally minded—though on strict conditions—but they are never
      globalists, because this, at least for them, implies giving in on their sovereignty, opening their borders and
      compromising their historical culture. For this, their people—that is, that part of the people who support
      them—would never forgive them, and they would not forgive themselves.
    


    
      The balance between these two forms of nationalism—the one that liberally and generally is disposed toward
      universally recognizing other nation-states and unconditionally accepting the institutionalization of their
      recognition—and the much more self-serving, inward-looking and chauvinistic type, which regards itself as the
      center of the universe and only accepts cooperating with others if it clearly benefits themselves, is currently
      tipping toward the latter. In fact, the former is on the verge of erosion, while the latter is being strongly
      reinforced, both in Europe and elsewhere, while the process is dividing peoples down the middle and introducing a
      climate of domestic nonrecognition and hatred of others.
    


    
      The People are thus simultaneously the generator, receiver and transmitter of this tumultuous change. Where
      formerly, in times that can be described as “mainstream nationalist,” the state belonged to the whole populace,
      served as the lightning rod of conflicts, and at least semiotically neutralized the very real differences among
      age groups, classes and regions, this is no longer the case. The state has in many locales developed into a
      partial one, which sides with certain sections of the People and refuses to recognize others, because of the
      political (or cultural) views they may be defending. National identity was in the past dependent on the “neutral”
      position of the state, allowing citizens to recognize each other in a “roundabout” way, by a detour, via the
      proxy of the state (in the same way that religious people once generally recognized themselves via the detour of
      their belief, in Christ or some other divinity). This is now in the process of radical change because of the new
      particularism of governments, which explicitly favors some citizens over others, who are, in one way or another,
      “excommunicated” from their own community. The political emancipation of the People, which was completed by a
      state setting its private individuals free to a condition of competitive anarchy, while maintaining their
      political and moral components within its own sphere of domination (Chapter 3), is being tilted if not overturned by these developments.
    


    
      The next chapter will be concerned with looking in greater detail at the whys and hows of this transformation, at
      the historical particularities and paradoxes of populism, and particularly at how the imagined end-goal of
      populist moralism—recapturing the semi-sacred sphere of national belonging—necessarily tends to develop into the very opposite of the function it was intended to
      fulfill, by generating deep-seated divisions and anarchy on the domestic stage and occasionally jeopardizing the
      continued existence of the sovereignty so ardently desired and vociferously fought for.
    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1Benedict Anderson defines the
        nation as
      


      
        an imagined political community—and imagined as both inherently limited and sovereign […] It is imagined
        because the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow-members, meet them, or
        even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their communion […].The nation is imagined as
        limited because even the largest of them, encompassing perhaps a billion living human beings, has
        finite, if elastic, boundaries, beyond which lie other nations. No nation imagines itself coterminous with
        mankind […] It is imagined as sovereign because the concept was born in an age in which the
        Enlightenment and Revolution were destroying the legitimacy of the divinely-ordained, hierarchical dynastic
        realm […] Finally, it is imagined as a community because, regardless of the actual inequality and
        exploitation that may occur in each, the nation is always conceived as a deep horizontal comradeship. (1983, 6–7)
      


      
        2Examples are the Russian
        annexation of the Crimean peninsula, China’s takeover of Hong Kong (and hopefully, in their view, Taiwan) and
        countless border disputes as well. In addition, we might consider the unification of the two Germanies, the
        Israeli–Palestinian conflict, the discussion between Denmark and Greenland about granting independence to the
        latter, the muted debate between the United States and Native Americans, and the continuous struggle between
        Turkey and the Kurds as centrally involving territorial issues.
      


      
        3Immanuel Kant [1795] 2007, Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch [Zum ewigen Frieden. Ein philosophischer Entwurf]. Minnesota: FQ
        Classics.
      


      
        4Because his stature and politics
        do not originate in a democratic setting (whether liberal or illiberal), having had an authoritarian-despotic
        quality from the outset, and even now only being dependent on democratic processes as convenient legitimacy. On
        the other hand, he does celebrate the Russian People, its historic qualities and greatness, the mission of the
        Russian nation in the world and regularly scorns Western states for being part of an anti-Russian collusion.
      


      
        5The term “demagogue” is here used
        in its descriptive meaning, widespread in classical Athens, referring to a speaker applying rhetorical tools to
        convince the audience about his arguments in the most effective manner, not as a person misleading,
        sweet-talking or manipulating the same audience. See Lane 2012,
        “The Origins of the Statesman–Demagogue Distinction in and after Ancient Athens,” Journal of the History of
        Ideas, Vol. 73, No. 2.
      


      
        6See, e.g., the following article
        on Orbán and Orbanism in Politico: https://www.politico.eu/list/politico-28/viktor-orban/. Accessed December 10, 2018.
      


      
        7According to his memoirs,
        published in 1866. See also C. L. Killinger (2002), The History of Italy. CT: Greenwood Press, 1. The
        statement may be apocryphal, but is nevertheless very expressive of the general mood of the time. See http://palizzi.scuolalocale.it/2017/03/17/17-marzo-1861-unita-ditalia/774?e=palizzi.
      


      
        8To be clear: the mere fact of the
        presence of these elements does not guarantee the formation of a nation-state. If it did, the UN would consist
        of several thousand members.
      


      
        9Renan’s famous lecture, What
        Is a Nation? (Renan [1882] 1996), was directly inspired by
        one of these conflicts, that is, that between Prussia and France, for example, about the provinces of Alsace
        and Lorraine and the most legitimate way of arguing their respective cases as regards language, identity,
        history and the people’s will—apart, naturally, from settling the matter in the direct military showdown
        enacted in 1870–71.
      


      
        10President Woodrow Wilson
        outlined his vision for postwar peace in a speech given to Congress about a century ago, on January 8, 1918, in
        which he outlined the principles on which a peace settlement should be based. They included, for example,
        self-determination for nations, a necessary resettling of borders, decolonization, territorial integrity and a
        general association of nations—later to materialize as the League of Nations and then the UN. The Versailles
        Treaty the following year was in fact founded on the 14 points. See http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/wilson14.asp and https://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php?flash=false&doc=62. Both accessed December 3, 2018.
      


      
        11Obviously, another line of
        causation can be found in the Soviet revolution of 1917, its ensuing insistence on isolating this “people’s
        state” from the outside world and its attempts to realize “socialism in one country.”
      


      
        12See http://fidesz-eu.hu/en/a_stronger_hungary_fidesz_presents_its_manifesto/. Accessed December 1,
        2018.
      


      
        13See https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/1486015/Theres-no-such-thing-as-the-United-Nations.html.
        Accessed December 6, 2018.
      

    

  


  
    
      

      
        Chapter 5
      


      
        FANTASIES AND PARADOXES OF POPULISM
      

    


    
      This chapter is not specifically about the UK, but it is nevertheless fitting to begin with a lengthy quotation
      that addresses the Brexit debacle, because it reveals something fundamental about populism and its inherent
      paradoxes.
    


    
      In a noteworthy article in The Guardian on December 2, 2018, the newspaper’s columnist, Matthew d’Ancona,
      makes the following astute comments on the process, which at the time anticipated the fate of Theresa May’s
      “Brexit deal” with the EU in the British House of Commons—comments that only miss the heart of the matter by an
      inch.
    


    
      
        For decades there was something close to a political consensus that the most important metric was economic
        prosperity. A wealthy nation was essential both to the aspirations of individual households and the funding of
        public services. The Tories might give greater weight to the former. […]
      


      
        Brexit is both symptom and cause of a breakdown in this consensus. It can no longer be taken for granted that
        senior politicians, or the voters themselves, will automatically and reflexively put national wealth first.
      


      
        As long ago as January 2014, Nigel Farage was explicit about this: “If you said to me, would I like to see
        over the next 10 years a further 5 million people come into Britain and if that happened we’d all be slightly
        richer, I’d say, I’d rather we weren’t slightly richer.” […]
      


      
        We have reached the point where, to an extraordinary extent, the implementation of the 2016 referendum result
        trumps all else. Why so? Because, as Farage declared with more candour than most mainstream politicians can yet
        muster, culture is nudging old-fashioned political economy out of its prime spot. Immigration is now the
        gravitational centre of the whole debate: a debate much less about national wealth or national sovereignty than
        national identity.
      


      
        Beneath all the talk of “control” and “global Britain,” there is the germ of an extremely unpleasant nativism.
        Again, we pesky centrists are told to be quiet and to heed the concerns of those who have been “left behind.”
        But since there is not a shred of respectable evidence that immigration has had more than a marginal impact
        upon public service capacity, wage levels or net welfare costs, I am forced to conclude that there is now a
        sufficiency of Britons who just don’t much like people of foreign extraction, and certainly don’t want many
        more of them around the place. […]
      


      
        We live in a world defined by the economic, social and cultural interdependence of nation states. And those who
        promise that leaving the EU will deliver “control” are really promising something quite specific: a social and
        cultural reboot. As well as being morally contemptible, of course, this is also a complete impossibility. But
        those who pose as our leaders have allowed this absurd and horrible vision of Britain’s future to take root.
        Let us be honest about what this is all about. And then let those who are responsible take full ownership of
        whatever consequences lie ahead. [my emphasis]1
      

    


    
      In this rather remarkable article, which is somewhat longer than what is here directly conveyed, d’Ancona manages
      to hit a number of nails on the head and—though he does not extract the theoretical results, as I will proceed to
      do below—actually to highlight some of the crucial features of populism, not just in the UK but universally as
      well, in a way that should give us pause.
    


    
      The most obvious point is the one that has to do with the link between economics and identity, wealth and
      culture. Nigel Farage says it clearly and without sugaring the pill: “I prefer our identity to economic
      advantages if that’s the choice. Rather poorer than subservient, rather sovereign than dependent.” D’Ancona
      characterizes this stance as impossible and (morally) contemptible, since “[w]e live in a world defined by the
      economic, social and cultural interdependence of nation states.” But whereas he is right about the practical
      impossibility of realizing the imagined goal of “taking back control” (see later), he is not spot-on about the
      morality question per se. Farage (now outside UKIP) and his followers at least see the situation differently: in
      their view, they have taken the moral high ground away from the global opportunists, elites that have filled them
      with empty promises for years, compromised their trust and left their British identity by the wayside.
    


    
      What is decisive about this debate is—whatever the differences between populists and “pesky centrists”—what they
      agree on, that is, that this is a basic choice between economics and culture, interest and identity, and that you
      cannot have your cake and eat it too. The columnist does not directly take a
      stance on the identity question, but it is clearly subordinated to that of wealth, interdependence and the
      continued progress of states, in other words, to a defense of either Margaret Thatcher’s free-market economism or
      Gordon Brown’s concern for the social collectivity—since both relied on the premise of a “strong economy.” This
      has now changed, as d’Ancona is aware: “I think something profound, unsettling but still underexplored, underpins
      this scale of priorities: a fundamental change that needs to be understood outside the day-to-day disasters of
      this useless government and even of the Brexit process itself.”
    


    
      He is right. Pitting the economy against questions of national identity is unprecedented, at least it has not
      been considered for well over 150 years. Nevertheless, it is a key feature of the populist awakening and an
      integral part of the semiotics of populism. It is not universally expressed as vigorously and emphatically as
      does Farage in the quotation, but it applies everywhere, whether in the policies of Trump slapping China with
      billions of import duties while simultaneously affecting the US car industry or agriculture negatively;2 in the Danish case where severe
      restrictions on the enrolment of foreign students and courses offered in English reduce the well-documented
      positive economic effects on the Danish economy of those foreigners who opt to stay after the completion of their
      degrees3; or the Hungarian
      vendetta against Soros and the CEU, which has popular support but does not in the least take the financial or
      foreign-policy side-effects into account.4 Populists’ concern with economic matters and what used to count as the national interest is,
      if not absent, at least negligible and at best secondary to the existentialism of their national identity,
      ordered national universes and cultural sovereignty. In the conventional terminology of political science, the
      economy and the national interest thus interpreted has moved from being the independent to the dependent
      variable. The pooling of political sovereignty has been overtaken by a uniform insistence on the centrality of
      cultural sovereignty, the ethnic purity of people and the intransigence of borders.
    


    
      This is the second area where d’Ancona is slightly off the mark. He argues that this is a debate “much less about
      national wealth or national sovereignty than national identity.” The fact is, however, that “sovereignty” has
      changed places and should now be bracketed with national identity rather than national wealth. Populists are
      without exception sensitive to leaving any part of their national sovereignty in the hands of others or just
      sharing it with other countries. This is because “sovereignty” for them has come to signify everything they feel
      passionately about and cannot abide to see disappear: national history, myths, legends, images, memories,
      culture, people, borders, wars and victimization, welfare systems and all the rest of the “intergenerational”
      fabric that enters into all kinds of nationalist phantasmagoria. It has been pulled away from the former primarily legal and political definition and has entered the realm of
      identities.
    


    
      Migrants and foreigners also loom large in d’Ancona’s article, for a (good) reason. Migrants are the human
      representation of the outside world, which in all populist narratives is surrounded with suspicion, fear and
      resentment. They are mobile and can pop up within your borders, they are often visibly foreign and they give rise
      to all sorts of negative stereotyping, racist slurs and defensive-aggressive political action. They are the
      “enemy within,” in other words, the object of discrimination and hatred. It’s OK to belittle and mock people who
      do not belong here, who (allegedly) do not contribute and who should go back where they come from. All this is
      true—as is the presumption of widespread English racism, however concretely understood. Nevertheless, I would
      argue, the role of migration in the populist imagination is often exaggerated or misrepresented.
    


    
      First, it is exaggerated because migrants only represent the fundamental issues, they are not their core.
      Imagine that there were no migrants or threats of immigration. This would not obviate the inequality problems
      stemming from effects of the liberal and global order, would not keep elites from being labeled as corrupt and
      would not prevent the dichotomy between national interest and national identity that we are seeing in the real
      world. It might help keeping ethnic diversity at bay, but that is only a small part of the populist problem.
      Migration crises trigger a heap of other issues that seem problematic to the populist mind, but they do not
      create the problems, nor do these problems disappear if the migration crisis abates. Hungary and Poland are still
      ruled by populist elites, although the percentage of immigrants in those countries is negligible and being
      reduced as we speak. In semiotic terms, the process confuses representation for object.
    


    
      Secondly, it is misrepresented, not because migration does not enter into the equation but because the specific
      reasoning behind the “extremely unpleasant nativism” is not identified correctly. Migrants are not just a sign,
      they are also part of the problem (object) in a peculiar way. They signify that the political regime has lost
      control, not merely of national sovereignty but of the last and most important part of national sovereignty that
      matters for political elites. The logic runs like this. First we lose control of our economy and our finances,
      then of our ultimate decision-making powers, then of our borders and finally of our popular base, which is or
      risks being polluted through immigration, diversity, intermarriage and multiple citizenships (read: identities).
      Thus, we lose control of the socialization of “our people” and, by implication, their undivided loyalty as well.
      This is both the view of populist ideologues and their ethnic base of supporters, who cherish popular sovereignty
      and their preferential position therein as much as do political leaders.
    


    
      However, it also manifests a predicament characterized by a perceived
      deficiency, for it represents the lack of control in the other areas of sovereign existence that migration
      symbolizes—even when it is not (or not yet) in itself a real danger. It therefore transposes the problem
      to other cultural and political domains (e.g., the lack of national control with health, law, housing, crime,
      finance, labor-market, education, international relations, etc.) and calls on populist representatives to tackle
      the entire sorry state of the nation-state and its identity. Thus, migration comes to occupy the triple role of
      sign, object and representation at the same time. Real problems become mixed and confused with the most unreal
      fantasies; imagined objectives lead to unimaginable results; and the moralistic vision takes over from hard-nosed
      analysis.
    


    
      We are in a sense reminded of Marx’s words from On the Jewish Question, cited in Chapter 3: “Creations of fantasy, dreams, the postulates of
      Christianity, the sovereignty of man—but of man as an alien being distinguished from the real man—all these
      become, in democracy, the tangible and present reality, secular maxims.” But it is Marx with a difference. Where
      in the 1843 version, abstract man carries out his political emancipation by subordinating his moral, conscious,
      but alienated self to his real life as a civil being in the competition between contradictory social actors,
      there the current situation reverses the relationship: the morality of populism aims to take full and complete
      control of the anarchic person. This is morality carried to its last resort: populists are willing to put their
      material interests on the back burner if only foreigners and corrupt elites can be quenched, borders be fortified
      and the pure national home be saved.
    


    
      If this must happen at the expense of democratic processes of the liberal kind, so be it, and the result is
      either “illiberal democracy” or outright authoritarianism—in both cases with a leadership structure that
      prioritizes charisma and affective bonding over the logic of economic rationality and clear-cut divisions between
      “private” and “public.” In turn, this implies the religiosity of populism (sometimes with a direct link between
      Church and State), the popular embrace of moderation and austerity for the grand cause of national belonging and
      thus a willing suspension of disbelief. For populists, “identity” trumps “interest,” the main objective being to
      safeguard the continuation and well-being of people as national citizens with a shared destiny and a
      common future. Nationalism becomes existential and nation and state fuse into one, according to this way of
      experiencing the world.
    


    
      However, measured by the standards of normal nation-state rules and practices, this half-deluded worldview is a
      step back from the rational advances made by “modernization.”5 Why? Mainly because of populism’s divisive attachment to a special
      definition of the constituent people; because of its basic neo-Puritan anti-materialism (in spite of some
      discourses to the contrary); and because it compromises the state’s function as
      the institutionalized volonté générale in favor of ruling (or intending to rule) for the “moral majority”
      only. Let’s look at these arguments in somewhat greater detail.
    


    
      Populists solve the question of who “the people” are by nominating a specific part (mostly the select hardworking
      and nationally minded section, those that globalization has ignored and those that ideologically represent them)
      to the status of the whole; the rest is excluded. This interpretation bypasses the legal definition of the People
      as those who possess formal citizenship and voting rights, and instead makes it into a moral question, where
      those persons and groups that share the policies and preferences of populists (and at the same time have
      the right background, origin and documents) are included, whereas the rest are excluded, marginalized and
      frequently mocked.6 The moral
      element of being a citizen—universally inherent in the notion of national citizenship, which everywhere
      prioritizes citizens over noncitizens and forms the universal basis for the biopolitics of nation-states—is thus
      reinterpreted, foregrounded and prioritized in order to bring back the yearned-for unity of people and elites—or,
      according to the populist worldview, rather to do away with elites and elevate the People (and their
      representatives) to the one and only sovereignty factor.7
    


    
      The irony is that whereas “the People” in this sense feel betrayed and left by the wayside by the liberal/global
      elites, and react loudly and vengefully (Wir sind das Volk!), the “popular constituent” of sovereignty and
      its homogeneity of culture is just about all that these elites have left of their power (see above). They (at
      least the political section) are mandated by the people, they refer to the people for their legitimacy, they tax
      the people for their financial resources and they organize educational activities in order that their popular
      base can represent the nation-state honorably in the global competition for revenue, recognition and influence.
      Without the people they would be nothing. This is a major reason why migration (rather, the curtailment of same)
      looms so large on national (not just populist) agendas. The suspicion is that migrants (particularly Muslim
      refugees) cannot be counted on, do not share the secrets of “our” national culture, have at best divided
      loyalties and work against the monocultural ideal, which most politicians in the last resort adhere to.8 In a society of “global diversity,”
      they would—so goes the populist nightmare—have lost the cultural cohesion that is a major part of what
      constitutes their remaining sovereignty and would have only raw power instruments left in their arsenal. They
      might still have the monopoly of force, but this is difficult to use effectively when power has become
      externalized from citizens and does not enjoy their backing.
    


    
      These developments are exacerbated by the increasing absence between class origin and party representation, in
      other words, by the increase in catch-all parties and the competition for votes
      on an equal footing. All parties refer to all citizens, not to their own special section of the population.
      Ideology (and thus the real leadership function of political actors) is scrapped in favor of trying to pander to
      voter whims. Differences between party programs and policies dwindle, the personal and moral elements of
      political actors are credited with extra significance9 and it becomes less easy to blame other parties and their politicians for
      decisions and policies that your own party backs as well. What remains is the narcissism of minor
      differences.10 Instead, domestic
      battles are externalized and other scapegoats are needed, whether in the form of EU, uncontrollable influx of
      “unassimilable” aliens or international occurrences beyond national control, like the environmental challenge,
      international terrorism or economic downturns.
    


    
      Such processes open the door to populism, conspiracy theories and the romanticization of the national past,
      activating memories of heroism and humiliations, fanning the flames of mistrust in elites and ideas of their
      betrayal of the real, hardworking, nationally based People: the morally informed victimization and revenge
      syndrome of populist mentality—and, in the process, emphasize the abnegation of their material desires and
      support the virulent defense of their national attachment.11 Further, it reintroduces political and cultural differences, even
      oppositions and sometimes contradictions, into a situation otherwise characterized by relative domestic consensus
      and international wheeling and dealing based on the recognition of other state actors in the European and global
      environment. The declared end-goal of populist policies might be “our own nation-state first and to hell with the
      others,” but the reality of these fundamental changes speaks a different language and leads us in very different
      directions.
    


    
      The first part of this “reality check” is the consequences of the fact that in the view of populism the people
      are no longer the People, formal citizens are no longer recognized per se as members of the real moral citizenry
      of the given nation-state. This is far removed from the normal practice in democracies, where governments of
      different political observations come and go, different groups, classes and regions might benefit slightly from
      the specific political likes and dislikes of ministers and parties, but they all nevertheless recognize the
      legitimate existence of the entire electorate, the whole people, and accept the result of elections. Parties that
      in turn end up on the opposition benches do their utmost to do their job as opposition properly and are usually
      acknowledged for exactly that.
    


    
      Populists, on the other hand, do not, as a rule, recognize any opposition when they have gained power and do not
      recognize governments when they haven’t.12 Instead they are in that case branded as corrupt, as traitors, as foreign agents or just as
      softies who haven’t got the interests of the national population at heart, but
      pursue their own selfish concerns and in the process abandon the sovereignty and identity of the people. As
      pointed out above, a moral definition of the people is superimposed on the legal one, which allows
      populists—politicians as well as citizens—to apply their own moralizing definition and weed out the rotten part
      of the population, including newcomers with other cultural and ethnic backgrounds, from the “real People.” The
      rudeness, lack of normal civility and vengeful behavior of Trump, Orbán, Salvini, Boris Johnson, Marine le Pen,
      Kaczynski, Wilders and others reflect this lack of recognition of the domestic Other. It engenders a new kind of
      political, cultural and plain human divisions in the national landscape, which cannot be mediated through
      dialogue and mutual recognition of the opposing side. The differences remain irreparable and potentially produce
      an unprecedented situation of anarchy, bitterness and virtual civil war. Eventually this comes to apply to the
      liberals too, whose tolerance is tested to its limits and frequently are caught using stereotypes and slurs that
      compete well with those of the populists. Hillary Clinton’s characterization of Trump’s supporters as a “basket
      of deplorables” is only the best known in a long series of abusive, condescending discourses that fail to take
      the core of the matter into account (discussed in Chapter
      2). Thus, populists as well as proponents of the liberal–democratic order are both to blame for the chaos
      that is being generated and the dangerous intolerance that we are faced with these days, both domestically and in
      the relations between states. Liberals and centrists have no reason to be smug.13
    


    
      What is essential, however, is to see and understand the immense paradox that exists between the ideal and rather
      idyllic vision of the populist movements, fantasizing about the sovereignty lost and soon to be regained, and the
      truly enormous problems on the ground that their vision in practice engenders. If they accede to power,
      they do their utmost to shut the opposition out and tamper with fundamental rights, the rule of law, due process
      and the division of powers in such a way that it is next to impossible to topple their rule. If they haven’t
      (yet) managed to get that far, they are maniacally occupied with revenge, conspiracy theories, lying, producing
      fake news—or more subtly with influencing and skewing the political process in their own direction (like in
      Denmark or Norway, where populism has put on a more democratic garb). In no way are they concerned with the
      resentment and disaffection they engender, nor with its consequences in terms of the destabilization and
      disruption that cannot but avoid following in their wake.
    


    
      The direct outcome of this first defect is the second, which, as argued briefly above, represents an instance of
      serious historical regression. Populists, if not in theory then definitely in practice, reject the line of
      demarcation between private and public, the sphere of competition and the sphere of state, between private individuals and citizens—and thus also tamper with the legal framework of
      corporations and public institutions. Fidesz in their party program wants to nationalize hitherto privately run
      health services. Trump treats his office as if he were the CEO of a private company. PiS in Poland works in
      tandem with the Catholic Church, which as a private denomination has a political-cum-religious authority that can
      be compared to that of the State. Berlusconi clearly did not recognize the division, but played the role as prime
      minister, company CEO and owner of the Milan football club at the same time while having no qualms about it at
      all. Matteo Salvini is suspected of having financial and possibly other links to groups in the Italian
      mafia.14 And, most seriously,
      none of them recognizes the entirety of their legal citizens as real citizens, because they do not enjoy the full
      backing of all electors and substitute legal reality with moral assessments.
    


    
      As Timothy Snyder has argued in an article in The New York Times, this is, to a large extent, due to (or
      at least manifested in) the “personality cult” of the populist (he calls them “authoritarian”) movements.15 When everything hangs on one
      person, his (or her) charisma and his more or less arbitrary assessments, institutions do not matter, nor do
      accepted lines of division, neutrality or respect for the “rules of the game.” Lying, manipulating and deceiving
      are OK if it serves a higher purpose. So is self-posturing and self-celebration. Trump, for instance, sees
      through experts’ phony predictions about climate change and is skeptical of a recent climate change report
      because of his “high levels of intelligence,” according to USA Today: “‘One of the problems that a lot of
      people like myself, we have very high levels of intelligence, but we’re not necessarily such believers,’ the
      president said of climate change. ‘You look at our air and our water and it’s right now at a record clean’”
      (November 27, 2018).
    


    
      “We’re not necessarily such believers” is a revealing comment, representative of the general approach of populist
      leaders. In the midst of an assertion based entirely on wishful thinking and airy-fairy postulates about
      “intelligence,” Trump manages to turn the entire world upside-down. The statements and predictions of science are
      made to appear as religious credos, while Trump’s own amateurish gobbledygook parades as credible and much closer
      to the truth. This is one of the results of the thoroughgoing personalization of facts that populism represents.
      But the truth is different and much scarier: it is populism and its charismatic spokespeople who actually stand
      for a new national order of belief, denial of reality and myth-making not seen in a long time. Material goals,
      economic problems and global challenges seem to disappear, but are nevertheless visible in the populist
      phantasmagoria of national welfare for all, postulates that “we” are cleaner than ever and the ever-present
      threat coming at us from the outside, whether in the form of Russian trolls,
      Chinese duplicity, North Korean missiles, European federalism or migrant caravans.
    


    
      Populism is in this sense a religion of nationalism pure and simple. Politics has been diminished to a question
      of believing, not in a god but in a divinely inspired person, who hijacks the religious spirit away from the
      private realm and elevates it back into the affairs of State. It may be a comfort that, as the US astrophysicist
      Neil de Grasse Tyson has said, “[t]he good thing about science is that it’s true whether or not you believe in
      it,”16 but it is a question if
      that is the appropriate answer. “Normal” democratic politics only takes truth and facts into account in a very
      conditional manner, provided they support political goals, otherwise not.17 Populism does not care about truth and facts at all, except for
      discursive purposes. The gap between iconic representation and symbolic signs can no longer be bridged, but has
      been turned into a game of persuading and retaining supporters against their better judgment.
    


    
      The next piece in the paradoxical jigsaw of populism has to do with its ideal of complete independence versus its
      real dependence on international cooperation. This, the populist politicians themselves make public when they
      meet and discuss common interests and shared values, as they did in January 2017,18 or when they invite fellow populists to join
      national meetings, which they regularly do,19 or when Trump as his first international invitee chose to settle for Nigel Farage rather
      than, for instance, Theresa May, Angela Merkel, or Jean-Claude Juncker. The symbolism is obvious. But so are the
      inherent contradictoriness and the real gradualism of this type of link if compared with the populist castles
      built in air. Self-reliance vanishes when both weak and strong nation-states feel compelled to make trade deals,
      security deals, nuclear deals, political deals and so on with other states; when you turn to your fellow
      politicians in other countries to bolster your determination, your moral conviction and your cultural ties; and
      when you identify your political stance with an international movement and not just with policies exclusively
      intended for your own people. It is not a simple thing but a contradiction, when, for example, Trump pulls the
      United States out of the Paris climate agreement but nevertheless imagines the United States to have the cleanest
      environment in the world and boasts about it; that he eagerly competes for world economic and military supremacy
      under the banner of “America First”; that Orbán wants to dominate the Hungarian world entirely but nevertheless
      does not try to withdraw from the EU and covets the security umbrella that NATO provides; and that the UK is on
      the brink of leaving the EU but wants to retain the economic advantages that membership offers.
    


    
      These and a multitude of similar examples could be cited as evidence that even the nationalist populists are not
      islands to themselves, but related in different ways to the outside world and
      have to accept their relative position rather than their absolute dominance. This fact, on the other hand, does
      not imply that they, in the end and reluctantly, conduct the same policies as their liberal counterparts and
      leave ideology behind. The Brexit debacle shows otherwise; so does Orbán’s stifling of all critical debate;
      Poland’s transgression of EU’s definition of the democratic rulebook; and Trump’s alienation of his NATO
      partners, the formerly closest allies of the United States, and incessant threats, bullying and temper tantrums
      to boot. All dependent on their international strength or weakness, this all goes to show that populism is not
      mere discourse or spectacle, but that the leaders—supported by majorities in their populations—are caught between
      impossible poles in their continuum of choice.
    


    
      On the one side they still see the liberal–democratic option, which they despise and which they have built their
      power and reputation rejecting. On the other lurks the attractive but dangerous option of authoritarianism, even
      at the end of the road dictatorship, which they like but either dare not or cannot go for, in spite of the fact
      that large and increasing chunks of the world are governed in this way—often with the support of peoples. They
      dare not because it is risky business in nation-states used to be governed by democratic institutions and
      democratically minded people for a very long time; regime change of this magnitude would qualify as a regular
      revolution. And they cannot, because institutions have been put in place (by “we, the people”!) that make it
      extremely difficult, including institutions based on the tripartion of powers, checks and balances, and political
      as well as human rights.
    


    
      It is no doubt true, however, that a transition to an openly and explicitly nondemocratic regime would
      “eliminate” many of the paradoxes identified so far: between public and private, between parties with different
      ideological programs, between homogeneity and diversity, between state and people, between interest and identity,
      between national and global, and so forth. Not because these dualisms would de facto disappear, but because the
      state’s monopoly of force is exercised, by one party or dictator, in such a way that they are declared
      illegitimate and possibly eliminated by force rather than persuasion—as is the case in China, North Korea,
      Russia, Saudi Arabia and Iran, to mention the most obvious.20
    


    
      Populists, by contrast, have a legacy from, if not a commitment to their democratic and historical roots and
      cannot totally liberate themselves from them.21 Hence they refer to their regimes as “illiberal democracies,” “popular democracies” or “real
      democracies” or shun the question altogether. Populism is, in this sense, the ever-present authoritarian shadow
      of (liberal) democracy, never the same, always critical but never able to effect a complete break. And we might
      add: at this point in time it is increasingly present and possibly in the process of dominating the being of which it is the shadow, emerging into the full light of day.
    


    
      We have so far encountered a number of the paradoxes generated by populism in its attempts to find solutions to
      some of the deficiencies and hurtful effects of the liberal order on ordinary people. However, we still need to
      address the most fundamental paradox, which is also the explanation for why populism ends up producing and
      reproducing the same (or worse) effects, though often in a more affective garb.
    


    
      This paradox is as obvious and banal as it is often overlooked, namely the unconditional commitment to the
      nation-state as the ultimate saving grace, the moral foundation and the sanctuary of nationalism. The point
      of departure was the historical formation of the nation-state with all its inherent contradictions and its mix
      between progressive and destructive elements. This led to the creation of the international order, the
      recognition of like-minded units in the rest of the world and finally to a number of ideologies celebrating
      pluralism, openness and a politics of negotiated settlements, which gave greater weight to the material interest
      than the spiritual identity element of nationalism. In certain places, most clearly in the EU, it also formally
      affected the rock bottom of national sovereignty and threatened the existential reasoning behind the state and
      its links to its people. Sovereignty developed from an implicit doxa to a pragmatic bargaining chip in the
      hands of political elites, soon to be followed by their financial and commercial counterparts.
    


    
      There was (and is) clearly a reason for this. The former nation-state compact has gradually come to be an
      inadequate form for the representation of the interests that the state and its favored private partners need to
      stand up for and whose well-being they wish to further, in the spirit of liberalism and growth. Parts of the old
      political–national shell have to be sacrificed or downgraded, otherwise the economy will shrink, “we” will lose
      international respect and in the end citizens will feel the impact as a reduction of salaries and a rollback of
      national welfare—healthcare, for example. Living standards will, in other words, suffer. The prognoses for the UK
      post-Brexit order would seem to support this type of conclusion.
    


    
      Now, the response of populism to this kind of real or projected quandary is, correctly, that the present order is
      already reducing salaries, producing inequalities and increasing the workload of ordinary people; and, more
      doubtfully, that what we need to do to avert such unhappy consequences is to return to the pure nation-state
      format, forget about international conventions, hold on to “our” sovereignty at all costs and get our own
      “treacherous” elites out of the way, while stopping them from harming our identity and cohesion more than they
      have already done. If the consequences of all this should nevertheless be a slowing of economic growth and
      income, we would prefer that to the present situation (see Farage, beginning of
      this chapter), for we treasure our national identity above all else.
    


    
      Thus, the economic rationale of the liberal order encounters a mythological nationalism-cum-religion. But they
      both refer to the nation-state as their point of reference and legitimacy—the former because the politicians hail
      from it and are dependent on it for their popular support, and the populists because they have elevated the
      People to their savior and in the process semiotically (not in the real world) eliminated the distinction between
      themselves as private individuals and political actors as the trustees of their general will.
    


    
      This is a commitment to the idealism of state while in the same process rejecting its reality. It clings to the
      formal promise of nationalism without recognizing its contradictory nature. And it refuses to accept that the
      uniformity of “the People” conceals a real struggle between groups, generations, regions and classes in the
      private sphere—and the multiple challenges to their living standards and welfare that provided the origins of
      their populist reaction. Populism sends its supporters back to where they came from, but with a vengeance.
    


    
      Finally, we have to return to the question of morality, which pervades all variants and national forms of
      populism. Populists as a rule place themselves on the moralizing high horse, always pronouncing themselves in
      self-righteous language to be absolutely right, where the opposition is morally wrong, contaminated and lying
      through their teeth. They claim morality for themselves exclusively, in other words, for they are the People and
      speak on behalf of the People.
    


    
      Bernard Yack (2012, chapter 9) has incisively analyzed the moral
      dilemmas of nationalism per se.
    


    
      The pursuit of national sovereignty does not offend our sense of justice and humanity in the way that, say,
      racial hierarchy now does. Nor, I have argued, does the expression of special concern and loyalty to the member
      of our nation. But the combination of these two things does make us much more likely to harm others in ways that
      we would ordinarily condemn as unjust or inhumane. That is why I describe nationalism as morally problematic
      rather than morally wrong. Nationalism weakens our resistance to doing morally abhorrent things, even if it does
      not set us morally abhorrent goals to achieve. (p. 216)
    


    
      Yack is referring to violence against others, genocide, racism and outright wars against (members of) other
      states, or the passive condonement thereof by members of a national community. Whether one agrees with his rather
      moderate critique of such practices (“morally problematic”) or not, it is beyond any doubt that there are serious problems of morality associated with nationalism in these and other
      senses. The more moral you may be on the inside, the less moral you are inclined to be in your approach to (or
      just your way of looking at) the outside world. Nationalism provides us with blinkers. “The outside world,” after
      all, is for all nations, and for some in monumental ways, by far the greater part of the globe, representing the
      majority of humanity. How can we possibly legitimize despising, ignoring, opposing, ostracizing or using violence
      against that part of the world for the only reason that they are not us—meaning not a part of our national
      community?
    


    
      This is nevertheless what populism does. It celebrates itself, that is, its own People, and denigrates all the
      rest as insignificant and at best an instrument for “our” achievement of “our” greater good. And it does this
      more emphatically than the ordinary mainstream nationalist of the democratic kind. For populists do not—as that
      other being probably would—recognize citizens of other states as humans more or less on a par with themselves.
      They do not even recognize their own fellow citizens unless these share their exclusivist worldview. And elites
      are denounced as morally inferior.
    


    
      All this is part and parcel of the populist fantasia. It takes its cue from the banal nationalism that we all
      know so well (Billig 1995), turns the relationship between the
      legal–political and the moral identity elements around and determines who is friend and who is foe on that basis.
      While we should be careful not to exaggerate the difference between mainstream and populist nationalism—it is one
      of degree rather than kind—we also have to recognize the differentia specifica of the latter in its own
      right. Those special characteristics are not comforting, but they possess their own special logic, as the
      following statement by Steve Bannon—speaking in 2014 to a conservative Catholic group in Rome by video
      hookup—neatly summarizes:
    


    
      Look, we believe—strongly—that there is a global Tea Party movement. We’ve seen that. We were the first group to
      get in and start reporting on things like [the right-wing U.K. Independence Party] and Front National and other
      center-right [parties]. […] The central thing that binds that all together is a center-right populist movement of
      really the middle class, the working men and women in the world who are just tired of being dictated to by what
      we call the “party of Davos” […] So I think you’re seeing a global reaction to centralized government. […] And
      you’re seeing that, whether that was UKIP and Nigel Farage in the United Kingdom, whether it’s these groups in
      the Low Countries in Europe, whether it’s in France. There’s a new Tea Party in Germany [the AfD]. The theme is
      all the same. And the theme is middle-class and working-class people. They’re saying, “Hey, I’m working harder
      than I’ve ever worked. I’m getting less benefits than I’m ever getting through
      this. I’m incurring less wealth myself, and I’m seeing a system of fat cats who say they’re conservative and say
      they back capitalist principles, but all they’re doing is binding with corporatists.” Right? Corporatists, to
      garner all the benefits for themselves. […] And that center-right revolt is really a global revolt. (Cited in the
      Huffington Post, January 23, 2017—see note 18)
    


    
      It has often been argued that this “global revolt” against the “Davos party” is little more than a desperate
      attempt to reinvent the past while wrapping it in the romantic imagery of a glorious national era of progress and
      self-reliance that once was and that can be made to return. While there is a bit of truth to the contention that
      nationalism was once a more progressive tendency than it is today, the next chapter will hopefully reveal that
      this is a very partial and mostly incorrect description of the universe inhabited by populists.
    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1See https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2018/dec/02/honest-brexit-bigotry-ugly-chapter-history.
        Accessed December 3, 2018.
      


      
        2One such reaction is the decision
        by General Motors in November 2018 to lay off several thousands of workers and close down several plants across
        the United States, which made Trump attack the company, not for faulty economic behavior, but for ingratitude!
        The moral element of populism is in clear view.
      


      
        3For readers able to read Danish,
        see http://di.dk/SiteCollectionDocuments/Arbejdskraft/analyser/Udenlandsk%20arbejdskraft/Fastholdelse%20af%20int%20studerende_Endelig.pdf.
        Accessed December 10, 2018. The report concludes that the economic benefits of foreign students (even if many
        return to their countries after graduation) far outweigh the public costs of enrolling them and (for EU
        students) paying out the student allowance that is commonly given to Danish students.
      


      
        4See, e.g., https://www.nytimes.com/2018/12/03/world/europe/soros-hungary-central-european-university.html.
        Accessed December 3, 2018. Interestingly, however, the journalist, Marc Santoro, cites the American ambassador
        to Hungary as follows: “… in an interview with The Washington Post last week, the ambassador, appointed
        by President Trump, seemed to react with something of a shrug to the failure to find a solution.” Populists
        support each other against the liberal enemy!
      


      
        5This should not be interpreted as
        identical with the widely held view that populism is a “distortion” or “pollution” of democracy (e.g., Müller
        2016; Hansen 2017
        and many other intellectuals). But it is normally different from the liberal–democratic form of
        governance, which is undoubtedly its origin of legitimacy.
      


      
        6The most extreme form of an
        exclusive relationship between political power and a distinct part of the citizenry can be found in Israel,
        which accepts both Jews and Palestinians as formal citizens, but at the same time insists that the state is
        only for Jews. This anomaly was legally institutionalized in 2018, see https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/mar/10/benjamin-netanyahu-says-israel-is-not-a-state-of-all-its-citizens.
        Accessed March 11, 2019. In that light, one might be tempted to nominate
        Israel to the first place among populist nation-states, had it not been for its democracy, which seems rather
        frayed and definitely not compatible with democracy elsewhere. Conversely, the two facts may be causally
        connected.
      


      
        7Trump, Orbán, Bolsonaro, Salvini
        et al. are not, in the populist mind, grouped with “elites” but with “the people,” no matter the wealth they
        have amassed or the power they possess. They are “one of us,” represent us against the elites “we” despise and
        should be put out of business, prosecuted and locked up.
      


      
        8In an important sense, populist
        politicians are acting in accordance with Carl Schmitt’s views as formulated in the Concept of the
        Political (CP):
      


      
        To belong one must identify with the substantive characteristic, whatever it may be, that marks the identity of
        the people, and one must agree that this characteristic defines a form of life for the preservation of which
        one ought to be willing to sacrifice one’s own life, in the fight against those who don’t belong (CP, 46). […]
        Schmitt realizes, of course, that it is possible for people who are not willing to identify in this way to be
        legally recognized as citizens, and to live law-abidingly, under the norms authorized by some positive
        constitution. Liberal states, in Schmitt’s view, have a tendency to fail to distinguish properly between
        friends and enemies, and thus to extend rights of membership to those who do not truly belong to the political
        nation. In a liberal state, Schmitt fears, the political nation will slowly wither and die as a result of
        spreading de-politicization, it will succumb to internal strife, or it will be overwhelmed by external enemies
        who are more politically united (CP, 69–79). To avert these dangers, Schmitt suggests, it is necessary to make
        sure that the boundaries of the political nation and the boundaries of citizenship coincide. (From The
        Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 2014, see https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/schmitt/.
        Accessed December 15, 2018)
      


      
        9In the United States, this
        moralization and personalization of politics is not a new thing whatsoever, which explains why Trumpist
        populism does not strike the American electorate—unlike the European—as a qualitative departure from mainstream
        politics, but rather as a gradualist development along a well-known track.
      


      
        10A Freudian notion, first found
        in Civilization and Its Discontents (1929/30, 305). The thesis posits that individuals and cultures
        closest to each other are also prone to finding and enhancing differences between them.
      


      
        11Obviously austerity,
        self-abnegation and self-sacrifice have been demanded of citizens all along, also by democratic governments.
        The novelty is that these “virtues” are now totally embraced by the populist section of the people as part of
        their romantic struggle to retain the nation-state framework and its cultural sovereignty intact.
      


      
        12We should, however, admit that
        this is just the ideal-type and that realities can take a different form. Populist parties in some European
        countries have come to accept ordinary democratic rules of the game as their route to power or, at the very
        least, profess this to be the case. This would seem to apply to, for example, Denmark, Norway, Finland, Sweden
        and Austria.
      


      
        13As Bernard Yack correctly points
        out,
      


      
        Liberals cannot inoculate themselves against the moral problem with nationalism by adopting a more reasonable
        understanding of nationhood or a greater appreciation of cultural difference.
        If they choose to endorse nationalism, then they need to be aware of the need to fight nationalism’s corrosive
        effect on their own moral judgments, not just on the judgements of their more illiberal and irrational rivals.
        (2012, 232)
      


      
        I will return to the question of morality below.
      


      
        14See, e.g., Tondo and
        Kirchgaessner 2018. See https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/jul/03/matteo-salvini-backed-by-politician-with-links-to-mafia.
        Accessed December 6, 2018.
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        16In Dana Nutticelli, Trump’s
        disbelief won’t stop dangerous climate change, The Guardian, December 5, 2018.
      


      
        17This is where much talk of a new
        era of “post-factualism” errs. Facts and truth have, in democracies, never been respected in their own right,
        but only in contingent and conditional ways. In this sense, we have been living in “post-factualism” all our
        lives. What is new in the populist era is that the conditionality has disappeared and truth has been almost
        totally replaced by newspeak, fake news and denial of facts. The exception lies in the domains of natural
        science and technology, because you cannot make robots work, get man on Mars or create supercomputers by
        relying on false data and wishful thinking.
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        nationalist parties in Koblenz, Germany, January 21, 2017. See https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/the-nationalist-international_us_58862761e4b0111ea60b9885?guccounter=1.
        Accessed December 11, 2018.
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        when they invited Geert Wilders to attend the annual Danish “People’s Meeting” on the island of Bornholm in
        June 2015. This created a stir in the Danish media and lots of people advocated that Wilders should be
        prevented from coming. He did, however. His speech can be seen here: https://www.pvv.nl/36-fj-related/geert-wilders/8411-speech-geert-wilders-bornholm-danmark-june-13–2015.html.
        Accessed December 11, 2018.
      


      
        20At the same time we should
        recognize the great differences between these states. They may all belong to the group of dictatorships, but
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        Chapter 6
      


      
        MYTHS AND MISCONCEPTIONS
      

    


    
      I have so far been mainly concerned with dissecting the substantive manifestations of populism rather than
      entering into the undergrowth of (semantic) debates about the term itself, the many myths surrounding it or the
      dismissal of it as something new, surprising or indeed frightening (e.g., Jäger 2018). But a book on populism without comments on its history of reception among followers,
      opposition or academics is inconceivable. This chapter does not aim for any kind of exhaustive treatment of the
      issue—this would be an impossible task—but merely to address the most important myths, misconceptions and
      (half-)truths that keep popping up, and to supplement remarks made in passing along the way with a more direct
      head-on discussion and hopefully some clarification.
    


    
      In his short but comprehensive article, “Understanding the Global Rise of Populism,” Michael Cox mulls over some
      of the same issues and provides us with a good point of entry (Cox 2018). He argues, for instance, that populism, though “it defies easy pigeon-holing,” is actually
      able to unite “most writers on the subject” (p. 3) in a mixture of surprise and “a strong dash of ideological
      distaste” (ibid.). “They don’t much like it,” as he tersely puts it. “Sneering or patronizing” seem to be the two
      most frequent reactions to populism, as John Stepek is quoted for saying (ibid., 4). And Cox also provides us
      with a brief explanation of this type of reaction. It is “understandable, given that so much of what some
      populists say is deeply concerning from a liberal perspective. […] Still we face a quandary. On the one
      side, there are the analysts of populism who tend in the main to look at the phenomenon all the time holding
      their noses as if there were a bad smell in the room. On the other, there are millions of very ‘ordinary people’
      out there who actually vote for such movements” (ibid., 4; my emphasis). And he succinctly sums up as follows:
      “If nothing else, it says something about the state of the West when you have the overwhelming bulk of public
      intellectuals lining up one side to critique populism […], and millions of their fellow citizens voting in their
      droves for parties and individuals of which most experts and academics appear to disapprove” (ibid.).
    


    
      The operative words are “from a liberal perspective.” Intellectuals (of all
      kinds) are not always objective, but apply a particular worldview to their objects of analysis whenever these
      objects do not comply and possibly threaten core preferences of the experts. The tendency is to either dismiss
      the object as unreal, a fiction or a distortion, or, if it continues to make a noise, characterize the notion as
      a misnomer, a pathology or as something we have seen before, which represents a significant aberration from a
      rational way of life. “Populism” becomes a swear word, something that “they”—the manipulated or misled
      masses—abide by and something that we, enlightened liberal democrats, need to reveal for what it is and
      eventually bury. In spite (or possibly because) of such “sneering,” articles and books on populism abound,
      because academics fear that the object might prove to be more significant than they wish and don’t want to be
      left behind.
    


    
      It seems to me that there are two predominant reasons for this dismissive attitude among many intellectuals when
      populism is the issue at stake. First, its “thin” nationalist ideology militates against the openly liberalist
      and globally inclusive worldview of most academics, particularly against their pluralist interpretation of
      democracy, which recognizes and tolerates all (or nearly all) political stances, celebrates a civil society based
      on diversity rather than homogeneity and advocates for human rights and porous borders. Populists, as we now
      know, stand for the exact opposite on all these questions. This is an example of a clear normative clash, which
      is exacerbated by reason number two, that is, that intellectuals seen from the viewpoint of populists are part of
      the global elite that they have elevated to the status of enemy. Intellectuals either know or at least sense that
      this is so and treat populists and populism accordingly—as a hostile presence that must be eliminated. The
      current situations in the United States, the UK, France and Brazil speak volumes about the degree of opposition
      and even hatred between the two sides.
    


    
      Intellectuals and democratically minded politicians see threats to democracy and the liberal order as well as a
      lack of civility; ordinary people see haughty spokesmen for the “Davos party.” The former mock the anachronistic
      sentimentalism of the masses; the masses are contemptuous of the people residing in the Ivory Tower as well as
      their financial and political peers. Some, in turn, belittle the populist phenomenon, while others exaggerate its
      impact. And it is common to encounter the argument that “populism is not a word used by the populists themselves,
      but only as a term used to characterize the attitudes of others.” This may carry a kernel of truth, but what does
      it imply? Not that populism does not exist, but that its liberal opponents have managed to delegitimize it so
      effectively that people (some, not all) avoid the term, not their preferences or actions. The latter are rather
      strengthened by the notion that they contribute toward putting the intellectual elites and their prejudices
      out of business. These kinds of semiotic twists and turns are recognizable from
      other notions as well: nationalism, racism, communism, sexism and so on—terms (-isms) either avoided completely
      or exclusively attached to others as a pejorative characterization. But in no way is it evidence that populism
      does not merit analytical attention, nor that it is discredited in advance. In fact, the opposite should be true.
      The fact that, as Cox stated above, the gap between two sections of people in multiple countries is beginning to
      grow worryingly wide—and increasing with every day—should make us apply our intellectual capacities to this
      global phenomenon even more intently, not disparage or ignore it. Populism is eminently worth considering,
      analyzing and explaining while we keep the jury and their verdict in the room next door.
    


    
      A word on normativity, objectivity and tolerance is called for here. Three issues need to be addressed. The first
      deals with the place and justification of normative positions in scholarship. The question is whence the
      normative value judgments originate. If they come out of prior research efforts by yourself or research
      colleagues and are backed by substantial evidence, they seem to be fully justified. However, if they stem from
      general views, prejudices, doubts or predilections—from the researcher as a private person or a citizen—they
      should be eliminated from the sphere of scholarship, since they disturb the search for facts and truth. It is not
      acceptable to bring a simple conviction, belief or political stance to bear on your scholarly activity as an
      integral part of your research design, except possibly as a hypothesis that needs to be tested and in turn
      confirmed or falsified. The liberal–democratic mind-set is, in this context, to be regarded more as a trap, a
      constraint, than a possibility. I have not come across many researchers who make democracy—its background,
      values, assumptions and modes of operation—a testing ground for research. Rather they tend to take it for granted
      and assign to it essentialist-mythical values that must be defended without doubts or hesitation—a tendency that
      is sometimes innocuous because it does not affect the object or results of analysis, but is highly problematic in
      the case of populism, where it is not uncommon to approach the subject in its relations with and with regard to
      its detrimental results on, exactly, democracy (Hansen 2017;
      Levitsky and Ziblatt 2018; Runciman 2018). I call this position one of “normative essentialism,” which elevates liberal democracy
      to a mythical, preanalytical position as benchmark for how far down the slide toward ultimate cataclysm we have
      progressed. Hence much scholarship on populism de facto turns into exercises in lamenting the impending loss of
      the democratic order and, whether directly or by implication, calling for leaders able to show us the right way
      out of the morass.
    


    
      The second issue evolves from the first. Normative essentialism always relies on a spate of unquestioned
      assumptions that are beyond the realm of normal rationality and have entered
      the area of what Bourdieu would have called doxa (Bourdieu 1977 and 1984): they have become such an ingrained
      feature of “civilized behavior” that they evade ever being seriously put to the test. To this basket belongs, in
      our area of investigation, the following assumptions (among many others): democracy is always good; patriotism
      (unlike nationalism) must be celebrated; civic patriotism (e.g., “Verfassungspatriotismus”) is better than
      its ethnic counterpart; diversity is preferable to homogeneity; cosmopolitan values are better than national
      ones; representative democracy is better than direct democracy; human rights should be celebrated; minorities
      must be respected; and so on.
    


    
      My purpose is not to decry these assumptions, but to invite analysis of them. Some may come out fine, while
      others would probably have to accept death by analysis. Bernard Yack has, for instance, as one of the rare few,
      subjected the bifurcation between civic and ethnic nationalism to scrutiny and convincingly concluded that it is
      a myth that does not hold water: all kinds of nationalism contain elements of rationality and
      affectiveness, and a purely “civic” nationalism is an impossibility, a contradiction in terms (Yack 2012, 24–43), which cannot avoid (let alone respond to) rational questions
      asking for the legitimation of borders, the distinction between citizens and noncitizens, feelings of belonging,
      national celebrations and so forth.
    


    
      Other assumptions might lead the analysis to come up with new results, like the one centering on diversity and
      homogeneity. Is the distinction as hard-and-fast as it seems? Does not all “homogeneity” conceal important levels
      of “diversity,” since it can be hypothesized that the much-vaunted national homogeneity might rather be a
      question of approaching a certain group of people and possibly leveling out their real differences more than
      actually imagining a line-up of exactly similar individuals? And more fundamentally, why is diversity
      better than homogeneity? Isn’t the assumption predicated on the very essentialism of mono-culturalism it wants to
      avoid—for the diversity in question is usually imagined as a diversity of cultures, which each represents
      specific cultural and behavioral characteristics?
    


    
      Even dreams of hybridization do not avoid this dilemma, since they presuppose the blending of these cultural
      specifics. Economists might argue that diversity is more efficient than homogeneity in producing more wealth and
      creating a better work environment, but, first, this is not a question of analyzing the assumption but of putting
      it in relation to its economic effects; and secondly, economists approach the issue very differently, and some
      actually contend that the relationship is much more complicated; others argue that growth actually presupposes
      high levels of homogeneity in the workforce (for clarification of these kinds of debates, see, e.g., McMahon et
      al. 2009; Mor Barak 2014).
    


    
      Now, the third issue is trickier: what’s the status of normative positions
      (postanalysis) and their relation to “tolerance”? The question is not as easily settled as it might appear at
      first glance. Obviously, tolerance in the commonsense meaning, where it simply means the acceptance of something
      or someone that you do not like and do not sympathize with, does not apply and can be dispensed with. This cannot
      be made a question of whether or not you, as a researcher, a citizen or a private individual, like or dislike
      certain scholarly results, or possibly accept them though in your heart of hearts you don’t give a damn and in
      practice ignore them. However, the inverse option is more serious and must be adopted for the sake of science
      itself. Even if results are commonly accepted by the scholarly community, there is always the possibility that
      they were based on faulty assumptions, that additional research may produce new insights or that concepts were
      possibly correct on their own terms but nevertheless would have benefited from further work or the addition of
      other concepts. Tolerance in this sense thus concerns the need for scholars to keep their minds open to new ideas
      and the criticism of old ones, for other people (the scholarly minority) may have a valid point. At least they
      deserve a solid and well-argued rebuttal.
    


    
      An example from our area would be the commonly accepted assumption that “populism” has a long history behind it,
      as represented by, for instance, “populist” parties or movements in France, the United States and Russia in the
      nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The frequent conclusion is that populism is nothing new, that the
      normative ascription assigned to these manifestations were different from today’s dismissal, that these parties
      were so different that it is difficult to come up with a common set of defining features and that therefore the
      concept should be treated with more circumspection than has usually been the case. Possibly it is just a notion
      rather than a concept proper, and that all it means is that “people” play a role, but not what, how and why (see
      also Müller 2016, 17–19).
    


    
      This is certainly something worth serious consideration, and from the semantic/semiotic point of view, it has a
      lot speaking in its favor. However, we should also keep our minds open to another possibility, that is, that
      “populism” may have been used to name and describe, at different points in time, radically disparate movements,
      which possibly only have the use of this term in common. One thing that may point in that direction is the
      fact that, for example, the American farmers’ movement in the late nineteenth century actually named itself
      populist and included the term in its name—the same applies to the Russian narodniki, another peasants’
      movement—but today there’s not a single party anywhere on the globe that officially calls itself “populist” (the
      closest we come is probably the Danish People’s Party). Marco d’Aramo, in an excoriating critique of Müller’s
      (2016) book, offers a different explanation, namely that populism is a much more inclusive, diverse and less simply defined phenomenon,
      which comprises both the historical movements that took pride in calling themselves populist (e.g., the American
      People’s Party and political movements and leaders in South America, like Eva Morales and Hugo Chavez) and the
      current parties that mostly distance themselves from the label (d’Aramo 2017). His predominant criticism of Müller is that the latter designs a definition that closely
      matches his liberally minded objection to the parties and movements operating today, but is unable to account for
      other historical parties, which do conform to democratic, pluralist norms.
    


    
      D’Aramo seems to have a relevant point, at least as regards pluralism and not just in historical terms. Also
      today there are parties and movements, in Europe as well, which we (and Müller too) would undoubtedly term
      “populist,” which seem to embrace a democratic approach to politics, accept the tripartion of powers and
      recognize the opposition (in Denmark the Danish People’s Party and the New Bourgeois Party [De Nye
      Borgerlige], in Norway the Progress Party, in Finland the True Finns, in Austria the People’s Party and the
      Freedom Party, and, to some extent, even Fidesz in Hungary).
    


    
      So, we should keep our tolerance and common sense in this respect and for our own sake. The second area where it
      makes sense is, again, put forcefully by Michael Cox: “We do not have to like or agree with populists. And we
      should not forget our role as critic. But we should at least try and distance ourselves from our own political or
      ideological preferences, and try to move beyond moral outrage at something so many of us might not like and
      instead seek to understand what is happening here. Because something clearly is. And what is that something? We
      should not exaggerate. Nor should we conclude that that the world we have known is about to collapse. It is not.
      But the tectonic plates are shifting. The mood across the West is turning sour. Many millions of people are
      obviously very unhappy with the old order and have expressed their alienation by voting against the establishment
      in very large numbers” (Cox 2018, 4–5).
    


    
      Yes, many millions are unhappy with the old order. But why so massively and why now? Cox proceeds to look at
      three “narratives” intended to explain this fact and adds a fourth on his own account. The second of these is
      worth taking a closer look at, because it both contains a grain of truth and lots of the misconceptions nurtured
      by many—intellectuals, political actors and “ordinary people” alike:
    


    
      A second  […] view is that populism in its modern iteration is a search for meaning in what Tony Giddens earlier
      termed a “runaway world” of globalisation — a world which according to Giddens at least is “shaking up our
      existing ways of life, no matter where we happen to be”. Moreover, this world,
      says Giddens, is emerging in “an anarchic, haphazard, fashion […]. fraught with anxieties”, as well as scarred by
      deep divisions and a feeling that we are all “in the grip of forces over which we have no control”. […] Indeed,
      not only do we have no control. Because of the speed and depth of the changes across traditional frontiers, many
      citizens feel as if the world is not just passing them by but undermining their settled notion of identity born
      in more stable, more settled times. This loss has been felt by everybody. But it has been experienced most by
      an older cohort of white people who simply want to turn the clock back to a time when the people in their towns
      looked like them, sounded like them and even had the same traditional loyalties as most of them: an age in other
      words when there were fewer immigrants and even fewer Muslims living amongst them. (My emphasis)
    


    
      I think Cox (and Giddens) is right in pointing up the potential loss of identity and belonging due to
      globalization as one of the causes of the populist reaction. But he is wrong on two, possibly three other counts.
      First, this is not just a “feeling.” People have been negatively affected by global developments and develop
      their affective responses on that very real basis. However, they turn this real harm into a question of a loss of
      identity—in this sense it is a feeling, abstracted from its real cause, the negation of people’s general
      will.
    


    
      Also, it is not quite true—and whether this is something that Cox agrees with or he is simply referring a
      narrative does not really matter—that “this loss has been felt by everybody.” The “anywheres,” as Goodhart calls
      globalists and/or liberal–democrats (Goodhart 2017), probably have
      not felt the impact and, if they have, have quickly turned it into an alternative worldview. They have,
      allegedly, been facing, primarily, “an older cohort of white people who simply want to turn the clock back to a
      time when the people in their towns looked like them, sounded like them and even had the same traditional
      loyalties as most of them.”
    


    
      On the face of it this sounds innocent and to the point, but in my view it is a dangerous misconception, which—in
      combination with the age hypothesis (this is mainly a thing for old people!)—risks fanning the flames of those
      who believe that populism is merely a romantic sentiment wanting to see “the old world” restored. Myth: there was
      once a glorious and peaceful state of national unity and uniform happiness based on ethnic roots and blood
      relations. True nationalism! This is now disappearing and we want it and our sovereignty back!
    


    
      Why do I think this is wrong or at least risks the wrong kind of interpretation?
    


    
      The brief answer—to be elaborated below—runs as follows: because the context has dramatically changed and the
      nationalism of populism has different functions and is based on a different rationale than was the nationalism of nation-states in its formative years about 100 years ago. Then,
      national independence was, to an important extent, associated with freedom from colonial oppression, with
      economic progress, equality of peoples, social democracy and acquisition of domestic rights. Now, it’s more a
      question of fighting back rising inequalities and regaining formal sovereignty as a last-ditch defense against
      the perceived flood of globalization coming at you, because sovereignty has become associated with positives such
      as culture, cohesion, welfare and identity. The external context has, however, prized the constituent elements of
      nationalism apart, so that identity and interest are on the brink of a total rupture. If you prioritize
      identities, it will very likely cost you as regards interests, and vice versa. This is certainly true for smaller
      states, and also for the UK/Brexit, as indicated in Chapter
      5, but probably also for larger and more powerful states like the United States. And no matter what, it will
      breed serious divisiveness and radical disagreements everywhere. We should not doubt that the “rollback” kind of
      mentality (“we want to return to our golden age”) exists, both with citizens and politicians, but its main
      rationale is to serve as a rhetorical instrument and a “model of remembrance” in order to attract support by
      pampering to the national sentimentalism of people. Thus, it also has very real consequences. But populism is
      definitely not limited to older people. If it were, it would not have the mass support that it evidently
      does. Let’s take these arguments in their logical order.
    


    
      Let us start with the age argument. All available evidence from the UK, the United States, France, Italy, Poland,
      Hungary and so forth indicates that while there are significant numbers of citizens in the age range 50+ that
      support populist parties and policies,1 they are far from alone, as most surveys and analyses show.2 If they were, there would not have been a majority
      supporting Brexit in the 2016 referendum, Trump would not have acceded to power in early 2017, and Orbán and
      Fidesz would not have been able to boast a resounding support from close to two-thirds of the electorate since
      2010. Older age groups may be slightly overrepresented, but not to the extent that they dominate the picture or
      that liberals may comfort themselves with the thought that if only they wait for long enough, the populist
      monster would die out.
    


    
      In fact, other sociological factors seem to play a more significant role: hardworking laborers, working-class
      housewives, the “middle classes,” citizens in rural, outlying areas, people without a formal education, the
      unemployed, the precariat and, of course, pensioners as well—all of them mainly white—in other words, all those
      “somewheres” who feel left out by “globalization” and betrayed by elites; these categories of people figure
      prominently (but far from exclusively) in the roll call of populist supporters and sympathizers—together with
      those members of the intelligentsia (journalists, academics, politicians) who
      have chosen—based on the nationalist ideology that they support and finding now the opportune moment they have
      been looking for—to transform the cause of these victims into an avenue for their own success (which for some,
      like Nigel Farage, might turn out to be little more than revenge on the liberal cohort—but that too may provide
      personal satisfaction).
    


    
      However, as Müller has argued (2016, chapter 1), it is generally
      wrong to equate support for populism with concrete socioeconomic factors, as do, for instance, Norris and
      Inglehart extensively (2019). This would, I contend, add up to confusing the two sides of the individual in
      modern society, the private egoist and the moral citizen. It is the latter that makes decisions on political
      matters and preferences, and populist parties are, like all other parties these days, in fact catch-all parties
      that mobilize supporters from all walks of life. Voters and general supporters may have very different motives
      for their backing, and the composition of support may not align itself completely with that of, say, liberal,
      left-wing or social–democratic parties, but the decisive factor is the way abstract citizens (abstracted from
      their concrete sources of income and maintenance of life) morally assess what they view as best for the national
      society and the progress of their country. In this sense, populism is undoubtedly a form of nationalism.
    


    
      The second point that needs further comment is the “turn-the-clock-back-to-happier-days” argument, which we could
      also call the “national sentimentalism” approach. Now, as indicated above, I would not argue that this ideal does
      not actually exist in the minds of some populists, as an outgrowth on the nationalist fantasies of (disappointed)
      citizens, sometimes backed by leaders: Make America Great Again! We had our Golden Age, it is slipping
      away from us, and let’s recapture it before it’s too late! What we need to ask these people—demagogues as well as
      citizen romantics—though, is when (and how) did this romantic heyday of nationalism actually exist? Do you
      imagine that period repeated? The response of many Brits to the probable outcome of British independence from the
      EU (yes, poorer economy, but our own sovereignty!), of many Trump supporters to his multiple shenanigans (he’s a
      crook, but our crook, and better than the corrupt others) and of Christian supporters of Kaszynski and PiS in
      Poland (God, Church, Fatherland!) all reverberates with the same message: the nation-state is above everything
      and we love our national identity and our fellow citizens more than the hostile world, which cannot be
      trusted—even if we have to embrace it in a less-than-perfect form.
    


    
      It is true that nationalism, as argued earlier, once signaled progress and equality in comparison with
      colonialism, racism and despotism, but the periods surrounding World War I were riddled and marred by imperial
      conflicts, widespread misery and exploitation of man and resources—and by the war itself. The relatively happiest period in the West was post–World War II, when nationalism enjoyed the least
      legitimacy and materialism boomed under US supremacy. Certain nations might actually have difficulty pinpointing
      the “ideal” national period, the Golden Age, they would like to see reestablished with any degree of precision or
      probability. When would this be in, say, the case of Hungary? Or Poland? Or for that matter Germany? Even in the
      cases where this would be less problematic, say in the buildup to the modern welfare state in Sweden in the
      1930s, we are, today, faced with a majority of politicians rejecting outright the populism of the Sweden
      Democrats, while feeling morally committed to Sweden’s peculiar brand of internationalism (Chapter 7). And in all cases, whatever the historic myth people
      might defend or use as a point of legitimacy, they would no doubt think in terms of progress as regards interests
      (national and personal), sovereignty and identity. That is after all the combination that explains the historical
      success of nationalism (Hedetoft 1999). The situation today is
      different, as the examples cited above illustrate. Now, people are faced with a choice between interests
      and identities, and for that reason between liberalism and illiberalism. The world is awry.
    


    
      This brings us to the third argument, which focuses on the changing context of nationalism. This is obviously of
      supreme importance as an explanatory factor behind the rise of populism, as I have argued in previous chapters.
      Populism is unthinkable without the transformative and destabilizing effect of globalization on economy, trade,
      borders, sovereignty and identity. Loss of control is a keyword—not the factual control by large sections of the
      citizenry, but the imagined loss suffered by their representatives, which in turn—as inequalities increase and
      transnational trade booms—is interpreted as the betrayal of themselves by their representatives.
    


    
      What this implies is that the populist reaction (“we want our sovereignty and identity back”!) in point of fact
      comes to mean something else than what it purports to convey. What it means is that “we” want to (re)capture a
      form of sovereignty and identity that can only survive in opposition to the world (for many possibly the
      EU), and not as formerly in collaboration with the world, unless collaboration is unquestionably in our
      own interest. This form is new and does not represent a return to how we once were or how we once
      cooperated with others. It may, out of sheer wishful thinking, be construed in this way in the minds of populist
      supporters oblivious to the history of their nation-state, but in real terms this is a distortion that reflects a
      novel situation intended to bring the same entity into the future, not back to the past.
    


    
      The fourth and last argument that can be leveled against the idea that populists simply want to return to the
      idyllic days of a time long gone has more immediately to do with politics, or more precisely with the distinction
      between liberalism and social democracy versus charismatic authoritarianism/illiberal democracy. The glorious past, as imagined by some, was, after all, characterized by a
      uniform acceptance of and trust in (emerging) representative democratic processes, often (as happened in the
      Scandinavian countries) with a tinge of progress aligned with the forward march of social democratic parties in
      the process of creating the foundations of the welfare state. All parties were in any case trying to cater to all
      sections of the population, based on the division of labor between voters on the one hand and, on the other,
      leaders elected to look after the common weal.
    


    
      As regards populism, the situation today is almost the exact opposite. The trust has gone; leaders are seen as
      alien, misguided and corrupt; and social democratic parties have lost their former power to convince voters of
      their policies. Instead, they adopt positions that are often copycat versions of what the “real” populists stand
      for, particularly in the areas of immigration, border controls, citizenship rights, EU skepticism and identity.
      In general, established parties are having a hard time, challenged by populist rebels (like the Tea Party
      Movement, Occupy Wall Street or the Gilets Jaunes), new parties (like en Marche), street-level demonstrations,
      secessionist movements or apathy and powerlessness. In the United States, it’s now a matter of protecting
      institutions and norms against a renegade president, who still enjoys considerable popular sympathy; in the UK
      there’s gridlock over Brexit and its consequences, which is seriously splitting an already divided state; and in
      France the president has been stalemated less by the Rassemblement National than by the increasingly vociferous
      economic claims by a variety of social groups (including state workers, like the police), who refuse to accept
      their role as citizens and executors or the public will and instead voice their private grievances. All this
      represents a situation radically different from the Old World, however conceived—more active, more political,
      more divisive, more affective, more outspoken and much less respectful of the authorities that (used to) govern.
      On the other hand, populism and populist tendencies normally display respect for their own representatives, the
      charismatic leaders of tomorrow.3
    


    
      Now, why is this? We might here just come back to Michael Cox and his own fourth argument, mentioned briefly
      above. He tersely calls it a sense of powerlessness (Cox 2018, 9):
      “The powerlessness of ordinary citizens when faced with massive changes going on all around them; but the
      powerlessness too of western leaders and politicians who really do not seem to have an answer to the many
      challenges facing the West right now. Many ordinary people might feel they have no control and express this by
      supporting populist movements and parties who promise to restore control to them.”
    


    
      In spite of the cautious and hypothetical form in which this is couched, it is a powerful and convincing thesis,
      which is not just aligned with the results presented in this book so far, but which has an eerie historical
      parallel in the development of the Weimar Republic of the 1920s, which as we
      know ended in the takeover of Hitler and the Nazi party. I am usually quite skeptical of comparisons between
      populism and Nazism, but in terms of the state of democracy (many parties, little decision-making capacity or
      resolve, etc.—viel Geschrei und wenig Wolle!), the analogy holds, as does the point about the
      attractiveness of strong, charismatic leaders, which follows from the lack of trust and the apathy generated by
      parliamentary gridlock. If the system can’t fix our decline, maybe one person in charge can!
    


    
      This helps explain the Trumps, the Bolsonaros, the Orbáns and the Salvinis of the Western world—and possibly the
      Erdogans and the Putins as well. It does not mean that populism and like-minded authoritarianism necessarily lead
      to fascist dictatorships and policies, though in the last resort they may do exactly that. But it does focus our
      attention on the inherent dialectic between (extreme) power and powerlessness, order and anarchy, trust and
      suspicion, action and revenge, state and people, interest and identity, without which populism would not be able
      to thrive and which provides the context for the bundle of paradoxes and contradictory objectives that constitute
      its nature.
    


    
      Populism—at least in its contemporary, Western manifestations—is thus a reflection of a democratic world and a
      nationalist system which has lost its bearings, of increasing inequalities, anarchy and global cynicism, and of
      international collaboration that breeds suspicion, hatred and images of “enemies” rather than the pacific order
      that Kant predicted in 1795. It is also, however, a political and cultural reaction to all this, promising
      solutions, engendering dreams and mobilizing (parts of) the People to reclaim their culture, identity, territory,
      homogeneity and sphere of domination in novel contexts. Populists are defensive–aggressive dreamers, idealizing
      power and blaming everyone and everything for standing in the way of building their ideal (national) society.
      They believe in belonging to the nation-state, want to hold on to their sovereignty and identity at all
      costs and are, if needed, willing to pay the price as regards economy, governance, domestic peace and foreign
      relations. In this sense populism is nothing but a new kind of religiosity (Hedetoft forthcoming).
    


    
      But the more or less frustrated, more or less resentful, more or less hopeful visions of populists also imply a
      new kind of order based on persons rather than processes and institutions. This is what I have called the
      moralizing personalization of not just politics but the entire social world. It can be argued that populists
      represent a full-bodied version of a wholly Puritan worldview, which stresses morality, identity and asceticism,
      while aiming at obliterating the division between private individual and citizen, Bürger and
      Staatsbürger.
    


    
      This may sound odd in view of, for example, Trump’s financial background and original motives, but it must be
      remembered that as president he pursues policies aimed at enhancing America’s stature and position
      in the world, not his own; that his vice-president is a true Christian
      believer; and that he enjoys the support of evangelicals and many other religious groups, who assert their
      continued support for him in spite of lies, collusion and murky activities. And, as pointed out earlier, when
      Harley-Davidson and General Motors reacted to the trade war with China by relocating factories, closing down
      plants and laying off workers, Trump accused them of a lack of gratitude. They should, in other words, as
      private corporations, act in the name of the general (national) interest and not in their own
      private interests, even if this would imply sacrifices and a loss of corporate revenue. In other words, they
      acted disloyally and unpatriotically, joined ranks with the rest of the elites that have allegedly betrayed the
      country and therefore risk retaliation from the president.
    


    
      The last point that needs to be highlighted in this context has to do with the much-discussed difference between
      right-wing and left-wing populism, where the former is often condemned as “right-wing extremism,” while the
      latter seems to be more acceptable to the academic establishment. The observant reader will have noticed that
      this book has so far avoided using the distinction. Not because it does not exist, at least seen from the point
      of view of political origins and ideological self-conceptions, but because I see the real political differences
      as slight and sometimes as nonexistent. In a solid and well-argued article in the Swiss Political Science
      Review, “Varieties of Populism across a Left-Right Spectrum,” the three authors compare four South European
      populist parties—two right wing, two left wing—with respect to their positions on both “contextual” and “core”
      features of populism and conclude, inter alia, as follows:
    


    
      This paper shows areas of convergence between diverse manifestations of populism, however, in particular as
      regards the framing of the elite as a global financial and political oligarchy. While our study confirms that the
      definition of the “people” is largely context-dependent and derives its meaning from populist mobilization of
      conflicts, views of the “elite” as a global capitalist oligarchy transcend, on the other hand, the attaching
      ideologies of our four populist cases. Moreover, this paper suggests that patriotism and the defense of national
      interests have become paramount to populist discourse both left and right. In all our cases, the people are
      identified with the nation while the elite are constructed as an “evil” foreign coalition to which national
      politicians have pledged allegiance. Whilst we should be careful not to draw broad inferences from our sample of
      populist parties, our findings illustrate how certain “contextual” features associated with the host ideologies
      to which populism attaches itself may spill-over into the populist core of the parties.4
    


    
      
    


    
      While the parties come across as increasingly similar in terms of, for example, their attachment to
      patriotism/nationalism and in their rejection of elites, they evince differences in their definition of the
      people they represent and the popular sovereignty they all aim for. The left-right spectrum exists, but less
      uniformly and expressly than we might have expected, and there is increasing “convergence” on the “thin ideology”
      that makes up the core. This has since been confirmed by the cooperation between the League and the Five Star
      Movement in Italy. In terms of the populism of these parties, the differences on a left−right spectrum are
      increasingly insignificant, whereas distinctions in terms of the histories of particular nation-states, their
      specific vulnerability to globalization, the features characterizing their national identity, their power and
      impact in the world and the form of democratic governance that they possess matter much more.
    


    
      The next chapters will take a close look at five different cases representing the landscape and challenges of
      populism in different countries: Sweden and its resistance to populism (and a side glance at Denmark and
      Germany); Spain/Catalonia and secession; Hungary and irredentism; the UK, Brexit and delusions of autonomy; and
      the United States—world power in decline. The point is not just to show the workings and effects of populist
      paradoxes in empirical reality but also to demonstrate the variety of populisms and thus the different
      interactions between shared features and specific national manifestations of political fantasia and cultural
      division.
    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1See, for instance, the following
        on “pensioner populism”: https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/aging-populations-fuel-pensioner-populism-by-edoardo-campanella-2018-10.
        Accessed December 20, 2018.
      


      
        2For instance, this investigation
        by B. Spruyt et al.: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/299412979_Who_Supports_Populism_and_What_Attracts_People_to_It.
        Accessed December 20, 2018. This and other studies show that voter support has more to do with a general sense
        of discontent and alienation across sociological categories. There are, however, interesting quantitative
        differences on the age scale between nation-states. Brexit drew a larger proportion of senior voters, where
        Marine le Pen and Rassemblement National are more dependent on support from younger age groups.
      


      
        3Note, however, that the Gilets
        Jaunes in their protests against the establishment and Macron in 2018–19 expressed skepticism toward any
        leaders and parties and eschewed all association with Marine le Pen.
      


      
        4Ivaldi, Lanzone and Woods
        (2017), “Varieties of Populism across a Left-Right Spectrum: The
        Case of the Front National, the Northern League, Podemos and Five Star Movement.” Swiss Political Science
        Review 23(4), 354–76.
      

    

  


  
    
      

      
        Chapter 7
      


      
        SWEDEN—INTRANSIGENT MORALITIES AT WAR IN THE PEOPLE’S
        HOME
      

    


    
      A moral superpower feels an obligation to tell the world what to do, and how. For this task, it considers itself
      exceptionally and uniquely qualified. (Ann-Sofie Dahl 2006)
    


    
      The lead question for this chapter can best be phrased as follows: Why do Swedish mainstream political parties
      refuse to cooperate with the populist Sweden Democrats (SD)? The answer is more complex than appears at first
      sight.
    


    
      Most readers will undoubtedly be familiar with the outlines of and status for the Swedish dilemma, namely that
      the political consensus since the 1970s in this Scandinavian country, favoring open borders and a multicultural
      society, has become increasingly challenged by the populist SD, which attracts increasing numbers of supporters,
      and voters as well, and that this showdown has now (early 2019) landed the country in a political stalemate,
      since the mainstream parties1
      categorically refuse to cooperate with SD in any shape or form, but on the other hand have had great difficulties
      reaching an agreement on government among themselves.
    


    
      At this point in time, therefore, democracy in Sweden is facing an unprecedented and seemingly insoluble
      problem.2 Anarchy is a real
      threat, although the caretaker Social Democratic government obviously keeps the wheels turning, but no new
      policies can be implemented and no new laws passed. This quandary is not unlike the German situation, but is
      totally dissimilar from Norway, Finland and, not least, Denmark—all of them Nordic countries that have allowed
      populist parties to have a say in political affairs and where most of the other parties have, to significant
      extents, adopted populist attitudes and policies too.3 Why is Sweden so different, what explains what is effectively a case of
      Swedish exceptionalism? And does the answer lie exclusively in the field of immigration (which since 2015–16 has
      brought the situation to a head), or do other factors play a role as well?
    


    
      If we start by contextualizing the situation vis-à-vis “normal” nationalism in
      Europe, there is little doubt that the template in the region has called for the Gellnerian compact between one
      state and one homogeneous nation to be applied universally, in order for this sovereign unity to create trust,
      loyalty and welfare, both horizontally and vertically, within clearly defined borders. Sweden originally (i.e.,
      in the interwar and postwar period) fully complied with this “model.” The Social Democrats, under the leadership
      of Per Albin Hansson, borrowed the idea of the “People’s Home” (folkhemmet) from the conservative scholar
      and member of parliament Rudolf Kjellén and made it his basis for their creation of the unique Swedish welfare
      state, including programs for women in the labor market, education for all, childcare, the unemployed, the
      disabled, the elderly and even for the multitude of immigrant laborers that arrived in the country in the 1950s
      and 1960s, only to be welcomed as needed contributors and later to integrate rather peacefully into Swedish
      society—as Swedes, and thus becoming a part of the cohesive Christian People’s Home.4 In a famous speech to the Swedish Parliament
      dating back to 1928, Hansson proclaimed, for instance, that
    


    
      the foundation of the home is community and solidarity. The good home knows no privilege or neglect, no favorites
      and no stepchildren. There, no one looks down on another, no one strives to gain advantage at the expense of
      others, the strong do not repress and rob the weak. In the good home equality, thoughtfulness, cooperation and
      helpfulness prevail. Applied to the great people’s and citizens’ home this would mean the b[r]eakdown of all
      social and economic barriers that now divide citizens into privileged and deprived, into the rulers and the
      ruled, into rich and poor, the propertied and the destitute, the robbers and the robbed. Swedish society is not
      yet the good citizens’ home […] If [it] is to become [so] class differences must be banished, social care must be
      developed, there must be an economic levelling out, the workers must be accorded a share on economic
      administration, democracy must be introduced and applied to social and economic life.5
    


    
      This is the discourse of a national father figure in the process of moralizing about the equal relation of
      citizens while, on the one hand, presuming their unequal situation as members of civil society (“the strong” and
      “the weak” persist, but the former do not oppress the latter, and the differences between poor and rich should be
      reduced) and, on the other, conjuring up the ideal of breaking down social and economic barriers. The semiotic
      relationship between “home” and “nation,” “family members” and “people” is impossible to overlook, and so is the
      implication: we are, willy-nilly, destined to be part of the same entity and,
      as members, are equal but different, all obliged by both affection and biology, love and necessity to make the
      unit as strong as possible. Hence this is where we get our transcendent identity, which is comparable to the
      Christian obligation to God. Andrew Brown (2018) rightly pulls
      this national idealism down to earth and spells out its material implications:
    


    
      
        For most of its history, Sweden was a rather authoritarian society. A web of formality and obligation, codified
        only partly by law, kept everyone in their place and very conscious of their relative social position. Personal
        liberties were strictly curtailed. From 1919 to 1955, alcohol was rationed compulsorily, with the quantities
        doled out varying by age, class, and sex. (Men were allowed 3 liters a month. Married women had no ration at
        all, but unmarried women could, if they were lucky, get half a liter of spirits every three months, though only
        1 in 10 women had ration books.) And until 1951, it was technically illegal to be an atheist (though one could
        choose from among 11 officially approved beliefs).
      


      
        What the Social Democrats did when introducing folkhemmet in the early 20th century was keep Sweden’s
        strict sense of communal order—with the same sense that everyone, rather than a single Big Brother, was
        watching you all the time—while changing the underlying dogma, substituting the authority of science and the
        hope of progress for the authority of God and the hope of salvation. The result was a new national sense of
        solidarity—the terms and conditions of which Swedes were obliged to accept without question or protest. And
        most Swedes gladly did, voting to keep the Social Democrats in power, beginning in 1932, for 44 consecutive
        years.
      

    


    
      The noteworthy point to observe here is that there was not at the time any indication of a political divergence
      from the unitary national template and quite a lot of pride in the superiority of Swedish identity and the
      achievements of the “Swedish model,” which was frequently presented both as the success of state intervention and
      the mixed social model and as the triumph of a particular form of culture, egalitarianism and
      morality.6
    


    
      On this view, class struggle had been replaced by one national comfort zone. People were citizens rather than
      private competitors, and the Social Democrats reigned supreme (often in coalition governments with small
      left-wing parties) for upward of 40 uninterrupted years (1932–76), always canvassing about 45 percent of the
      votes in general elections. Sweden sold itself and the “Swedish Model” as the “best of the rest”—the rest being
      its Nordic neighbors—as morally superior and economically effective at the same time.7 They had a point: the welfare state worked and
      made Swedes feel privileged and together, everybody seemed to be working toward
      a common goal, unemployment was insignificant and the resources of the state were plentiful. But there was an
      elephant in the room, which we could call “internationalism,” and which we can only understand by going back to
      World War II.
    


    
      Sweden, as we know, was not occupied by Nazi Germany and stayed formally neutral throughout World War II—unlike
      both Denmark and Norway. It not only offered protection to Danish Jews fleeing capture across the Sound (the
      water dividing Denmark and Sweden) but also provided Germany with indispensable iron ore for its war efforts and
      even helped transport it. In spite of Allied pressure, the country never fully stopped cooperating with the
      Hitler regime, but rather tried to appease both sides through skillful diplomacy and underhand deals.
    


    
      The reason to emphasize these facts is less to underline that this was the price Sweden chose to pay for building
      the People’s Home in adverse circumstances, and more to highlight the moral aftermath of the choice. Nazi Germany
      was crushed, Sweden has not stood up against it but rather collaborated in a number of ways, and its neighbors
      came out of the war on the “right” side and as moral victors after having survived rather serious war tolls (more
      serious in Finland and Norway than in Denmark).8 Less emphatically than in Germany, but with similar consequences regarding self-image and
      international recognition, this left Swedish politics and society with a bitter aftertaste and a somewhat
      tattered war legacy, a kind of moral guilt, which the country did its best to atone for in multiple ways toward
      the end of and after the war: Raoul Wallenberg’s heroics in Hungary in 1944; the “white busses” operation in the
      spring of 1945; Dag Hammarskjöld’s peace efforts as secretary-general of the UN in the early 1950s; and Oluf
      Palme’s moral campaigns against the US involvement in Viet Nam in the 1960s—to mention the most obvious. Sweden
      was turning into a country dedicated to a quite outspoken kind of moral internationalism, which demanded
      peace, civilized behavior, equality and international order—in other words, the same ideal goals internationally
      as the country had pursued (and largely achieved) domestically in the form of the People’s Home.
    


    
      On the face of it this sounds both logical and plausible. The two moralities, the internal and the external,
      supplemented and did not contradict each other. They were in a sense two of a kind. However, they would soon come
      to grate against each other, since the moral internationalism, by the politicians, was interpreted to mean that
      Sweden would need to show a good example and demonstrate that it was capable of accepting, integrating and paying
      for sizeable numbers of refugees and dependents which did not, as in the 1950s and 1960s, meet demands on the
      Swedish labor market, came in greater numbers and even challenged the
      homogeneous ethnic foundations of the People’s Home.
    


    
      The challenge had the consequence that the Swedish parliament in the latter part of the 1970s adopted an
      international and multicultural policy approach intended to widen the notion of the People’s Home and in the
      process embrace all the newcomers without violating their ethnic identity. They did so at a time of European
      crisis, when neoliberalism was taking over in the diverse forms of Thatcherism, Reaganomics and so on, and when
      increasing numbers of social services were privatized, thus hampering states’ freedom of maneuver. This example
      of “moral overstretch” (or identity hyperbole) was the beginning of the end of the traditional People’s Home and
      the harbinger of the current crisis, because it opened the door to the SD and marked the decline of the Social
      Democratic era of near-monopolistic power.
    


    
      This finally ended in 2006, but the beginnings were obvious already in the so-called Lucia Decision of December
      13, 1989. The Social Democratic government under the leadership of Ingmar Karlsson decided reluctantly, for
      financial reasons, to reverse their tracks and put a stop to all other asylum seekers than those condoned by the
      UN. This sudden turnaround was prompted by a steady flow of Turkish-Bulgarians making their way to Sweden and to
      the sheer number of immigrants that Sweden would have to cope with, something that the government assessed as
      damaging. They hence decided to apply the 4th Geneva Convention and put a stop to all other inflow than
      international conventions dictated. The measure was supported by the leading conservative parties
      (Moderaterna and Centerpartiet)—Sweden’s economy was facing the doldrums—but opposed by those on
      the left. The impact was immediate. The number of asylum seekers sank by more than half in 1990—but the Swedish
      economy continued its decline.
    


    
      The situation did not last long, however. After the election in 1991, after which Carl Bildt from
      Moderaterna formed the Cabinet and took over the prime ministerial office, the Lucia Decision was revoked.
      The reasons were multiple and the details need not occupy us here, but the decision clearly was influenced and
      welcomed by some government parties (especially the liberal Folkpartiet and its leader, Minister for
      Social Affairs Bengt Westerberg), but frustrated the recently formed and elected New Democracy (Ny
      Demokrati), which represented a partly populist agenda, but found itself caught between two liberal blocks
      and was forced to back the return to an open-border policy that it basically disagreed with. The party
      unsurprisingly disappeared from parliamentary representation after the next general election in 1994 and was
      officially declared bankrupt in 2000.
    


    
      What is important about the Lucia Decision and the neutralization of the same is, of course, that it signifies a
      government under extreme pressure, but even more that the outcome illustrates
      the consensual nature of the moral internationalism approach across party lines. Social Democrats introduced the
      law dictating restrictions on access and the conservatives revoked it! When the Social Democrats returned to
      power in 1994, they did not try to bring it back. The liberal agenda and the multicultural ideological approach
      had prevailed. Sweden had decided, as sarcastically put by analysts favoring the populist agenda, to prove itself
      “world champions of humanitarianism” (Björkman et al. 2005, 179).
    


    
      Since then, and until approximately 2016, the questions of imposing legal restrictions on immigration, of
      Sweden’s capacity to integrate refugees or of selecting migrants from a larger pool on national grounds were a
      nonissue among mainstream parties; the soft multiculturalism of Sweden has set the tone and decided what is
      debatable and what is not. The most expressive manifestation of this political preference, clothed in cultural
      garb, was when the final line of the Swedish national anthem, “Ja, jag vill leva jag vill dö i Norden” [I want to
      live and die in the North] in 2016, in connection with the Swedish selection of its participant in the MGP, a
      European music contest for children, was transformed by Gina Dirawi, a Swedish singer with Middle Eastern roots,
      into “Ja, jag vill leva jag vill dö på Jorden” [I want to live and die on Earth], while capitalizing on the rhyme
      between “Norden” and “Jorden.” A victory for Swedish multiculturalism, the singer thought, having been culturally
      excluded for so long. Internationalists were raving while nationalists were raging.9
    


    
      The SD represented the exception to exceptionalism, viewing the situation as it unfolded, as an opportunity
      handed to them on a silver platter. Listen to what three Swedish analysts had to say already back in 2012.
    


    
      
        The SD claims to be the rightful heir of a long Social Democratic tradition of safeguarding the interests of
        the common people. […] The SD argues that the Social Democratic Party has betrayed its ideological roots and
        thus also the Swedish people. In SD thinking, the mainstream parties fail to acknowledge the interests of the
        people and instead privilege elite groups in society that are less vulnerable to the deterioration of welfare
        state institutions.
      


      
        The populist appeals to the people, Paul Taggart says, presuppose the commitments to “the heartland”—an
        idealized past society, populated by a culturally homogeneous ‘people’. In the case of the SD, these appeals
        are centred on a particular symbiosis of the universal welfare state and cultural conformism; hence, the
        people’s home concept suits the party well. The SD’s emphasis on welfare and its comprehension of the Swedish
        model conveys restrictive policies on immigration. […]
      


      
        In the 2006 general elections the Social Democrats were ousted from power and a new government was formed by an
        alliance of centre-right parties. This led several commentators to link the SD’s growth to the failure of the
        Social Democratic Party. The SD’s success is often associated with a crisis affecting the welfare state, a view
        that is confirmed by the former Social Democrat minister Morgan Johansson, who in a debate article stated that
        many voters with a working-class background switched their allegiance to the SD because they thought that the
        Social Democrats had not sufficiently compensated for the erosion of welfare institutions.
      


      
        This perceived crisis of the welfare system proved to be a fertile ground for the SD. The party alluded to the
        causal link between immigration and the deficits of the welfare state. […] The debate on welfare politics
        during this period was also framed along the socio-cultural dimension, even though divergences in the public
        debate on welfare involved ideals of social and cultural cohesion, epitomized by the frequent use of the
        people’s home metaphor. (Hellström, Nilsson and Stolz 2012)
      

    


    
      From the day the SD was formed in 1988 they have gradually, bit by bit, taken over the original Social Democratic
      agenda, including the moral structure of the People’s Home and its “authentically Swedish” foundations and
      connotations, including protection of the welfare state, concern for the homogeneous people and the entire
      paraphernalia of nationalist symbols (flag, heroes, anthem, art, culture, lyrics, etc.). In their party Program
      of Principles (PP; 2011) they even refer to conservative and Social Democratic personalities (notably Per Albin
      Hansson) as part of their own legacy,10 but elsewhere denounce Palme, Karlsson and Löfven as elite traitors against the true Swedish
      cause, sponsors of multiculturalism and propagators of Swedish membership of the EU.
    


    
      A turning point was reached in 2015, when the country, while trying to honor its liberal open-border policy, was
      inundated by more than 160,000 refugees in one year and the Social Democratic cabinet on that basis had to
      realize that it was forced to impose border controls and to accept acting like most other EU states, that is,
      keep the numbers down, select the most useful migrants and stop parading as the paragons of international
      morality. On the other hand, they did so reluctantly, in piecemeal fashion, and without openly declaring that
      they had changed their strategy or ideology. The damage was done, and the old People’s Home only reappeared in
      farcical new clothing and without any real conviction. Citizens were not impressed. Partly because the domestic
      safety net had been replaced by a commitment to moral globalism, partly because the renaming efforts (a “Green
      People’s Home”!) did not resonate with the Swedes and partly because the Home
      had been inhabited by new tenants, that is, the populist SD, who were making serious inroads into the Social
      Democratic electorate, while representing a different kind of moralism and now having evidentiary “proof” that
      they had been right all along: the economy was faltering, multiethnicity had failed, crime statistics soared,
      open borders were a farce, the welfare state did not work and generally: social cohesion was a far cry from what
      it was in the old days, since norms, identities and values disaggregated, were no longer truly Swedish and the
      Swedes were on the way even to lose the majority in quantitative terms. Hence the SD called for more cohesion,
      more law and order, closed borders, the acceptance only of useful outsiders whose cultures are close to the
      Swedish, more deportations and generally more nationally determined politicians who have the courage to make the
      right decisions and claim full national sovereignty rights for themselves in doing so.
    


    
      In a pre-election statement from August 28, 2018, the Swedish political scientist Anders Hellström argued as
      follows:
    


    
      Sweden has not suddenly become an intolerant country and not all voters considering backing the Sweden Democrats
      are racist. In late 2015, Sweden took in large numbers of refugees escaping from countries like Syria. The
      capacity of individual municipalities was stretched. Many parents learned of their children experiencing
      conflicts at school, while people begging at the front of grocery stores became a common sight. Perhaps some
      parents are even now afraid to let their sons and daughters out at night. […] Community cohesion and a sense of
      belonging appear distant memories. […] Politicians, however, have fully embraced the image of a country in decay
      and have presented their visions for the future from this starting point. […] Mirroring the Sweden Democrats, the
      other parties assert that more police officers are needed to combat escalating crime rates in the suburbs. If a
      party attempts to launch its own proposals, the tendency now in the media is to almost immediately relate this to
      the SD’s policy. If a party takes a harsh line on immigration or law and justice, this simply serves to normalise
      the approach of the Sweden Democrats. And voters, as we know, will prefer to vote for the original and not the
      copy if given the choice. […] The Sweden Democrats put forward a nostalgic vision of a Sweden that was better off
      before, but there is currently an absence of alternative visions from the other parties that can capture the
      imagination of voters.11
    


    
      Hellström is no doubt correct to stress that the Swedish situation serves to normalize the politics of the SD and
      also to see the other parties as suddenly having turned into followers of the
      SD’s political line rather than vehement protesters against it. However, what this approach does not give a
      satisfactory answer to is our initial lead question for this chapter: how can this kind of political situation
      explain the breakdown of all communication between the SD and the mainstream political parties, the current
      political crisis in Sweden or the still-extant and widespread animosity against the SD? Why, in other words, do
      Swedish mainstream politicians refuse to recognize the SD, to build a government on their mandates or to develop
      policies that take (some of) SD policies into account—especially if the concrete measures recommended by these
      other parties are difficult to differentiate from those of the SD? This is, after all, what the other Nordic
      countries have done. Why is the Swedish political debate so intransigent, so lacking in the democratic dialogue
      that one would expect it to celebrate, so apparently intolerant?
    


    
      There would seem to be at least three interlocking reasons, all connected by the overriding concern for being on
      the right side of the morality question.
    


    
      The first—always highlighted with great emphasis by all the mainstream parties, and reverberating with the World
      War II legacy discussed above—centers on SD’s Nazi origins. It is true that a portion—though far from all—of the
      founding members back in the 1980s were Nazi sympathizers or expressed views that could be interpreted as extreme
      right-wing and authoritarian, and which were beyond the pale of what Swedish politics and the Swedish electorate
      would be able to tolerate, let alone cooperate with. On the other hand it is also true that SD has made an effort
      to rid itself of these elements, having excluded multiple members who have voiced fascist opinions. Today there
      probably are very few left, if any, and the party leadership cannot be accused of nourishing sympathies of this
      extreme nature. Furthermore, the SD’s current PP (see above) makes it difficult to substantiate claims of Nazism,
      fascism or any other extreme version of authoritarian politics. On the contrary, it confirms the party’s
      dedication to democracy and even a certain pragmatic recognition of minorities within an overall national
      framework dominated by Swedish ethnicity, culture and history. However, there’s the rub, in real terms. The PP
      makes it clear that the SD is a nationalist party with nationalist objectives, and proud to be so:
    


    
      
        I likhet med stora delar av den tidiga, europeiska socialkonservativa rörelsen ser Sverigedemokraterna
        nationalismen som det enskilt viktigaste verktyget i arbetet med att bejaka den gemensamma identiteten och
        samhällets inre solidaritet.
      


      
        En av konservatismens mest centrala uppgifter är att slå vakt om välfungerande och djupt rotade gemenskaper.
        Nationen är enligt vår mening, vid sidan av familjen, det främsta exemplet på
        en sådan gemenskap. Mot bakgrund av detta betraktar Sverigedemokraterna nationalismen som en naturlig del av
        konservatismen och en central del av partiets politik.
      


      
        [Like great parts of the previous European social-conservative movement, the SD sees nationalism as the
        uniquely most significant tool in the effort to affirm the common identity and the inward solidarity of
        society. One of the most central tasks of conservatism is to stand guard around well-functioning and deeply
        rooted communities. In our view, the nation—beside the family—is the supreme example of such a community. On
        this background the SD see nationalism as a natural part of conservatism and a central part of the policies of
        the party.—My translation, UH]
      

    


    
      And it even does its best to ward off the Nazism charge without naming it expressly, while postulating a parallel
      between the violence between nation-states, which nationalism has given rise to, and the violence that may occur
      in relationships of love, where jealousy (“in certain exceptional cases”!) can transform affection into hatred:
    


    
      
        Att kärleken till den egna nationen och viljan att befrämja dess intressen vid flera tillfällen i historien har
        vänts till hat och aggression mot andra nationer är ett beklagligt faktum. Att på dessa grunder avfärda alla
        former av nationalism och fosterlandskärlek är dock lika befängt som att avfärda den romantiska kärleken mellan
        två människor på basis av att den i vissa undantagsfall kan resultera i svartsjuka och svek som ibland slutar
        med våld.
      


      
        [That love of one’s own nation and the will to further its interests on several historical occasions have
        transformed into hatred and aggression against other nations is a deplorable fact. However, on this basis to
        reject all forms of nationalism and patriotism is as objectionable as rejecting romantic love between two
        individuals because it in certain exceptional cases may result in jealousy and betrayal, which sometimes end up
        in violence.—My translation, UH]
      

    


    
      Nation, family, identity, solidarity and so on are seen as the basis for a “deeply rooted community” in Sweden,
      as “natural” and as “one of the most central tasks” to protect and further. The text even draws a direct parallel
      to the “former social-conservative movement,” that is, to the background and history of its political opponents,
      the mainstream parties. Nationalism is argued to be a “natural part of
      conservatism,” though the text studiously avoids taking the function of the state into account, without
      which a politics of nationalism would be unthinkable, but which, on the other hand, would make the
      comparison between “nation” and “love relationships” look rather awkward.
    


    
      In any case, the SD need not specify the conclusion, but it is difficult not to read the program as an implicit
      accusation against the other parties, including the Social Democrats, of having abandoned their own “natural”
      legacy and thus Sweden’s Golden Age (Elgenius and Rydgren 2018).
      The combination between the constructed charge against the SD of Nazism and the real—though in the text
      implicit—charge by the SD against their competitors of nationalist betrayal (Elgenius and Rydgren 2017) is probably enough to fuel the moral rage of the mainstream parties
      and convince them that the SD is not a party to accommodate in any way.12
    


    
      The second reason is associated with the point raised by Hellström about the lacking “alternative vision” of the
      mainstream parties. The point is relevant but, I think, inaccurate. In my view the dilemma is a different one
      seen from the perspective of both the “blue” (conservative) and “red” (left-leaning) parties. I see no indication
      that they have abandoned their ideological commitment to Swedish moral internationalism. They have not made key
      changes to their political programs that would be able to substantiate an argument along these lines. They
      clearly have different interpretations of both domestic and foreign policy, of the links between the state and
      the private sector, and of priorities in educational, environmental, housing and justice policies and so on (this
      is why they cannot find a way to build a cross-party coalition), but as regards their vision of Sweden in the
      world and Sweden’s commitment to and role in standing up for international and universal principles and a
      morality of global consciousness, there would not seem to have been a fundamental change.
    


    
      See, for instance, the political guidelines of the Social Democratic Party 2017, which have the following
      to say about the party’s migration position:
    


    
      A responsible migration policy characterised by solidarity. Diversity is part of the explanation of Sweden’s
      success. Without immigration, our country would be poorer—economically, socially and culturally. Refugee policy
      is based on everyone’s moral duty to provide protection for people on the run from war and oppression. The world
      is plagued by many difficult conflicts and wars. More than 65 million people have been forced from their homes.
      Managing migration issues and refugee flows is one of the greatest challenges of our times. No country, no
      continent and no organisation can handle this challenge alone. But together we can make a difference. This
      requires global leadership and shared responsibility. Social Democratic migration policy is more than its
      national refugee policy. It begins with an active foreign policy and a
      progressive development policy which does its utmost to prevent war, contributes to peace and reconstruction when
      conflicts end, which creates the preconditions for long-term economic development. Immigration policy is a part
      of a complete policy of solidarity in order to strengthen democratic development, respect for human rights and
      sustainable development. The right to seek asylum is a basic human right, but providing protection for refugees
      can never be solely one individual country’s responsibility. It must be shared.13
    


    
      It proceeds to call for a new EU migration policy and fairer burden-sharing among EU members and to deplore the
      2015 situation, which forced the governments to put a stop to open borders. But the vision—much different from
      that of the SD—is still there, only it cannot for practical, contextual reasons be implemented at a point in time
      when the populists have the upper hand, call the tune, and the others have to heed the immediate practical
      necessities and make them their short-term policy preferences as well. They do this, however, with little
      enthusiasm. Cooperating with the SD would risk calling their bluff or pulling them into a political circle where
      they no longer wish to be—that of their previous utopia of “folkhemmet.” In that sense, Swedish exceptionalism
      may be dead (Rydgren and Meiden 2019), but Social Democrats still
      dream of occupying a place at the front of the race about democracy, moral internationalism and human rights.
    


    
      Finally, the third reason is more banal and more understandable for the ordinary mind-set. Mainstream parties
      simply have difficulties accepting the immense loss of face and credibility it would entail inviting the SD into
      the circle of political friends and thus recognizing them as formally on a par with themselves. You do not bow to
      your inferiors, you do not willingly wave goodbye to an exceptional position and you do not mingle with
      untouchables. The SD has for so long been mocked, ridiculed and belittled, been talked about but not
      with, that it would amount to an almost unthinkable moral defeat to change tack and welcome them into the
      “good society.” The situation is comparable with that in Denmark in the late 1990s, when the Danish People’s
      Party was denounced as ikke stuerene (something like “not housebroken”—animal-like, uncivilized people
      that you do not invite into your home) by the then Social Democratic prime minister, and even from the rostrum of
      the Danish Parliament.14 The
      difference, however, and the reason the situation is far more deadlocked than it proved to be in Denmark, has to
      do with the intransigence of the moral dilemma and the fact that all mainstream parties, not just the
      Social Democrats, have vowed never to govern with the support of or together with the SD.15
    


    
      This is no doubt the crux of the matter: the morality question. Sweden
      confronts us with a predicament characterized by a direct and intransigent clash between two unbridgeable
      political moralities, two visions of the state and statesmanship, two imaginations about the meaning of
      Swedishness, the Swedish nation, Swedish citizenship and Sweden’s relations with the rest of Europe and the
      world. It is not a war between national moralism on the one hand and pragmatic cynicism on the other, as one
      might characterize situations elsewhere, but a confrontation between two systems of equally moral import and
      signification, both claiming to possess the truth about the interpretation of the general will, and both being
      equally self-righteous and equally convinced about the right path forward for the Swedish community.
    


    
      To apply a much-abused term, this is identity politics at the highest and most serious level. It is comparable
      only to the German situation, where the AfD, like SD, is making inroads into the traditional CSU/CDU electorate,
      canvassing sizeable numbers of their previous voters and being obstinately rebuffed by both the Conservatives and
      the Social Democrats, who resist all dialogue and any concession. The latter have been able to withstand the
      pressure by entering into the Grand Coalition, but this makeshift solution displays all the signs of disease and
      is ripe for dissolution. Thus, the two most open-minded, tolerant and international states in the EU seem to be
      facing a similar volte face, in political as well as cultural terms. Populism is, in one sense, the reason and
      the trigger, but it is also, and more fundamentally, a sign that something is awry about the social structure,
      democratic governance and national cohesiveness. The foundations of the national compact—the contract between
      social actors, vertically and horizontally, which in Sweden was overlaid by the ideology of the People’s Home,
      and which generated the trust needed for pride in the nation and significant economic effects to be achieved—are
      coming unstuck, and the alternative is not obvious. The political landscape is riddled with conflicts, divisions,
      confrontations and bifurcations. Sweden is trapped between the devil and the deep blue sea, between the national
      image of tolerance, diversity, moral leadership and democratic governance, on the one hand, and nationalist pride
      in the “People’s Home,” their welfare institutions and their ethnic superiority on the other.
    


    
      This is not an eschatological prediction of a breakdown of Swedish society. The Swedish economy is still doing
      quite well, the society is innovative and egalitarian and Sweden has a strong international brand name. However,
      as regards social cohesion, trust in politics and the state of welfare institutions, things look much gloomier.
      This downward slide can only be reversed if both citizens and politicians abandon their intransigent and
      self-righteous moralities and start managing the day-to-day as well as long-term business of their country in
      more pragmatic, down-to-earth and less ideological ways, while leaving
      questions of the past, blame, mythical stereotyping, identity positions and political posturing by the wayside.
      If they don’t, the crisis is destined to harden and to worsen Sweden’s many civic problems.
    


    
      At the time of writing (early 2019), the governmental crisis seems on its way to being solved, the Social
      Democrats having successfully managed to break the conservative coalition and convince two of the parties on the
      right to support a new coalition government led by Stefan Löfven, a Social Democrat. This may give cold comfort,
      however, since the official reasoning is that they have eventually decided to do so in order to save “Swedish
      democracy” from the populist threat. The fact, however, is less how effectively they are able to exclude the SD
      from formal power—and whether this is particularly “democratic”—and more that they seem destined to continue
      adopting, clandestinely, major parts of the SD program while in the process fanning the flames of SD popularity
      among the electorate.16 For lack
      of a more appropriate expression, one might well call this shooting oneself in the foot.
    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1The mainstream parties in Sweden
        are the following: Centerpartiet (The Center Party); Kristdemokraterna (The Christian Democrats);
        Miljöpartiet de Gröna (The Green Environmental Party); Vänsterpartiet (The Left Party); Folkpartiet
        Liberalerna (The Liberal People’s Party); Moderata samlingspartiet (The Moderates); Sveriges
        Socialdemokratiska Arbetarparti (The Social Democratic Party). In the election on September 9, 2018, the
        Social Democrats came out as the largest party and the Moderates as second, but both lost in comparison with
        the results of the previous election. The Sweden Democrats made third place, canvassing about 17.5 percent of
        the total vote and gaining about 4 percent.
      


      
        2I write this in early 2019, when
        the situation in Sweden is that no government has been formed since the General Election on September 9, 2018,
        though a possibility across traditional political lines is being investigated. See the conclusion of this
        chapter as regards the outcome.
      


      
        3In both Norway and Finland, the
        Progress Party and the Finns Party have participated in governing cabinets, while in Denmark the Danish
        People’s Party has chosen the role as a support party for bourgeois coalitions, though they might have opted
        for direct government participation. They seem to think that staying outside government gives them more
        practical sway over government policies and decisions.
      


      
        4This is the glossy way of
        describing the situation, since immigrants did not protest and accepted their situation, because they were
        better off than in their countries of origin. Nevertheless, it is probably more realistic to view their plight
        as does Rauhut (2010): “Although explorative by its character,
        the results indicate that immigrants were not as integrated in former times as commonly believed. […] The
        integration of immigrants has not changed from good to bad, but rather from bad to worse.”
      


      
        5From an article by W. E. Smith on
        the “folk home,” in The Social Democrat, http://www.thesocialdemocrat.us/blog/the-folk-home. Accessed January 11, 2019. Translation by
        Mary Hilson.
      


      
        6For discussions of the
        particularities of nationalism and its different connotations in Scandinavian countries (particularly the
        interesting difference between Sweden’s imperial nationalism and Norway’s separatist template), see, e.g., Ruth
        1984 and Østerud 2007.
      


      
        7See, e.g., the following: “Sweden
        is the most famously internationalist state, if only because it is usually credited with having invented the
        region’s social model, it alone adopted neutrality and it has frequently been the original source of much
        rhetoric and substantive policy initiatives associated with internationalism.” Lawler (1997), “Scandinavian Exceptionalism and European Union.” Journal of
        Common Market Studies 35(4), 565–94. See also Brommesson 2018, particularly the section named “[a]n exceptionally internationalist foreign policy?”
      


      
        8Norway, for instance, resisted
        Nazi occupation throughout the war, whereas Denmark adopted a policy of collaboration for the first three
        years, only later abandoning this approach and engaging in active struggle against the occupying forces. The
        overall result was that Denmark was seen as part of the winning side in 1945, but had avoided severe damage to
        its economy and infrastructure.
      


      
        9It should be added that even the
        “real” version of this line in the anthem contains a smattering of internationalism. After all, the line does
        not emphasize Sweden, but the Nordic region, and thus reveals the Nordic element of Swedishness.
      


      
        10See http://partiprogram.se/sverigedemokraterna#sverigedemokraterna-och-nationalismen. Accessed December
        11, 2018.
      


      
        11http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/europpblog/2018/08/28/swedens-election-is-about-more-than-the-sweden-democrats/.
        Accessed January 9, 2019.
      


      
        12See below for a comparison with
        the Danish and German situations.
      


      
        13See https://www.socialdemokraterna.se/var-politik/partiprogram-och-riktlinjer/. Accessed January 10,
        2019.
      


      
        14Two years later the Social
        Democrats were ousted from power by the liberal-conservative alliance, with the support of DPP, and since then
        the latter has hung on to their position of influence with a lot of success, and a DPP member now actually
        occupies the position as chairperson of the Danish parliament, while there are continuous examples of dialogue
        and understanding on welfare issues between the DPP and the Social Democrats. In the recent General Election,
        however (June 2019), the DPP lost a lot of their former support, waving goodbye to more than half of their
        parliamentary seats. A reasonable explanation seems to be that their political stance had developed too far in
        the direction of the Social Democratic welfare position and too far away from their hard-line stance on
        immigration, which in turn had been adopted by new and more right-wing parties.
      


      
        15Cooperation in fact is not
        unusual at the level of local government, but impossible in Parliament (Riksdagen) for reasons of moral
        positioning and symbolic politics.
      


      
        16This slide toward populist
        positions among mainstream parties is fully consonant with the findings of other scholarship. See, e.g.,
        Eatwell and Goodwin (2018, 287), and their apposite references
        in note 9 (p. 322), for confirmation. Whether the term they use for this phenomenon, “populism lite,” is the
        most fitting one, however, is doubtful. What is actually happening is that many parties who do not see
        themselves as “populist” are adopting populist policies. This does not make them “lite” but only helps them
        maintain their moral self-perception as decent and centrist. The Swedish situation, like the German one, is
        moreover typified by the exceptional fact that the stance of the mainstream parties is formulated and practiced
        as totally exclusive of the self-styled populist parties (the SD and the AfD, respectively).
      

    

  


  
    

    
      

      
        Chapter 8
      


      
        CATALONIA—TOWARD A STATE TRULY OUR OWN!
      

    


    
      If the state fails to assimilate its national minorities, and they perceive the state as “alien”, the
      “estrangement” from the state implies a profound sense of emotional detachment. The individual feels as a
      “stranger” and thus can easily develop a strong sense of community with those members of the national community
      determined to oppose the homogenizing processes initiated by the state. In opposition to the majority nationalism
      instilled by the state, emerges a novel resistance nationalism defending the right of national minorities to
      decide upon their political future. (Montserrat Guibernau 2013, 9)
    


    
      The Catalonian case is very different from the Swedish, for a number of obvious reasons. Sweden is a unitary
      nation-state, based on cultural homogeneity and a long shared history, but with ethnic and national minorities of
      different hue (Sami, Swedish Finns, Serbs, Croats, Turks, Romanians, Syrians, etc.). Most of these are
      geographically dissipated across Swedish territory, though the Sami have their own distinct “homeland” in the
      North. Catalonia, on the other hand, though also located within a formally unitary Spanish state, is an
      autonomous region within the national “semi-federal” structure, with its own language (Catalan), a relatively
      distinct history and devolved powers in questions of language, education, social policy and culture, but—in spite
      of this considerable political autonomy—is not equipped with the powers that uniquely distinguish a sovereign
      nation-state: money, foreign policy, security forces, an army and international recognition. And, importantly, it
      never was, in spite of multiple historical efforts (Elliott 2018;
      Guibernau 2004).
    


    
      Its autonomous status has, moreover, shifted a lot since the fall of Franco in 1975 (the fascist regime did not
      admit of any autonomy at all). Autonomy peaked in 2006, but in 2010 the region had significant competences
      removed from the regional government in Barcelona to the central government in Madrid, based on a decision by the
      Spanish Constitutional Court—an event that refueled and aggravated the
      secessionist debate. Gerardo Munoz (2018) is right to argue that
    


    
      if the 2011 protest cycle of 15-M indignados movement1 made the crisis of legitimacy of the Spanish democratic consensus visible,
      the Catalan independence movement places the Spanish state at a high point of existential threat. There is no
      doubt that in both the intermediate and long term, the “Catalan Question” will fundamentally redefine the Spanish
      political landscape as well as the future of the European zone.
    


    
      For Catalonia is also the wealthiest region in Spain, an economic powerhouse contributing about a fifth of the
      country’s GDP. Catalonia, too, however, was hard hit by the 2008 crisis, and some separatists attributed this to
      their dependence on the Spanish state rather than the general downturn of the international economy. Identical
      economic arguments have cropped up since then, recently in 2017.2
    


    
      The fallout of these developments, combined with the reduction of autonomy in 2010, made the field explode,
      developing from latent dissatisfaction to loud political claims for secession within half a decade. These claims
      have reached their climax within the last 18 months, with demonstrations and street protests in Barcelona and
      other Catalan cities, the independence referendum of October 1, 2017, the independence declaration by the Catalan
      parliament of 10 October, the imposition of direct rule—and thus removal of autonomy—by Madrid, the incarceration
      or chosen exile of 17 separatist politicians, the regional election in December 2017 and the formation of a new
      regional government—while tensions have continuously exacerbated, and divisions (both between Catalonia and the
      rest of Spain, and between independents and unionists in the region) have taken on the character of extreme
      political hostility and individual harassment. Lately, this has had the consequence both that the separatists
      have lost their slim majority in the Catalan parliament and that the two major secessionist parties have started
      to fall out over the issue of the right strategy for achieving their ultimate goal: a state of their own.3
    


    
      Now, you may think that all this is very interesting, but has no bearing on the question of populism, which this
      book is all about. The question of why the Catalonian independence movement should want to secede from Spain
      should, some would argue, be kept separate from the issue of populism as national politics and identity. I beg to
      differ. Katy Collin (2017a) is partly right in pointing out that
      “Catalonia’s vote is not part of the global wave of populist authoritarianism.” She continues, however, to admit
      that “the rise of populism and the rise of separatism are symptoms of the same problems. States are struggling to manage diversity and internal economic disparity” (emphasis mine). And
      elsewhere she argues that “[s]ecessionism is on the rise because liberal democracy is under stress. States
      are failing to accommodate minorities and politically channel demands” (Collin 2017b; emphasis mine). So, at least secessionism and populism arise from the same causal
      phenomenon, the problems that liberal democracy is encountering. But there is more.
    


    
      The independence parties and their objectives may not be of a traditional populist kind, but they share
      populists’ aversion to elites, cast Spain as the undoubted enemy, have their own notion of “the real people” (see
      below) and bask in their sense of victimhood and historical injustice. Affinities are manifold, and the politics
      the separatists represent—however different they may be in terms of specific preferences—is not a far cry from
      the “thin ideology” of the Sweden Democrats, Orbán or the League in Italy. They are just as determined to execute
      a program of national identity politics as these populist parties are, though in the nature of things they look
      to the outside world, especially the EU, for recognition, since without it they do not stand a chance of
      realizing their dream of becoming a new state. The same, incidentally, applied to the Visegrad countries (Poland,
      Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary) before entering the EU—countries which now display distinctly populist
      attitudes toward the very same international organization. And in reality, though with a twist to be clarified
      below, the Catalan secessionists are just as dismissive of that part of the Catalonian population—about half!—who
      do not support their secessionist agenda as are populists elsewhere when they exclude significant parts of
      citizens from their own definition of the People.
    


    
      Also the outcome is similar: anarchy, division, a morality of self-righteousness, a culture of innocence and
      victimization, a sanctimoniousness of identity, which is typical of dreamers who have not (yet) achieved their
      imagined goal, their very own state, which complements, channels and embodies their highest hopes for collective
      self-representation, adding to the intergenerational loyalty and feelings of family-like solidarity the
      indispensable element of political sovereignty. Here, in our own home, protected from outside threats and within
      our own comfort zone, we would finally be secure and able to develop our own shared future!
    


    
      The main difference between this type of populism and the Swedish, Dutch, French, British, Hungarian, American
      one is that it has, first, to establish the sovereign state, which they so ardently yearn for and cannot
      take it for granted as an institution to be criticized, dragged through the mud and rejected or taken over in the
      name of the People. For the same reason, they have to target the external (Spanish) elites more than Catalan
      ones, who may support the central powers but do not belong in the same enemy bracket. They are misguided rather
      than evil, are really part of “us,” though they do not yet comprehend their
      real allegiance. Moreover, Catalan elites can neither factually nor morally be blamed for the misfortune of
      dependence, for both the former and current president of Catalonia, Carles Puigdemont and Quim Torra,
      respectively, hail from separatist parties, though Torra is at present independent and thus not aligned with any
      party. In addition, they have for most of their time as incumbents actually ruled with a parliamentary majority
      of separatists behind them, mainly from the ERC, the traditional party of separatism, and Junts Per Catalunya
      [Together for Catalonia], Puigdemont’s party.
    


    
      So, it is little surprise that they do not see the main problem as lying with the internal Catalan elites but
      rather with the alleged “fascism” of the Spanish (Castilian) elites, who illegitimately and immorally suppress
      Catalonia and keep it from realizing their democratic dream. When, for instance, the then Spanish prime minister,
      Mariano Rajoy, threatened to revoke Catalan autonomy following the (unconstitutional) referendum on independence
      of October 1, 2017, by applying Article 155 of the Spanish Constitution, Puigdemont reacted by condemning this
      move while calling it “the worst attack against institutions and the people of Catalonia since the
      military dictatorship of Francisco Franco.”4 He continued, however, to strike a more conciliatory tone:
    


    
      I want to follow people’s will for Catalonia to become an independent state. We propose to suspend the effect of
      the independence declaration […] in order to work towards putting into practice the result of the referendum […].
      Today, we are making a gesture of responsibility in favor of dialogue.
    


    
      But having such advances rejected by Madrid, and subsequently fleeing the country for his Brussels exile,
      Puigdemont nevertheless repeated the fascist charge in his address on January 22, 2018, to scholars and students
      at the University of Copenhagen:
    


    
      The Catalan president, Carles Puigdemont, in a packed room at the University of Copenhagen, has said that if the
      Catalan people cannot freely choose their government, it will mean that there is no democracy in Catalonia, that
      “voting is useless”. Not just that. He warned that with the conflict between Catalonia and Spain and the
      authoritarian reaction by Madrid towards the 1st October referendum, “democracy is at stake in the whole of
      Europe”. “The shadow of Franco is still long”, he said in a hard-hitting speech which described the response from
      Mariano Rajoy’s government as vengeful.5
    


    
      
    


    
      On the same event, he denied being a populist, but rather a fighter for democracy and the free will of people to
      choose their own direction, their own leaders and their own destiny. In spite of divisions and disagreements at
      the level of politics—both between separatist parties and between separatists and politicians preferring to stay
      with the Spanish monarchy—secessionist discourse thus insists on treating the issue as if these skirmishes were
      minor and high Catalan politics should focus on the cohesiveness of Catalan elites-cum-people and the betrayal of
      them by the Castilian elites.
    


    
      The same goes for their approach to the People, which they treat somewhat differently than do, for instance,
      Trump or Orbán. In real terms they exclude the parts that support staying with Spain, but they simultaneously
      construct an ideal, fully homogeneous and totally aligned Catalan people. On October 10, 2017, President
      Puigdemont announced, for instance, that “I assume the mandate of the people of Catalonia to become an
      independent state in the shape of a republic,”6 despite the fact that only about 40 percent of the electorate had turned up at the polling
      booths, and only 70 percent of these voters had cast their lot for independence.7 Puigdemont, Torra and the rest then willfully
      ignore about half of the Catalan people in order to elevate the other half, those that support their political
      project, to the status of “real People,” the people of their dreams and their most ardent fantasies. They are
      thus in one respect totally on a par with the “normal” preferences of populism. In another, however, they differ
      significantly. This is the “twist” referred to previously. This difference will become evident if we compare
      their approach to the people with that of Trump or Orbán.
    


    
      The latter are in a situation where they unscrupulously separate their followers among the official citizenry
      from their opponents, morally seeing only the former as the true People and the latter as enemies, who for formal
      reasons they cannot expel or in other ways rid themselves of, but whom they regard and treat with scorn and, as
      far as possible, exclude from influence as well as recognition. They are, in the hyper-moral vision of these
      populists, in a very real sense “citizens non grata,” enemies rather than parts of the People, a scar in the body
      politic.
    


    
      This is not so in Catalonia, where the populist-separatist leaders have adopted a double vision of the
      people. On the one hand, they try to forget the popular opposition to their political project and treat their
      followers as the people who have seen the true vision. On the other, however, they are painfully aware that this
      opposition is there and that they need to bring them—at least large parts of them—around to their own way of
      seeing the world, for if they don’t and treat them as enemies, their project is dead in the water. In other
      words, they need to accommodate their present adversaries into their separatist project, and they do not figure
      in their vision as enemies on a par with the Spanish elites but rather as
      individuals who have lost their sense of the true path.
    


    
      The reason, inversely, of the first part of the vision, which elevates their current supporters to the People on
      a pars pro toto kind of logic, should consequently also be reevaluated, for it is neither as permanent,
      exclusive, nor as belligerent as the logic of Trumpism or Orbanism. This is because the nationalism of the
      secessionists is (still) a “subjunctive,” unfulfilled dream, and the state of their fantasies is still
      marred by the nightmare that it may never be realized. In this kind of predicament, proponents of separation
      cannot afford the luxury of excluding any potential supporter from their project. On the other hand, they have to
      build a morally coherent castle with real inhabitants in order to make the flights of their fancy assume a
      realistic character. So, where the citizens in America or Hungary that do not support Trump or Orbán are really
      excluded from their populist vision of the People, the Catalan people are, in toto, in principle included by the
      secessionists in their moral vision of the state-to-come, though about 50 percent of the ethnic community still
      haven’t seen the light.
    


    
      The third difference from “normal” populism centers on the question of religiosity and sacrality. I have argued
      that populism is a sort of civil religion (Hedetoft forthcoming), something which is obvious in, for example,
      Poland, Hungary, France, Italy, the Nordic countries and the United States. Sometimes it leads to populists and
      religious leaders entering into open alliances (Poland), sometimes to populists calling on the private
      religiosity of their citizens (as in the United States) and at other times to celebrating the “Christian
      civilization” of a particular country (Hungary, Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden). The religious element is nearly
      always apparent and strong; national identity and religious symbolism have found each other once again. However,
      this seems not to be valid in the case of Catalan secessionists. They may well be Catholics, but the Catholic
      belief is not coupled with the separatist cause. This may of course indicate that we are not dealing with a bona
      fide example of pure populism. But there is a stronger (possibly additional) explanation.
    


    
      The reason for the function of civil religiosity in the other cases is that it serves to legitimate the populist
      agenda by reference to a higher, transcendent authority. The reintroduction of nationalist belief in the general
      will and destiny of “us all,” as well as in the monopoly and sovereignty of state power, needs the blessing of a
      kind of sacrality that is generally recognized as spiritual rather than material, altruistic rather than grubby.
      The most important reason this is not forthcoming in the Catalan case is that it is not needed: the separatist
      objective, the creation of “our own home,” where we decide everything for ourselves and among ourselves, is in
      itself the highest spiritual goal and does not need the support of a higher divinity. The dream of
      independence is so alluring that it would only divert people’s concentration
      and mental energies if it were mixed with “regular” religiosity. Independence is the fantasy and will stay
      the utopia until it may, one day, find itself realized. At that point, if it ever happens, leaders may resort to
      the vicarious help of God.
    


    
      The second, less important, reason has to do with the separation between secessionists and Spanish loyalists. If
      any of the populist leaders might ever have thought of invoking the Christian divinity as a legitimation of the
      separatist cause, they would most likely have dismissed the idea, since it would not be well accepted by the
      considerable number of citizens supporting Spanish supremacy and feeling no less pious for that; it would rather
      make the secessionists more unpopular and remove them further from their ultimate goal.
    


    
      So, the lack of religiosity in this case of exceptional populism should be found in the subjunctive nature of the
      struggle, meaning that it is in the process of fighting for rather than possessing a nation-state
      of its own, and constructing all the imaginary paraphernalia that it would require single-mindedly around that
      one utopian objective. However, it needs the formal separation between church and state, between religion and
      worldly power for this condition to apply. We have to recognize that it is not a generic fact that we can
      attribute to all secessionist movements anywhere in the world. The Kurds may well invoke their religion in
      support of their nationalist cause; separatists in Khuzestan (western part of Iran) likewise; and Tibet certainly
      refers to Buddhism as a reason and cultural legitimation for their wish to break away from China. We need to
      examine each of these cases separately in order to establish the precise role of religiosity—or the lack thereof.
    


    
      A question, which is beyond doubt, is that on the issue of secession there often exists a potential conflict
      between international and national law. The former, for example, in the form of UN declarations,8 accords the right of independence to all
      peoples who are able to argue the case for independence/secession, especially colonial dependencies—or
      alternatively can be interpreted in that way. National law rarely does—if ever. Writing secessionist options into
      national constitutions is a non-starter, a self-defeating logic. When secession nevertheless sometimes does
      happen, it is due to political considerations, often backed by force. The independence of Slovenia and Croatia in
      1991 is a case in point—which would not have come about without the support of Germany and the EU. The split
      between Slovakia and the Czech Republic came about amicably, but clearly in the atmosphere set by the breakdown
      of the Soviet Union. These and other secessions have been recognized internationally. Kosovo is an exception,
      which divides the international waters, Serbia still refusing to recognize the Kosovo nation-state. A couple of
      independence referenda in Scotland (1979, 2014) were agreed with the UK
      government, but have been unsuccessful so far, since they either did not meet the required voting criteria or
      were unable to attract a sufficient number of voters. Generally, Susanna Mancini—in an article which otherwise
      approaches the problem of secession from the standpoint of legality and jurisprudence—is spot on when she
      concludes that
    


    
      [w]ith very few exceptions, notably that of Serbia and Montenegro, secessions have not been undertaken in
      accordance with any specific legal provision; they have come about either through the use of force or through
      political agreements, which means that they have not occurred according to any democratic logic. (Mancini
      2008)
    


    
      In the case of Catalonia, no official, legally binding or generally accepted (by the Spanish government or the
      EU) referendum has ever taken place. All efforts have been found unconstitutional by the Spanish Constitutional
      Court, including an advisory, non-binding referendum planned for 2014 (and finally executed as a form of
      “citizens’ participation”). It followed popular unrest in many Catalan towns in 2012, which declared themselves
      Free Catalan Territory,9 and
      eventually led to the passing, in the Catalan Parliament in 2013, of a “Declaration of Sovereignty and of the
      Right to Decide of the Catalan People,” which declared that “[t]he people of Catalonia have—by reason of
      democratic legitimacy—the character of a sovereign political and legal entity.”10
    


    
      None of this has had an effect on the Spanish political and legal system, which has consistently opposed any
      measures that might privilege independence for Catalonia, including the 2017 referendum, which has led to the
      present predicament. In this endeavor, Spain has been backed by the EU throughout, which has continuously
      confirmed that it only recognizes Spain as a legitimate member and collaborator and has refused all advances by
      the secessionists.
    


    
      The stand-off continues. Reports indicate that the change of Spanish government, where the socialist Pedro
      Sanchez is now president, has eased relations between Madrid and Barcelona somewhat, without basically changing
      the antagonism. Separatist politics might seem to have been pushed back, both due to the situation in the
      regional parliament, where they no longer have the absolute majority, and to the fact that some of their
      prominent leaders are in jail, have retired or are in exile (Martinez et al. 2018). However, as recent unrest has confirmed, this has done nothing to the situation on the ground,
      where the stalemate continues and separatist numbers as well as support remain the same. In addition, separatists
      are waiting for the court cases against the insurgent leaders to begin, while their energies are continuously
      fanned by the ex-President in exile and his followers, who play the martyrdom
      card professionally and frequently. We seem to be awaiting the next eruption of emotions, claims and possibly
      violence.
    


    
      The core question is why—and why now? What explains the secessionist fury in a region that has been given
      multiple indications that it will not succeed and is, in addition, not an underprivileged or destitute
      locality—which might have made it possible to argue that it is economically or socially suppressed by the central
      government and might do better outside the state than within it?
    


    
      Many analysts have contended that this—economic—argument, turned on its head, is in fact the answer. Catalonia is
      so strong, they argue, that it has got all the resources necessary to make do on its own and can hence wave
      goodbye to Spain.11 The region
      is no doubt a net contributor to the Spanish economy, and it did in fact blame the incompetence of the Spanish
      government for the 2008 financial crisis. Nevertheless, I do not think this is the answer; at best, it provides a
      precondition for the stubborn insistence of the nationalists on the righteousness of their cause, but it is not
      the explanation for their long-standing search for a separate identity. Here it should be recalled that the
      independence agitation did not flare up until 2010, when the Constitutional Court removed a significant part of
      Catalan autonomy, and not immediately following the economic crisis of 2008. In addition, even the economics
      question can be turned into one of identity and discrimination. When Catalans feel they have been unjustly
      treated by Madrid, whether the issue is education, inclusion or finances, then that is what matters: we feel
      victimized and claim compensation as well as our historic rights!
    


    
      In the Catalan case, the reason thus seems rather to be what Bernard Yack (2012) chooses to call the history of “intergenerational loyalty,” that is, the shared culture,
      language, traditions and character that set Catalonia apart from the rest of Spain and make secessionists
      convinced they have an existential cause worth fighting for. Like many other separatist movements, they feel
      incomplete without the political sovereignty that distinguishes a separate nation-state, and they take
      theoretical pronouncements by, for example, the UN on the constituent features of homogeneous statehood
      seriously. Their cause seems to be strengthened by the refusal of Spain to recognize their claims and,
      historically, especially by the fascist incorporation of Catalonia into the Spanish national regime, with no
      recognition of their separate status in the form of autonomy and a ban on the use of the Catalan language.
    


    
      When autonomy was again restricted in 2010, this development sent echoes of fascist suppression through the
      secessionist cadres in Catalonia and revitalized the fight for the realization of their ultimate dream. Their
      disgust of the Spanish government, which has been fortified by the incarceration or exile of rebel leaders, is so
      intense that they tend to overlook the significant internal opposition to
      their objectives as well as the lukewarm international responses. And they feel justified by the support not just
      of Catalans protesting in the streets but also by prominent and well-known footballers and coaches like Cesc
      Fabregas, Gerard Pique, Xavi and Pep Guardiola.
    


    
      Independence remains a dream, but we must also recognize that the political leaders at the front of the campaign
      are not completely unrelated to happenings on the ground and make tactical and strategic choices based on what
      they see as the most promising way forward. On this view, the idea has recently been strengthened by domestic
      (i.e., Spanish), European (Brexit, Central Europe, disunity between member states) and global (populism,
      authoritarianism) processes. In Spain, for example, in Andalusia, populism is gaining ground.12 Europe is haunted by similar ghosts, the
      migration issue exposing serious disunity, and Brexit illustrating both some of the problems of leaving the EU
      and giving some hope to Catalonian separatists, because Scotland stands in the wings waiting to claim
      independence for itself too.13
      And global authoritarianism in the United States, Turkey, Russia, China and Brazil, to name the most obvious
      examples, is changing the name of the game in a clearly nationalist direction. All this fans the dedication and
      resolve of the independence movement—which basically is not united on anything but the desire to be free of
      Spanish domination. For the secessionists, there is no reason to display solidarity with the rest of Spain.
      Carlos Puigdemont, cast by separatists as the savior of Catalonia, is in exile and may be imprisoned if and when
      he returns to Spain, that is, has almost certain martyrdom status waiting for him.
    


    
      There is a persistent narrative going around in Spanish as well as international academic and political circles
      that the Catalan struggle for independence is a phenomenon limited to the “political class” and the upper and
      middle social strata.14 The
      narrative no doubt originates in the strong economic position of the region and the belief that the dream of
      secession is associated with the desire of politicians and the well-to-do to strengthen their power and wealth
      even further. However, I think this narrative should be put to rest as a myth pure and simple. If we assume as
      likely and realistic—based on voting patterns and the strength of separatist versus unionist parties in the
      regional Parliament—that about 50 percent of the electorate honestly support separatism in one way or another,
      this fact should be sufficient to refute the narrative. There are not that many members of the political and
      well-off social strata anywhere, not in Catalonia either. And the ones that exist cannot permanently dupe or
      manipulate their voters into believing in a cause they “really” should reject. In addition, if the myth were
      true, one would expect the big towns and cities, Barcelona especially, to back secession strongly, but in fact
      the rural areas are more explicitly separatist.15 And finally, street-level demonstrations, protests and
      riots in support of secession are now a regular phenomenon, and it is impossible that participants exclusively
      hail from the privileged classes.
    


    
      This is obviously not to deny that these strata have a strong and vested interest in independence, nor that the
      predominant financial position of the region is unimportant. In fact, the latter provides leaders with
      confidence, stamina and resources to continue fighting what looks like a losing battle. We need to recognize,
      however, that they would not be able to do this without the support of large sections of ordinary citizens
      representing all classes, all generations and all Catalan localities, and that the affective attachment of these
      citizens to independence far transgresses rational arguments and logical thinking. It is an emotional and moral
      cause, fortified by any sign of their mistreatment at the hands of the Castilian elites.
    


    
      We might well argue that this approach to who you are and who you should (be recognized) be is an example of a
      luxurious pastime of identity reveling that is little more than the icing on the cake and not worth taking
      seriously. But the sentiments of historical injustice, unfulfilled dreams, victimization and fantasies of
      near-religious devotion to the nationalist cause are not trivial at all. They are the moralizing stuff that the
      modern, international world is built on, and though the dedication of half of the Catalans to having their own
      state, and thus to create their own Allgemeinheit, their very own abstract volonté générale, may
      seem arbitrary, irrational, untimely and self-defeating, this is an external view that does not reflect the
      emotional habitus guiding these Catalans, and also conceals the close proximity of our own banal nationalism to
      this nationalism of subjunctive dreaming (Hedetoft 1995, 34–43).
      They are determined by identical “logics”—only the Catalans may have chosen the wrong timing for the realization
      of their dreams.
    


    
      Or have they? Let us return to Katy Collin’s arguments that “secessionism is on the rise because liberal
      democracy is under stress” and that populism and secessionism originate in the same problems that states have
      with managing minorities and migration. Is the Catalan dream in fact populist—and is the timing better than we
      might think?
    


    
      The Catalan case is obviously different from that of, say, Hungary, or Italy, or the United States, or Brazil,
      and the visions of the separatist parties are both internally different and vary, ranging from the programmatic
      statements and practices of countries where populists are in power and those where they are not—Sweden, for
      instance. The basic reason is, as mentioned earlier, that in those countries populists contend for power over a
      common state institution, which they all refer to. Not so in Catalonia. Puigdemont would not dream of running for
      parliament in Madrid, let alone for Spanish presidency. He and the other separatists want to create a new
      state, one that does not exist at the present time. This in itself gives their
      dreams another hue and makes a one-to-one comparison difficult.
    


    
      Nevertheless, on a number of core features they resemble populists elsewhere to such an extent that the
      similarities are hard to miss. The combination of their fascist imagery of Spanish elites, the discourse of
      victimization and martyrdom, the wholesale identification with “the people” of Catalonia and the hyper-moral
      imaginary connected with Catalan “blood” and citizenship is a clear proximate of the “thin” populist ideology
      elsewhere. On the other hand, they actively seek international recognition and do not reject state institutions,
      democratic procedures or the tripartion of powers. The latter facts may be due to tactical rather than strategic
      or programmatic reasons, but it would be speculative to pass judgment on this question. What seems to be certain
      is that the Catalan nationalists have seen a new chance for realizing their agenda and contravening the liberal
      domination of international politics in the fact that the populist agenda is currently spreading from one country
      to the next. This populist echo may naturally spill over on the (cultural) politics of some of the separatist
      parties more than others. But right now it would seem that their common overriding goal is to achieve
      independence and they willingly put a lid on their internal divisions. In the long term, most likely, some would
      turn out to be defenders of the democratic and international order, while others may choose a more explicitly
      populist road ahead.16
    


    
      In a wider Spanish and international context, this state of affairs sets the stage for cleavage, division,
      constitutional crisis and cultural anarchy at an unprecedented level and intensity. It seems likely that
      conflicts will be stepped up and will haunt Spain and Catalonia for a long time to come. It is not likely, on the
      other hand, that Catalonia will gain nation-state status, partly due to a lack of EU and UN recognition. The
      Swedish predicament, with two self-righteous moralities locked in open hostilities, is repeated in the case of
      Catalonia, but with the important differences that the separatists face, what to them is, an external foe,
      whereas the Sweden Democrats still view the other parties as domestic opponents, fighting for control of the same
      institution.
    


    
      The situation in Catalonia may turn out to be different if the EU at some point breaks asunder due to the mass of
      centrifugal developments that continue to plague it; if Scotland manages to tear itself away from Brexit-UK; or
      if populism enjoys more success in more countries than it already does. Catalan separatists will not stop looking
      for opportunities, the right moment, the weakening of the Spanish straitjacket. It did so in the 1890s, in the
      early 1930s and in the late 1970s. And they are right now continuing the search for the right time to execute
      their vision. Nevertheless, their prospects look bleak. From our current vantage point, Catalunya will
      never wholeheartedly back Spain’s sovereignty, nor will it acquire its own.
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        Chapter 9
      


      
        HUNGARY—RIGHTEOUS REVENGE FOR HISTORIC HUMILIATIONS
      

    


    
      
        We are a Christian people living in the West, standing on foundations of Hun-Turkic origins; the Hungarians see
        themselves as the late descendants of Attila.
      


      
        The Government of Hungary is committed to ensuring that, in the modern, global world, Hungary preserves its
        language, character, culture, origins and traditions. We believe that—also in the 21st century—the only states
        which can be strong are those which are proud of their national identities—and are able to preserve them.
        Today’s Western teaching does not recognise this truth, but we insist on preserving our Hungarian national
        identity. (Viktor Orbán 2018)
      

    


    
      In 2015, prime minister of Hungary Viktor Orbán decided to meet the immigrant challenge by erecting an
      impenetrable barrier—a barbed wire fence—on the southern Hungarian border, thus keeping asylum seekers from
      Africa and the Middle East out, while making himself and the Hungarian regime unpopular in the EU and propelling
      the self-styled “illiberal democracy” of Hungarian populism to international prominence.1 Hungary quickly became the talk of the town, the
      despised object par excellence of liberal-minded people, at least until 2016, when Donald Trump promised
      that he would build a wall on the southern US border if he were elected president. Since then—if not
      before—populism has been seen almost exclusively as a manifestation—an excrudescence—of antimigrant policies, and
      Hungary as the country no civilized nation-state should be seen to associate with.2
    


    
      Hungary is no doubt a different case from both Sweden and Catalonia. Where in the former, mainstream parties are
      doing their utmost to keep the populists from power, and in the latter separatist movements are adopting populist
      measures—so far unsuccessfully—to reach their imagined goal, in Hungary we are dealing with a full-fledged
      populist regime, democratically elected, enjoying the backing of close to 80 percent of citizens (the aggregate
      support for Fidesz and Jobbik) and having ruled the country since 2010. Since
      then, it has done its best to promote its nationalist program, instill national pride among the Magyars in their
      Hungarian identity, curtail liberal institutions and practices, strengthen control of the judicial system and the
      media, keep unwanted aliens and foreign influences out (both the poor from the South and rich elite Jews, like
      George Soros, from the West) and simultaneously ridicule and extract maximum benefits from the EU.3
    


    
      All this has not detracted from Orbán and Fidesz’s popularity. Although there are oppositional voices and protest
      demonstrations against this or the other political undertaking (e.g., the so-called slave laws giving employers
      access to cheap and plentiful labor; or gradual, but persistent attempts to take control of independent
      institutions like the Supreme Court),4 Orbán has so far succeeded in relegating the opposition to the fringes and creating fear
      among critical liberals of the consequences of voicing their disagreements too openly and directly.5 They are not, in his view, a bona fide
      part of the/his People, but basically foreign traitors deserving to be treated accordingly. The more they object,
      the harsher the methods of the government to suppress and sideline them (Bayer 2018; Lendvai 2017).
    


    
      Orbán himself has attained the status of a charismatic national savior, repeatedly evoking the image of Hungary
      as a Christian nation and himself as the highest representative of its national-religious roots: “We believe
      Poles and Hungarians have a common path, common fight and common goal: to build and defend our homeland in the
      form that we want […] Christian and with national values” (Khalili-Tari 2018). Accordingly, state support has been removed from all dissident and “foreign” religious
      denominations, and Hungary now stands as a bastion of the Christian mainstream,6 defending civilization and opposing Muslim,
      Jewish, Hindu and other outlandish beliefs. People committed to these faiths are not welcome in Hungary, which
      anyway only sports 1½ percent with non-Hungarian citizenship, half of these being “ethnic Hungarians” from
      Romania, Slovakia, the Czech Republic and the like.7 They are not regarded as foreign in a moralistic perspective, but express
      Hungarian irredentism and are thus authentically part of “us” (see below).
    


    
      In the same article by Khalili-Tari, Orbán is cited for declaring that “we have built the fence, defended the
      southern border. Migration is like rust that slowly but surely would consume Hungary.” Note “would consume,” not
      “has consumed” or “is consuming.” Migration, in the political discourse of the Hungarian leader, parades in its
      subjunctive, preemptive form, as a sign of potential decay, an object to be avoided. Diversity is not for us,
      thus runs the message; we can only exist together, as Hungarians with the same ethnic roots, the same national
      character, the same destiny and the same future. If we don’t, we are doomed. History proves that we have always
      been victims of evil forces: Ottomans, Austrians, Nazis, Soviets, neighbors, multiculturalism. Hence, we must keep the migrant invaders—especially Muslims, cultural aliens—from our doors.
      Otherwise we will see a repeat of our unfortunate past.
    


    
      Migration thus plays a role, but it is markedly different from, say, Sweden, which has already been
      “contaminated” by migrant invaders and ethnic diversity. And the role it plays is mostly symbolic and should not
      let us forget that Hungarian populism was not shaped on the basis of resistance to immigrants. It has more
      complex historical and cultural roots—a narrative that will reveal a past replete with defeats, humiliations and
      bad choices, as well as revisions, deletions, selective memory and evasions of guilt. It will hopefully give an
      answer to the following core question put by Ferenc Laczó: “Why has the populist turn proved so radical in
      Hungary?” (Laczó 2018).
    


    
      It seems to me that there are three major factors of causation:8 First, the humiliating defeat after World War I (the so-called Trianon
      trauma), which curtailed the country’s territorial reach by 72 percent and left more than 2 million ethnic
      Hungarians living outside the Hungarian borders, while giving rise to its current irredentist policies.9
    


    
      Second, the authoritarianism that Hungary became used to during the final phases of World War II (another
      crushing defeat) and the ensuing Soviet-imposed rule, which Hungarians revolted against in 1956, though in vain.
    


    
      And third, the national backlash after the fall of Communism and the failure of the post-communist left in the
      early twenty-first century, the pivotal year being 2006, which marked the total (and inadvertently public)
      political and moral breakdown of rule by the Hungarian Socialist Party (the MSzP), and the most incontrovertible
      and immediate reason for the surge of popularity and accession to office of Fidesz in 2010.
    


    
      The three processes are woven into an intricate historical web, with significant social, cultural and political
      effects, which point to the charisma of Orbán and the strength of populist nationalism in present-day Hungary.
      There are also other factors at play, but they are minor and need not occupy us here. Let me review the three
      causative factors one by one and subsequently try to demonstrate their interrelationship.
    


    
      Trianon was not the first humiliation of the Magyars, but it is definitely the event that looms largest in
      Hungarian memory and shapes as well as feeds into “Hungary’s 500-Year-Old Victim Complex,” as James Traub has
      compellingly called it.10 After
      abortive attempts to create an independent nation-state in the nineteenth century (between 1848 and 1867), and
      subsequently having to play the role of junior partner in the Dual Monarchy, Hungary was (again) on the losing
      side in World War I and had to see the remainder of the Habsburg Empire dissolve. The revenge exacted by the
      British and French victors (but not the United States, which disagreed) was the imposition on the country of the
      Trianon Treaty in 1920,11 which
      chopped prewar Hungarian territory into pieces, giving parts of it to Austria,
      other parts to Transylvania/Romania, yet others to Croatia and Serbia, some to (Czecho)Slovakia and so forth. It
      was an unusually harsh Treaty, which not only took two-thirds of the original territory away from Hungarian
      sovereignty but also left 3 million citizens with other national rulers, including 2 million ethnic Hungarians,
      and turned the country into a fully landlocked state, with no access to any seaports. Hungary was left isolated,
      stripped, bereft of its former Habsburg diversity, which had after all generated a thriving cultural and
      intellectual scene, especially in Budapest, which vied with Vienna and Paris for the status of cultural capital
      of Central Europe and which had guaranteed international clout and recognition. World War I totally upended all
      that and left the country not only in a cultural, mental and political shambles but also with a national
      consciousness of moral righteousness and innocent victimhood, which was going to reverberate throughout the next
      century.
    


    
      The rationale of the victors was not mere revenge (though undoubtedly also that) but—they hoped—the total
      containment of any future Hungarian threat. However, as was the case with Germany, they overlooked the momentous
      consequences and repercussions for national and international politics in the country, for national identity
      questions and for relations between rulers and citizens. Viktor Orbán, when assuming the reins of government for
      the second time in 2010, exemplified the immense importance of the Trianon trauma by declaring the 4th of June,
      the day of the signing of the Treaty in 1920, a day of National Unity and has consistently cast himself as a
      leader and strongman in the process of recovering the losses imposed by the Treaty on Hungary, certainly in moral
      and mental terms, while leaving the question of regaining lost territory in the balance. While recouping
      territorial losses is no doubt little but a utopian dream, it nevertheless figures in the Hungarian imagination
      as a long-term goal and determines its irredentist policies. Until such time he is courting the favor of the
      ethnic Magyar diaspora living in the once-Hungarian territories abroad, particularly in Transylvania, Slovakia
      and Ukraine,12 and they are
      liberally repaying him by massively voting for Fidesz in elections.
    


    
      Trianon is in fact present everywhere in Hungarian politics, history and culture. In the summer of 2018, a rock
      opera intended “to retell the 1920s grievances” was staged in the Heroes’ Square (note the name!) in Budapest,
      directed by Gábor Koltay, who at a press conference said that “[w]e will show how the events of 1920—the
      dismemberment of the country—impacted our lives” (Walker 2018). In
      a letter to local voters in a referendum on EU migration quotas in 2016, István Vitányi—a Fidesz MP—wrote that
      “[a]t Trianon we lost the majority of our country and we cannot lose the rest of it” (ibid.), thus directly
      comparing migrants and war enemies. School books and other educational
      materials focus intently on the Trianon trauma, now offering increasingly simplistic and one-sided
      interpretations of the event, almost always showing Hungary as an innocent victim. Trianon was “done to a nation
      whose borders were established over a thousand years earlier (896 AD) and one who, as the Pope called the
      ‘Saviors of Christianity,’ lost millions of lives defending the rest of Europe from numerous invasions from the
      likes of Mongolian Tatars and the Ottoman Turks” (AHF 2019).
      András Mink, a Hungarian historian, puts the central point clearly: “When you want to track down the roots of
      anti-western and anti-liberal sentiment in Hungary, you should go back to that moment in history, when for many
      the lesson was that the ideas of liberty and self-determination are valid only for the western powers” (Walker
      2018). Or in the rhetoric of the charismatic leader himself,
      “Since Trianon we have never been so close to bringing our nation back to self-confidence,” while continuing in
      true-to-style populist discourse to assert that “if Hungary has a government that will serve foreign, globalist
      interests then Hungarians will lose this historic opportunity, and not just for one electoral cycle but for
      decades to come” (Orbán 2017, cited in Walker 2018). Trianon was
      indeed a national tragedy, but it can be turned to good nativist use, especially if history is tailored, brushed
      up and has some of its murky sides deleted.
    


    
      Trianon is thus not a reason for present-day populism in Hungary, if by reason we mean a stimulus triggering this
      kind of reaction. The moral purification and national innocence that it has become a part of could as well have
      turned into atonement for historical sins, as in the case of Germany, where demure
      Vergangenheitsbewältigung [“mastery of the past”] and moral reparations have dominated the political arena
      since the end of World War II; Israel is for that reason almost exempt from German criticism, and EU
      integrationist contributions are hailed. Not so in Hungary, which wraps itself in the garb of the innocent victim
      having being continuously subjected to foreign control, where anti-Jewish sentiments are widespread and
      increasingly condoned, and the EU is solely regarded as an instrument for nationalist policies. In order to
      understand this public morality fully, we need to investigate causative factor no 2: World War II and its
      aftermath.
    


    
      There is little doubt that in objective terms, Hungary once again made itself guilty while making a number of
      wrong decisions and alliances, when, in the course of the 1930s, the Hungarian Regent Miklós Horthy entered into
      an alliance with Hitler’s Germany and Mussolini’s Italy and Hungary subsequently took part in World War II on the
      side of the Axis powers. The reason for this is clear for all to see: this was the desperate attempt of the
      Hungarian state to keep the Soviets at bay and at the same time to recapture some of the territory lost at
      Trianon.13 And ganging up with
      other World War I losers by entering the “Tripartite Pact” between Germany, Italy and Japan seemed to be the only and at least the fastest possible way to do that (though exerting
      pressure on Britain and France through the United States, especially since Winston Churchill had had second
      thoughts about Trianon,14 might
      have brought the country nearer its goal).
    


    
      However, almost simultaneously Hungary signed another pact, a “Treaty of Eternal Friendship,” with Yugoslavia,
      which had not at the time decided where its loyalties lay in the showdown between the Axis Powers and the Allies.
      When the scales seemed to point toward the latter, Hitler decided to invade Yugoslavia, asking Hungary for help
      with the invasion and occupation of its southern neighbor—partly as a repayment of the territories that the
      alliance had actually brought back under Hungarian control. The Hungarian Prime Minister Pál Teleki now found
      himself faced with an impossible choice and committed suicide, while leaving a note for Miklós Horthy with the
      following wording:
    


    
      Excellency: We have become word-breakers—out of cowardice—and broke our promise of the eternal friendship
      agreement based on your Mohács speech. The nation senses that we have cast away its honor. We have sided with the
      villains, because the atrocities they reported are a pack of lies. There were none against Hungarians and none
      even against Germans. We will be robbing a corpse! We will be the most miserable of nations. I did not hold you
      back. I am guilty.15
    


    
      This dramatic event, however, was not enough to stop the Hungarian invasion of Yugoslavia, which proceeded,
      somewhat reluctantly, after a new prime minister had been appointed. The consequence was the slaughter of
      thousands of Yugoslavs at the hands of Hungarian forces, as well as Yugoslav retaliation against the Hungarians,
      who subsequently paid an even heavier price: “Hungarian troops took part in the Nazi invasion and partition of
      Yugoslavia in 1941. In January 1942 they conducted brutal anti-Partisan raids in which they killed over up to
      4,000 civilians, mostly Serbs and Jews, in the Novi Sad region. In 1943 the Hungarian government investigated the
      massacres and the leaders responsible were sentenced to death. But when Yugoslav partisans recaptured Vojvodina
      they began a mass and systematic revenge execution of ethnic Hungarians: around 40,000 civilians were tortured
      and killed between October 1944 and May 1945.”16 Hungary also, though again reluctantly, took part in the capture of several hundred thousand
      Hungarian Jews, but refused to deport them, and Horthy finally, in October 1944, decided to leave the Axis
      alliance in favor of the Allies.
    


    
      Horthy’s proclamation on radio, October 15, 1944:
    


    
      Today it is obvious to any sober-minded person that the German Reich has lost the war. All governments
      responsible for the destiny of their countries must draw the appropriate conclusions from this fact, for as a
      great German statesman, Bismarck, once said, “No nation ought to sacrifice itself on the altar of an alliance.”
      […] I decided to safeguard Hungary’s honour even against her former ally, although this ally, instead of
      supplying the promised military help, meant finally to rob the Hungarian nation of its greatest treasure, its
      freedom and independence. I informed a representative of the German Reich that we were about to conclude a
      military armistice with our former enemies. (Ibid.)
    


    
      Germany reacted swiftly: “on the same day Horthy announced on radio that Hungary was quitting the war, the Nazis
      invaded Hungary and placed the Nazi-leaning Hungarian Arrow-Cross party in power. Horthy abdicated and declared
      the Arrow-Cross party legitimate, his hand forced by the kidnapping of his son by the Nazis.”
    


    
      When World War II ended about six months later, the Soviets had moved in and controlled Hungarian politics to the
      very end of the Soviet regime. In Horthy’s words, Soviet-style communism “rob[bed] the Hungarian nation of its
      greatest treasure, its freedom and independence,” exchanging one form of foreign, authoritarian rule for another.
      Not an enviable fate for any country.
    


    
      Now it is obvious that this rather detailed story pertains to the Hungarian state rather than its nation/people
      and that the state leaders must take responsibility for their actions, in spite of the fact that they were
      elected by the people and thus can refer to the electorate as the basis for their legitimacy. In addition, the
      people no doubt supported all the state efforts to recapture lost territories, keep the Soviets at bay and other
      national prerogatives. Nevertheless, Hungarian actions before and during World War II were decided by the
      political elites. How are we to assess them?
    


    
      At key moments there can be no doubt that the leaders wavered, were in two minds, hesitated, showed reluctance
      and felt that they were situated between a rock and a hard place. Teleki’s suicide is the most obvious
      demonstration of what guilt, morality and feelings of accountability can effect in a person torn between
      opportunism and conscience, politics and human ethics. On the other hand, both the foreign policy of the 1930s
      and the decision of Horthy in 1944 to abandon the Axis alliance (and risk German imprisonment as a consequence)
      belong more in the section of opportunistic actions in the name of the national interest than in that of guilt
      and morality, no matter how much doubt and wavering might have accompanied
      them and however “wrong” they seem to be with the benefit of hindsight. This should be obvious as regards the
      German-friendly policies of the 1930s, but it is also clear—even from Horthy’s own admission (see above)—that the
      decisive factor for him was that the Nazis “had lost the War.” The occupation of Hungarian territory and the
      advances of the Allied Forces on both sides of it were ample proof. It was time to change sides, even at the cost
      of his personal safety.
    


    
      On the other hand, it is also clear that it was a benefit ending up on the “right” side—as was also the case in
      Denmark, another small country with a history of past defeats and divided loyalties throughout World War
      II—17 and it definitely made
      it much easier to don the garb of innocent victim rather than perpetrator. The Soviet presence and subsequent
      domination of the country in political, economic and social terms only added to this self-image of victimhood,
      fortified by the abortive revolt of 1956, where the Hungarians—state and people—were united in their rebellion,
      and Imre Nagy, though initially in doubt about his position, finally stood up to the Soviets and was hanged for
      it. The year 1956 was no doubt a Hungarian tragedy, different from previous historical events of the nineteenth
      century, in that there was no doubt about the opposition between Magyars and the big brother in the East, and in
      the fact that Hungarians actively, arms in hand, resisted the invading forces. To no avail, a least at the time:
      the revolt was crushed, many Hungarian citizens were killed and several fled the country to other European
      destinations.
    


    
      In spite of this determined resistance, the defeat added to the number of other historical failures and made the
      Magyars accustomed to accepting, willy-nilly, authoritarian rule and semi-despotic elites, who insisted on
      deciding national and common matters for them rather than with them. Janós Kádár’s regime, having done its part
      in repressing the revolt and executing Imre Nagy, tried to perform the difficult balancing act of pleasing the
      Soviet masters and accommodating the desires of the Hungarian population for more freedom, more privacy and
      better living standards, and he was moderately successful in the course of the 1970s and 1980s, when Hungarian
      economic policies gradually embraced more trade with western Europe while introducing reforms into an otherwise
      hermetically closed state economy, for example, the NEM—the new economic mechanism. Travel restrictions were also
      eased, and it was in fact, though not in a formal sense, recognized that citizens also had private interests as
      Bürger and not just existed—as in the Soviet Union—as ideal Staatsbürger and socialist role models,
      ready to make sacrifices for the Allgemeinheit.
    


    
      When Kádár left the prime ministerial office in 1988 (due to illness), after 32 years at the helm of the State,
      the Soviet bloc was in the process of disintegrating and his successors were ready to open the floodgates,
      letting East German citizens escape their chained existence by opening the
      border to Austria. A new historical chapter—including the official and full-scale recognition by the state of the
      private sphere and private interests—had started for the Magyars, a phase that initially proved much less
      promising than they had initially hoped. We have reached the third causative factor, which can properly be called
      the reason for the rise of populism to prominence and popularity in Hungary.
    


    
      After a short period of growth and optimism following the momentous events of 1990, the Magyar Socialist Party
      proved unable to reinvigorate the economy and transform the Hungarian society into a well-functioning capitalist
      polity. Developments were sluggish, foreign investments fell, politicians were still widely entrenched in the old
      ways, economic prospects deteriorated and civil society—bereft of capital, ideas and entrepreneurial
      mentality—was slow to take advantage of the new situation. The 1990s, instead of being a period of growth and
      improvement, turned into a decade of austerity for the Hungarians. Lajós Bokros, Minister of Finance, in 1995
      introduced the Bokros Package, a series of austerity measures, comprising for instance a 9 percent
      devaluation of the forint, sliding devaluation, 8 percent additional customs duty on all goods except for energy
      sources, a limit to salary increases in the public sector, and in addition accelerated privatization. The package
      also included significant welfare cutbacks, including the abolition of free higher education and dental service;
      reduced family allowances and childcare benefits; paid maternity benefits depending on income and wealth; reduced
      subsidies to medicine and pharmaceuticals; and raised retirement age.
    


    
      These reforms were, not surprisingly, supported by the IMF and the World Bank, but were extremely unpopular with
      the Hungarians. Only 4 percent were convinced that the reforms would improve the country’s finances in a big way,
      probably meaning their own affluence and well-being. They were undoubtedly right.
    


    
      One of the instruments to rectify this sorry state of affairs was to become an EU member. This happened in 2004,
      following a referendum in April of 2003, where a large majority of Hungarians supported EU membership, in the
      hope that this would bring the national economy out of the doldrums. Following that, in 2006 Prime Minister
      Ferenc Gyurcsány—Chairman of the Socialist Party, the successor party to the erstwhile Communists—managed to get
      himself and the socialist–liberal coalition government reelected on a platform promising economic “reform without
      austerity.” However, after the elections in April 2006, Gyurcsány nevertheless unveiled a package of austerity
      measures designed to reduce the budget deficit to 3 percent of GDP by 2008. And as if this breach of a crucial
      electoral promise were not sufficient to erode trust in the government, Gyurcsány added insult to injury when, in
      May 2006, he delivered a speech to the party congress of the Socialist Party,
      a speech which was meant to remain internal to the delegates but was leaked to the national media and broadcast
      in its entirety on Magyar Rádió on 17 September.
    


    
      The speech proved to set fire to a smoldering heap of ashes and triggered a regular political crisis in Hungary,
      from which the MSzP (the Socialist Party) never really recovered. Reading the speech in its historical context
      makes such dramatic consequences understandable. A passage from the second part of the speech (English
      translation) will suffice:
    


    
      
        There is not much choice. There is not, because we have fucked it up. Not a little but a lot. No European
        country has done something as boneheaded as we have. It can be explained. We have obviously lied throughout the
        past one and a half-two years. It was perfectly clear that what we were saying was not true. We are beyond the
        country’s possibilities to such an extent that we could not conceive earlier that a joint government of the
        Hungarian Socialist Party and the liberals would ever do. And in the meantime, by the way, we did not do
        anything for four years. Nothing. You cannot mention any significant government measures that we can be proud
        of, apart from the fact that in the end we managed to get governance out of the shit. Nothing. If we have to
        give an account to the country of what we have done in four years, what are we going to say? Naturally, it
        [i.e. the government’s work] is not constructed nicely, calmly or scrupulously. No. No. It is being prepared at
        a mad break-neck speed because we could not do it for a while in case it came to light, and now we have to do
        it so damned desperately that we are almost at the breaking point. And then we slowly end up falling over.
        Because we cannot do better in keeping up the pace. This is the situation. […] Hungary is heading to a
        breakdown. There’s no way out. […]
      


      
        Personally, I have been able to go through the past one and a half years because one thing has given me the
        ambition and fuelled me: to give back its faith to the left, that it can do it and it can win. That the left
        does not have to lower its head in this fucking country. […] That it does not have to shit its pants from
        Viktor Orbán or the right, and it should now learn to measure itself not against them, but against the world.
        This gave me the faith why it is worth doing this. It was a great thing. I loved it. It was the best part of my
        life. Now it [i.e. the faith] comes from the fact that I make history. Not for the history books, I do not give
        a shit about them. I do not at all care whether we or I personally will be in them. I do not at all care.18
      

    


    
      
    


    
      The chairman and prime minister rambled on for more than an hour, using a direct language filled with expletives
      and profanities, and demonstrating a personality as incompetent as it was arrogant. At least it was honest. But
      this honesty proved costly, coming too late and too clandestinely, since the speech had to be leaked to the
      public and was not addressed to it. Admitting to lying, to inconsequential politicking, to having brought the
      nation-state to the brink of disaster and at the same time vilifying the opposition, read Fidesz, had the effect
      that the majority of Hungarians lost trust in socialist-led governance for good. Everything about the event made
      bad memories of Soviet-style governance, mentality and disrespect of the People return. The government’s
      legitimacy disappeared, together with belief in the personal integrity of Gyurcsány, and distrust entered by the
      back door. The results were as predictable as they were massive. In 2009, Gyurcsány handed in his resignation,
      with the argument that “he was a hindrance to further economic and social reforms.” Oddly, he did not totally
      lose the confidence of some of his own cronies and parts of his original electorate and managed both to get
      reelected to Parliament in the general election of 2010 and subsequently, in 2011, to establish a new party, the
      social–liberal Democratic Coalition (Demokratikus Koalíció, DK), since he had become disillusioned and
      fallen out with MSzP. DK subsequently became represented in Parliament after the next general elections in 2014
      and 2018, but are now down to four members. MSzP is still the second largest oppositional party, having been
      overtaken by Jobbik in the May election of 2018.
    


    
      The combined effect of the fateful speech and the ensuing 2008 economic crisis, which impacted Hungary badly, was
      that it opened the door wide for the advent of Viktor Orbán, whose Fidesz won the 2010 election by a massive
      margin and has since retained control of the Hungarian government on a distinctly populist program, backed by the
      then (if not now) neofascist Jobbik, whose original rightist-nationalist agenda—more extreme than that of
      Fidesz—has now more or less been taken over by the governing party, with the effect that the two are now hardly
      distinguishable and occupy a commanding position in Hungarian politics. What in some other countries is regarded
      as extreme, rightist and sometimes racist is normality in Hungary. Fidesz is the catch-all party and represents
      the mainstream voter’s take on life, politics, social affairs and relations with the outside world. Let me try to
      narrow in on the reasons and paradoxes at play here.
    


    
      The social–liberal debacle in Hungary was more significant than it might have been in other countries, since it
      alienated a majority of the electorate from both socialism/communism and “liberal democracy,” that is, from what
      it had become used to thinking of as “the elites,” and thus also from the EU, since Hungarian membership was not
      seen to have benefited the ordinary people, nor the economy generally. The
      distrust generated by the Gyurcsány and governmental humiliation proved to be fatal for the old guard,
      particularly since Orbán, Fidesz and Jobbik were ready in the wings to take advantage of the opening suddenly
      presented to them and push the populist agenda forward in a resolute way. Gyurcsány’s defeat was coupled with the
      revanchism and irredentism sparked by the Trianon trauma and subsequent defeats and humiliations of the Magyars
      during World War II and under Communist rule. Orbán added to this special type of symbolic identity politics his
      own rural (“ordinary”) background, his nativist policies regarding ethnic-national purity and migration, which
      culminated in the fence on the southern border and, as far as international and EU relations were concerned, a
      more pragmatic-utilitarian approach consisting of partly withdrawing from his most extreme proposals when
      criticized by the EU, while nevertheless standing firm in his domestic discourse; partly blaming
      everything untoward on George Soros and the alleged Jewish–international conspiracy; and partly opening up
      new and more friendly relations with the three other Visegrad countries, with Russia (energy resources and the
      Budapest metro!) and with China (train services, e.g., the fast train connection between Budapest and Belgrade
      now in the making and extensively financed with Chinese capital). This has been called Hungary’s “Global
      Opening,” sometimes rephrased as “Eastern Opening,” and has led to accusations against Orbán of gradually pulling
      out of Hungary’s relations with the West.19 At the same time, he joins in EU sanctions against Russia and its fearful take on Chinese
      imperialist policies. A man for all seasons!
    


    
      It obviously helps his identity project that the firm governmental hand of near-authoritarian rule has not so far
      had negative effects for the Hungarian economy, which—following international trends—is picking up pace and is
      now in dire need of manpower, something that has sparked the so-called slave laws, which understandably are
      relatively unpopular, without constituting a threat to Orbán’s rule. As argued by Ferenc Laczó (2018), “Fidesz has […] managed to conquer one institution after another.
      […] It has also managed to create a political-economic system where the party, the Hungarian state and the local
      capitalist economy are closely intertwined and key resources are largely controlled by the loyalists.” This kind
      of rule obviously runs counter to any celebration of political pluralism. Orbán’s “illiberal democracy” is
      instead focused on securing stability, trust and relative progress for the right Magyar People, and somewhat
      perversely reaches back to the authoritarian popular mentality of the periods he despises and rants against. He
      is interested in mobilizing people when he can stage himself as being in opposition, that is, a victim (of
      liberalism, the EU, Soros, the courts, international conspiracies, etc.), and in demobilizing them when he is in
      control and things seem to be running according to plan—that is, his plan. Thus, Laczó has a point when he pinpoints part of Orbán’s success with this paradoxical strategy in the fact that
      “it was also greatly aided by the exit of hundreds of thousands of well-educated younger people: the openness of
      the European space has paradoxically contributed to the consolidation of power of the Orbán regime” (2018). Right
      now, he is succeeding in driving the CEU, NGOs and other Soros-funded institutions out of Hungary (to Vienna and
      Berlin, respectively), leaving the liberal opposition to fend for itself, in an ever-weaker position. They are
      still able to make significant noise,20 but it seems to have no serious effects on the backing of Hungarians for Fidesz and Jobbik.
    


    
      In his own words, the world looks as follows, in the words of Luke Waller. “‘Liberal democracy can’t remain
      globally competitive,’ he said in a 2014 speech to a group of ethnic Hungarians in Romania. ‘The most popular
      topic in thinking today is trying to understand how systems that are not Western, not liberal, not liberal
      democracies and perhaps not even democracies can nevertheless make their nations successful.’ His examples are
      Singapore, Russia, Turkey, India (strangely) and China. ‘We have to abandon liberal methods and principles of
      organizing a society, as well as the liberal way to look at the world,’ he said. His own state, a member of the
      EU and NATO, ‘will undertake the odium of expressing that in character it is not of liberal nature’” (S. Waller
      2019).
    


    
      In other words, the precise form that rule takes is less important than its results, in terms of identity, trust
      and economic outcome. Making Hungary into a “successful nation” is what matters, not how. The deletion of “state”
      from “nation-state” is worth a note, since Hungary has hardly seen a stronger, deeper state than now, with lots
      of private enterprises and investments having been nationalized and Fidesz running a state machinery that is
      effectively, though not formally, a one-party stronghold: this is the People’s Nation, the populist nation, and
      the state is part of that, not distinct from it. It expresses the People’s Will directly and unambiguously, as is
      the case, apparently, in China, Russia and Turkey, among other authoritarian regimes. And it even loosens its
      absolute grip on control when it can rely on civil groups, while the government is looking the other way: In the
      words of András Bozóki, “various extremist right, paramilitary organizations have appeared in villages across
      Hungary, bearing a range of eerie names, such as ‘Magyar Gárda’ (‘Hungarian Guard’), ‘Véderő’ (‘Protective
      Force’), and ‘Betyársereg’ (‘Outlaw’s Army’). These organizations take away the government’s monopoly on force
      and launch racist campaigns aimed to intimidate the Roma” (Bozóki 2011).
    


    
      The combination of the three causative factors has made Hungarian politics into a mixture of pleasing the people
      and telling them what to do, and made the Magyars wary of additional inroads into their territory, sovereignty
      and cultural homogeneity, which need to be protected and defended at all cost.
      Things have moved in the same direction since 2011 and have by now almost been normalized domestically. This is
      in a sense not anarchic (though parts of the people, those not recognized as bona fide by Fidesz and Jobbik, are
      de facto ostracized), but this partial domestic order happens at the expense of hamstringing private freedoms and
      at the cost of being regarded—though not consistently treated—internationally as a pariah state. However, as long
      as Orbán is able to maintain trust among sufficient Hungarians, his conflictual view of politics is successful
      and his contrastive moral view of the past can be used to mobilize support—both among citizens and ethnic
      Hungarians abroad—it is difficult to see another way forward.
    


    
      In his [Orban’s] drive to create a new political system in Hungary, Orbán appears to view politics as a zero-sum
      game where the winner takes all in a fight between good and evil. In July, Orbán thanked the opposition for his
      landslide victories—“those who turned against us and provided the chance for good to win. Because if there is no
      bad, how could good get mastery over the bad?” (Traynor 2014)
    


    
      The consistent moralization of politics is remarkable and can only be explained by reference to Hungary’s
      troubled history.
    


    
      In sum, the nation-state of Hungary is reacting to the humiliations and oppressions of the past, has developed a
      loathing of both socialist and liberalist ideologies/elites, is building on the civic quietude it has become used
      to and is now turning this historical legacy to domestic advantage while creating a measure of national
      stability, identity and (perceived) self-sufficiency which the country has not known for a long time. In a sense,
      Orbán has created a nonliberal, quasi-democratic “People’s Home,” Magyar-style. This can continue, provided the
      external populist context remains or is reinforced. The EU seems not to pose any serious challenge, weak and
      divided as it is. The United States is not a probable adversary for a foreseeable future. And the Hungarian
      People—with the exception of oppositional forces, liberal or otherwise—are continuing their lives mainly as moral
      citizens rather than private individuals, with more pride than before but hardly with more forints. The cynicism
      of the political approach is the real danger—currently held at bay by the moralism of historical defeats and the
      legitimacy handed to the regime by its revanchist/irredentist policies and discourses.
    


    
      Finally, let us review what I earlier called the three causative factors that principally weigh into Hungary’s
      present-day populism: “the Trianon trauma,” “Nazi collaboration and Soviet domination” and “the moral breakdown
      of the post-Communist order,” respectively. They clearly fulfill different functions and requirements as
      explanatory factors. Trianon delivers the moral–historical legitimation for
      victimization and righteous revenge. Collaboration with the Nazis was also turned into another narrative of
      victimization, followed by Soviet oppression and attempts at balancing between east and west: together a story of
      a small state being robbed of its independence and self-determination. And, as hinted above, the moral breakdown
      of state rule after the fall of Communism constitutes the ultimate and powerful reason for the populist takeover
      in the name of the Christian, Hungarian Nation. It puts the other factors into place as events to overcome and
      delivers the moral and political interpretation that has managed to resonate with large sections of the Hungarian
      population: antielite and antipluralist at the same time, while utilizing the historical legacy of authoritarian
      rule and casting Viktor Orbán successfully as the charismatic father figure. The historical pieces finally seem
      to assemble into a perfect picture. Without him (and Fidesz), Hungary might be in a very different condition now.
      It could have turned back toward the East and looked like Belarus today. It could have ended up as a failed state
      with a ruinous economy and a dissipated people. Or it could have tried to develop a full-fledged liberal
      democracy—obviously what the Hungarian opposition would have preferred and are still fighting for. However, if
      their day will eventually dawn is lined with grave doubts and enormous challenges—political, historical and
      cultural. Orbanism will not be easy to deal with—neither from inside Hungary nor from the outside world—because
      it has the near-unmitigated support of the People and a leader shining in the bright light of Christian
      redemption.
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        Chapter 10
      


      
        BREXIT—BETWEEN DESPAIR AND DELUSION
      

    


    
      Unless we change our ways and our direction, our greatness as a nation will soon be a footnote in the history
      books, a distant memory of an off-shore island lost in the mists of time, like Camelot, remembered kindly for its
      noble past. (Margaret Thatcher 1979)
    


    
      There was a time when Britain—or possibly one should say England?—was world famous for its ability to solve any
      intractable problem by “muddling through,” making compromises, not being theoretical but pragmatic, doing
      down-to-earth negotiations and talking sense rather than principle. Muddling through was often seen as an innate
      feature of the English “national character,” like keeping a stiff upper lip, getting down to brass tacks, doing
      without a written constitution and enjoying your 5 o’clock tea. Or, in the words of George Orwell, “It is somehow
      bound up with solid breakfasts and gloomy Sundays, smoky towns and winding roads, green fields and red
      pillar-boxes” (Orwell 1941).1 Those days seem to have gone for good. Now, as
      The Sydney Morning Herald sarcastically announced in a headline in its December 3, 2018 issue, “British
      art of muddling through is one dead parrot,” mimicking the hilarious Monty Python sketch, in which a shopkeeper
      is trying to sell a stone-dead parrot to a customer, who obstinately refuses to buy, because “this parrot
      wouldn’t ‘voom’ if I put 4000 volts through it.”
    


    
      Indeed, muddling through seems to be defunct, in British/UK society as well as in Parliament. It might have been
      underway for quite some time, but when David Cameron, in January 2013, made the fateful decision to let the
      People decide, in a legally binding referendum, UK’s destiny in the EU, this opened the Pandora’s Box of immanent
      contradictions, conflicts and cleavages, which we can now witness play themselves out in a drama that is best
      likened to a Greek tragedy with an admixture of farce and conspicuous incompetence. Cameron imagined that a
      referendum with a clear Remain vote would settle the “European” question once and for all, in a final confirmation of the 1975 referendum called—and won—by Harold Wilson. However, where
      the struggle between “sovereignty” and “wealth/welfare,” principle and pragmatism, identity and interest then saw
      the latter come out victorious—supporting the irony of Roy Hattersley that Britain’s “pursuit of total
      independence could well leave it with the right to have the lowest growth rate in the western world” (George
      1990, 90)—the outcome this time was very different. It took the
      irony out of Hattersley’s statement and turned it into stark reality. In a spout of anti-European and
      anti-immigration sentiment as well as strident anti-elitism—stoked by the insularity and arrogance of UKIP
      propaganda—identity, sovereignty and independence won the day over material considerations—not by an overwhelming
      majority, but nevertheless clearly and incontrovertibly. We need to scrutinize the reasons for this turnaround in
      greater depth: why does the UK want to leave the EU, given the benefits it loses and the anarchy it is producing?
    


    
      The immediate answer is the nationalist populism of Nigel Farage and UKIP and the gross error of David Cameron in
      offering to call a binding referendum on the issue. But this is in a sense just the surface, both as regards UKIP
      and populism—the party has since both lost its leader, most of its electoral backing and a lot of its members
      (some of whom have migrated to the Conservatives, others to Labour)—and the pent-up anger and perceived
      victimhood of the rest of the UK Parliament, which has to a large extent adopted UKIP political positions,
      obviously with variations dependent on party and faction and without admitting to their gradual change of heart,
      let alone their populist policies. What we need to establish are the root causes of perennial UK skepticism, even
      resistance to the EU and committal collaboration with “the Continent.”
    


    
      My proposition is, first of all, that the UK constitutes a very special case in terms of nationalism. In a sense,
      the country has never reached the point when it could call itself a nation-state in any unitary sense. Four
      nations but one state, rather, and continuous rifts between the one state—in effect the English one,
      London-based—and the four nations it has tried to govern: English, Scots, Welsh and (Northern) Irish.2 The confusion is apparent in the
      interminable nominalist and definitional discussions and misunderstandings, inside as well as outside the UK:
      what is English, what British, what UK? Are the Scots British (yes, but they also have a Scots identity)? Is
      Northern Ireland British (no, but they are part of the UK, and probably has two Northern Irish identities to
      boot—one Protestant, another Catholic)? Why is the UK represented in the Olympics by one united team, but in,
      say, rugby, football and cricket by four? What kind of cohesion between nation(s) and state does this confusing
      picture vouch for? What does “the British Isles” imply? And what about the semi-autonomous status of Scotland, following devolution in the 1990s, and the special place of the
      Northern Irish Stormont?
    


    
      One might confidently say that it is more than unlikely that this conglomerate would actually have stuck together
      for at least 300+ years (since the Act of Union between Scotland and England in 1707), but it has—if we except
      the secession of the Republic of Ireland after World War II and the unrest it engendered in the form of the
      religio-political Troubles of the 1970s, and the (temporary?) settlement between the warring factions and the UK
      government in 1998 (the so-called Good Friday agreement). The British Isles presents us with a difficult riddle
      to solve: four nations, one (two, if we include the Republic of Ireland) state(s), large amounts of intermarriage
      and civilian contacts, but a preservation of distinct identities, all with a desire for separate representation
      though sometimes acquiescing in just one, accepting the same monarch and, to some extent, a shared political
      superstructure located in London (“Crown-in-Parliament”). Not a tidy picture, but a motley tapestry typified by
      crisscrossing lines of connection, but possibly one that suited the English and their propensity for muddling
      through as well as their interest in divide et impera.
    


    
      This kind of condominium in a “composite state” was possible mainly because of British imperialism and
      colonialism, which created a “domestic” unification factor (shared power, pride and sacrifice). However, with the
      end of the Empire, the factual closing of the special relationship with the United States and the rise of the EU,
      the galvanizing factor disappeared and a new element of humiliating subjection to the European continent emerged.
      This led to partial devolutions domestically and to enforced EU membership externally—but constantly begrudged
      and never fully accepted, because both processes threatened “Crown-in-Parliament” sovereignty of the specific
      English extraction and exposed the fact that the UK historical development had in fact bypassed the stage of
      becoming a proper nation-state: one nation with one state accepted as “ours,” and guaranteeing one general will
      and correspondingly one internal and external representation. Churchill’s prevarications on Britain and Europe
      are often referred to in this context and they are indeed interesting and symptomatic of larger trends and
      feelings in Britain.
    


    
      There is little doubt that Churchill fervently backed the construction of a “United States of Europe,” as he
      called it in a number of speeches and writings between 1930 and 1955. Particularly after World War II he was
      insistent that this was an urgent matter—apparent, for instance, in his so-called Zürich speech on September 19,
      1946 (Cannadine 1988, 309–14). But at the same time, he made a
      point of stressing that “France and Germany must take the lead together. Great Britain, the
      British Commonwealth of Nations, mighty America, and I trust Soviet Russia […] must be the friends and
      sponsors of the New Europe” (Cannadine 1988, 314; my
      emphasis). This is, I believe, what he meant by his statement in 1930 that Britain was “with” Europe, but not
      “of” it (Wilks-Heeg 2015). It “sponsored” it, but did not directly
      participate. Europe, after all, in Churchill’s view was the last and least important of his three circles of
      influence with Britain at the center: Empire/Commonwealth first, next the “special relationship” with the United
      States and only then Europe as a distant number three. This reading of British history also emerges in the
      following passage from another of his speeches (“Forward, Till the Whole Task Is Done”), broadcast on the BBC,
      May 13, 1945:
    


    
      You have no doubt noticed in your reading of British history—and I hope you will take pains to read it, for it is
      only from the past that one can judge the future, and it is only from reading the story of the British Empire,
      that you can feel a well-grounded sense of pride to dwell in these islands—you have sometimes noticed in your
      reading of British history that we have had to hold out from time to time all alone, or to be the mainspring of
      coalitions, against a continental tyrant or dictator, and we have had to hold out for quite a long time: against
      the Spanish Armada, against the might of Louis XIV, when we led Europe for nearly twenty-five years under William
      III and Marlborough, and 150 years ago, when Nelson, Pitt and Wellington broke Napoleon, not without assistance
      from the heroic Russians of 1812. In all these world wars our Island kept the lead of Europe or else held out
      alone. (Cannadine 1988, 261–62)
    


    
      Either alone or in the lead! It is not surprising that this view of the world is emphatically foregrounded by a
      political leader who had at the time played a major role in vanquishing the Third Reich and who had reason to be
      proud, though it is impossible to argue that the Nazi defeat was mainly brought about by Britain, and simply
      wrong to argue that the Brits did it alone. One reason was obviously to instill pride, resolve and optimism in
      the British audience listening to the radio broadcast, but there is little doubt that Churchill believed his own
      statements. Europe had in the past mainly figured either as an oppositional force or a continent to be guided and
      led by Britain. Hence it is understandable that it was difficult, if not impossible, for the British leader and
      war hero to imagine that Europe might develop into a power that Britain would need to subordinate and play second
      fiddle to. If Britain did not bring victory about “alone,” at least it was foremost among the European powers.
      Churchill set the tone and described the fundamental British approach to “Europe,” and his stance no doubt outlasted his own doubts as they emerged indirectly after his last premiership
      was over in 1955, when for instance he recommended Macmillan for the premiership in 1957, because Macmillan was
      pro-EEC and pro-membership.
    


    
      By the late 1950s, everything had changed: decolonization was developing fast; the Americans had shown their true
      colors in the Suez crisis; and Europe, in the shape of the EEC, was outstripping Britain as regards manufacturing
      and GDP. The world had turned upside down. The order of the three circles should have been reinterpreted: first
      Europe, then the United States and last the Commonwealth and the British Empire. Alas, that was not the way most
      Britons chose to see the world or their place in it. Many British citizens shared the “delusions of grandeur”
      which their politicians either promoted or at least did not object to, while celebrating and internalizing the
      legacy of the British Empire.
    


    
      The mentality of European skepticism was aided and abetted by the French, that is, de Gaulle, who twice refused
      to accept Britain’s application for membership in the 1960s—which ought properly speaking to have been regarded
      as two examples of defeat at the hands of the old enemy and have made a greater impact up and down the
      country—but was rather seen as confirmation that the French (and Europe generally, not least Germany) had not
      changed and that it was probably better to stand “alone” if it was no longer possible to “lead.”
    


    
      However, changes of leaders in both countries (to Pompidou and Heath, respectively) introduced some common sense
      into mutual negotiations and eventually led to the UK joining the EEC in 1973—not with great enthusiasm, but
      based on political necessity and economic pragmatism. Membership immediately produced discontent in Britain,
      coming as it did at almost the worst possible time, full of decline and crises (oil, labor conflicts, morals),
      but was settled in the 1975 referendum referred to above, where the pragmatism of cooperation triumphed over the
      idealism of absolute but meaningless sovereignty. Nevertheless, from that moment onward, the UK never left its
      position as the most “awkward partner” in the world,3 an awkwardness that is now being transformed into a regular tragedy.
    


    
      A significant reason behind the UK dilemma is centered round the country’s bifurcated, almost bipolar, economic
      structure, which impacts different parts of the populace in very different ways, worsening the cleavages as
      global developments are changing the external context. We have on the one hand a fast-moving, successful, and
      wealthy City of London, one of the financial hubs not just of Europe but the world, with its origins in the
      British Empire and tentacles reaching out far and wide—lately increasingly to China and Chinese capital
      ventures.4 It hosts some of
      the largest capital and investment groups in the world and relies on its own
      logic of development, relatively independently of the remainder of the economy—though, as the 2008 “financial”
      crisis revealed, it is not immune to the rest of the capitalist economy and is able to influence production,
      consumption, employment and living standards in all areas of economic life.
    


    
      The other economic compartment, which is separated from the City in significant ways, is British manufacturing,
      which unlike the City is predominantly based inside the UK, with the exception of very large, global enterprises
      like BP, Shell and Unilever (both British-Dutch), and Glencore (British-Swiss). But even such UK mega
      corporations have dwindled in number. ICI, for instance, was bought by a Dutch company in 2008 and some of its
      operations were parceled out. The rest of the enterprises (mainly SMEs) are landlocked to UK soil, mainly outside
      of London, and have, particularly since the 2008 crisis, been faced with tough EU competition and downsizing,
      leading to increasingly worse standards of living, sizeable unemployment, rising inequality, widespread poverty
      and dissatisfaction among citizens.5
    


    
      The backlash has been obvious: these people have found convenient scapegoats to blame in the shape of the EU and
      the many migrants coming from, especially, Central Europe. It has stoked the flames of populism to no
      insignificant degree, and it has deepened the divide between “multicultural” London and the “left-behinds” in the
      rest of the country, which laid the basis for the Leave vote in the 2016 referendum. All the misery of ordinary
      folk was, by the Leavers, laid at the door of the EU; if only “we” can get out of this French–German
      stranglehold, all will be well, possibly not with our economy and living standards, but at least we will be
      sovereign and determine our own way ahead; we will recapture our identity! As for the City and elite London more
      generally—as well the university sector broadly—this new version of Little Englandism comes across as pure lunacy
      and anachronistic fantasizing, far removed from any common sense and even further from standing up for the best
      interests of the country. Mind you, the City is no longer dependent on “the country,” if it ever was, having
      lately focused on seeing itself not only as a gateway for all kinds of foreign capital into Europe and “the
      West,” particularly Chinese banking and investments of an unprecedented scale, but also as the venue for
      investing the billions flowing from Russian and Middle Eastern oligarchs.
    


    
      The City will no doubt also be negatively affected by the UK leaving the EU, since it will have trouble getting
      the same kind of free access to European capital markets, and some bank and investment groups are indeed changing
      (or considering changing) their headquarters to Frankfurt. Nevertheless, the impact will be milder and easier to
      accommodate. The real sufferers will be the UK employees and the UK society as a whole, because they will lose
      out on tax revenues and, indirectly, future investments in Britain. In the
      last resort, everything happens to the detriment of many “ordinary” people, who seek refuge in English
      nationalism, traditional folk rituals and local habits. “Class” has been substituted by “People,” analysis by
      morality, realism by fantasy. Manufacturing, which after all provides jobs, commodities and income to millions of
      Brits, will be much harder hit by any form of Brexit than it already is. See, for example, Jasper Jolly’s
      Guardian report on January 18, 2018:
    


    
      The financial strain from Brexit preparations is spread throughout manufacturing supply chains. Demand for new
      lending facilities is particularly acute among smaller companies, which often only have a single banking
      relationship, a senior banker said. There is also evidence of payments deadlines being squeezed by suppliers and
      stretched by customers, said the banker, further increasing the default risks borne by smaller firms.
      Manufacturers, from the largest companies such as Airbus to much smaller suppliers, have warned repeatedly
      that a no-deal Brexit would harm British industry by delaying goods at the border. EEF, the manufacturing lobby
      group, said 60% of the companies it surveyed were looking to stockpile goods in case supplies dry up. At
      least a quarter are already doing so. Stephen Phipson, the EEF chief executive, said British companies were
      ‘ramping up their contingency operations’ in the face of “terrifying uncertainty.”
    


    
      This distressing report should be compared with the words of Boris Johnson on the (alleged) aims of Brexit in his
      so-called JCB speech of January 2018:
    


    
      Because if we want the people of Britain to have a pay rise, as I do, then we can’t expect to do it by simply
      controlling immigration, we have to address all the causes of the productivity gap that has so massively
      expanded. I don’t mean the gap between the UK, France, Germany and Italy, though we are behind our main
      competitors. The most worrying gap is between London, the most productive part of the whole European economy, and
      other regions in the UK. If you look at the distribution of the Brexit vote, it is clear that people felt that
      gap in attainments and prospects and that they wanted something done. If we are to bring our nation together that
      means investing in great public services and safer streets, better hospitals, better transport links and better
      housing.6
    


    
      Indeed, the people “wanted something done,” but will Brexit constitute the medicine that would heal their wounds,
      and what does Johnson mean by “our nation”? The quote is revealing. Johnson is right to point to the gap between
      London and “the rest” as important and worrying: the “gap in attainments and
      prospects” is undoubtedly real and a growing problem for Britain. It is also true that there exists a
      productivity gap between, say, Germany and the UK, but it is less significant and cannot be remedied by the
      withdrawal of the UK from the EU—in fact, the contrary would be true. So, Johnson and his colleagues on the Leave
      side of politics know what is wrong and are, deliberately or not, handing the wrong medicine to the patient,
      feeding it the vacuous consolation of “more democracy,” “more sovereignty,” “more cohesion” and “more British
      culture”: “Cheese and onion crisps will survive Brexit”! Indeed—but what happened to the pay rise and the
      reduction of inequality? Nigel Farage was at least more truthful when he said that, if Brexit meant a reduction
      of welfare and income, he would nonetheless prefer leaving to remaining. Identity rather than interests.7 And here is the second problem:
      Johnson’s “nation.” Let’s backtrack a bit to review the nationalism problem in the UK in greater detail.
    


    
      With the Empire gone—having left only the embers in the form of the Commonwealth; the myths and glories of heroic
      war deeds disappearing into the past—though far from forgotten; and EEC/EU membership having been swallowed—but
      never totally digested, the UK “identity flank” was left wide open in the 1970s and 1980s. Tom Nairn’s dystopia,
      The Break-up of Britain (Nairn 1977), and the dissolution
      of Michael Hechter’s Internal Colonialism (Hechter 1975)
      started to materialize over the decades following—though the Fall of Communism and the Berlin Wall for a moment
      papered the humiliations and victimizations over and gave globalization a break in the form of the “Third Way”
      and the digital revolution.8
      In addition, domestically the 1998 Good Friday agreement between London, Dublin and Belfast put a lid on the
      intractable Northern Irish problem, though without settling the question of identities solidly and permanently.
    


    
      It gradually became apparent that there was no one nation-state in the UK, that only the breakaway Irish Republic
      could, with some justification, apply that name to itself and that the old condominium between England, Scotland,
      Wales and Northern Ireland was brittle indeed, now that the unifying plaster had dissolved. Scotland and Wales
      were allowed to hold independence referenda in 1979. The majority of the Scots that actually turned up at the
      polling stations were in favor of secession, but the number of voters did not meet the required goal of 40
      percent. Wales clearly opted to stay within Great Britain. But in both regions the “national question” continued
      to be irksome, the Scottish National Party (SNP) would never let go of their idea of independence for Scotland
      and the Plaid Cymru party in Wales was also sensing that this issue refused to go away and increased their
      support year by year. In both regions, Labour was considerably stronger than the Conservatives, and when Thatcher was finally toppled in 1990, it happened in no small way on the question of a
      separate poll tax in Scotland, which enraged both SNP and Labour. Finally, the Blair Government had to cave in,
      called referenda in both areas in late 1997 and, following a positive vote in both regions,9 ceded significant devolutionary powers to both
      the Scots and the Welsh parliaments (in Wales called the National Assembly), also in 1998, concurrently with the
      Good Friday accord on Northern Ireland.
    


    
      However, though these developments might seem to have settled the “national questions” in the UK, this proved to
      be an illusion far removed from realities. First, devolution differs from federalism in that the devolved powers
      of the subnational authorities ultimately still reside with the central government in London, and thus the state
      remains, in formal and legal terms, a unitary state.
    


    
      Secondly, devolution does not spell total autonomy—which has been particularly important for Scotland, which was
      again allowed to hold a referendum on independence in 2014, strongly pushed by an SNP in greater control of
      Scottish affairs and support than hitherto, but again losing by a slim margin (probably mainly because of British
      EU membership, which the Scots want to hang on to).
    


    
      Thirdly, the Irish identity question had not been settled by the 1998 Belfast accord, but had only found a
      temporary solution involving a double affiliation to the Irish Republic and the UK, while keeping the border
      between Northern Ireland and the Republic wide open. To all intents and purposes, Ireland had in a sense de facto
      though not formally been reunified. Northern Ireland citizens were allowed to choose their own identity
      affiliation: Protestants might identify with London, Catholics with Dublin. There was (and is) no cohesive
      Northern Ireland identity either. No wonder the Irish border issue in reality is the ultimate and insurmountable
      roadblock to an orderly Brexit agreement.
    


    
      Fourthly, the concessions made to the three regional parts of the UK do not solve the remaining but partially
      concealed question of English identity, which did not have to surface during the centuries when there was
      implicit agreement that English and British were basically the same, but which now has to be separately discussed
      and handled, both culturally and politically, particularly in view of the imminent dangers posed by the UK exit
      from the EU. It is clear that it would represent a threat to the peaceful coexistence in Ireland. It is
      conceivable that it would lead to renewed efforts by the SNP to achieve independence, and this time they might be
      successful. In addition, the rift between London and the rest of England would become more apparent and would
      come to pose an even greater challenge to “national” cohesion. At a time when England might have come together as
      a true-to-life nation-state, it would seem no longer to be a realistic option, but one more version of otherworldly fantasizing. The historical tapestry was coming undone, and no obvious
      replacement was in view. Muddling through will no longer serve and theoretical-constitutional-economic ways out
      are neither a possibility nor “the English way.”
    


    
      All exits seem blocked—except one (or two), which is not palatable to the vast majority of the Commons, that is,
      staying in the EU or at least accepting a permanently binding customs union. This would, however, militate
      against the most basic feelings (i.e., the historically based resentment against bowing to the dictates of this
      supranational body) of “the British People” and would constitute a humiliation, the extent of which the UK could
      not fathom. “We” seem to be neither “with” Europe nor part of it any longer; something has happened to the
      Churchillean legacy. In the words of 92-year-old Margaret Hobson from Coventry (while recalling memories of World
      War II and its bomb shelters), “[w]e’re definitely not Europeans. I mean, we’re British and that’s it. […] I
      think we’re quite happy to stand alone.”10 Grandson Jeremy, true to the political Zeitgeist, prefers to refer to his English rather
      than British background: “My father is English, born here.”
    


    
      Enter British/English populism. A noteworthy feature about it is that it is far more single-minded and yet more
      consequential than populism in the other countries this book focuses on. From UKIP and Nigel Farage to the
      Conservatives, DUP and Labour, it has just one thing that it concentrates on, that is, leaving the EU. It does
      that almost maniacally, fanatically, with great gusto, and the consequences for the UK economy, its internal
      cohesion and its national identity/ies are colossal. But it has no other preference, no other policy focus, no
      other visions for the future. Also, as is now painfully clear, it has no idea of how to leave or what to do with
      the chaos, conflicts and anarchy, let alone the poverty and misery Brexit has already produced and will engender
      even more fatefully once it has been implemented. British populism is not really a “thin ideology,” but a
      “single-minded, all-consuming fantasy,” full of sound and fury—not “signifying nothing,” though, but with great
      consequences for the UK as a whole. The imagined solution to the many impacts of Brexit—on a populist
      understanding, naturally—has varied from initially the glories of once again becoming “Global Britain” and
      “additional income” for health and social security, since the UK could escape paying its contributions to the EU;
      over the admission of some temporary economic setback—but “we can easily weather those and they will only be
      temporary”; onward to “what matters is that we regain our sovereignty”; and to (now) realizing that the economic
      and national consequences will be dire and disastrous all around, but we can take it, the way we withstood the
      Germans in World War II and came out victors in the end.
    


    
      British grit—another feature of the “national character”—will tide “us” over,
      and don’t we all, like Margaret Dobson, remember the Blitz with pride and glee! As long as we stand united and
      are determined to oppose the enemy, all will be well! At the end of the day, we will be happy—even if we might
      come out the poorer for it. World War II imagery is having a field day, and Churchill is seeing a second
      coming.11 He might not have
      enjoyed his reawakening, but, alas, he cannot complain. The economy might have to suffer; politics is in a
      shambles; social cleavages are opening up; income disparities are greater than ever; and the People as a unitary
      collection of equal citizens is beginning to disintegrate—but “our” morality is better than ever and in excellent
      shape. This is a dream for some, a farce for others—but it is reality in present-day UK.
    


    
      I said above that the Empire and, with it, British greatness had disappeared. I also indicated that pragmatic
      realism and muddling through were moribund if not deceased. Both these declarations may, in a sense, be
      overstated, since both the Empire and English pragmatism have transubstantiated into new clothes, new
      apparitions. The former still lives on for about half of the UK population as a stubborn belief that the British
      possess qualities and characteristics that make it below their dignity to engage in any committal way with former
      inferiors, let alone be dominated by them; the British “way of life” is superior and worth defending at all cost.
      Some refer to this as “delusions of grandeur.” I do not know about the “grandeur” part, but it is definitely
      delusional when this outlook of the world is transformed into politics. The significance and global prominence of
      the City of London may still give it a glimmer of credibility; however, this global presence has increasingly cut
      itself loose from UK society and contributes little to its economic standing. From a British point of view, it
      shares territory but hardly anything else with the rest of the UK. And, as might be expected, the inhabitants of
      the City and London generally voted in droves for Remain in the 2016 referendum (BBC 2016). They think in terms of economic/financial interests and personal revenue, not in the
      least about identities—national or otherwise.
    


    
      And the latter—the English propensity for pragmatism—is not quite defunct either. Right now it continues its
      existence in the Commons as an ongoing charade about no-deal Brexit, hard Brexit, soft Brexit, no Brexit, about
      all kinds of trivializing and temporizing suggestions about procedures, negotiations or a new referendum, shaming
      and blaming, making vilifying accusations against the other side(s), in a seemingly disorderly cover-up
      concealing the ugly fact that MPs are basically all (or nearly) in agreement: we must leave the EU—now it is only
      a question of how. If we cannot save our material welfare and living standards, at least we save our democracy,
      sovereignty and identity!
    


    
      However, that too is a delusion. The Irish journalist Fintan O’Toole has
      repeatedly made the salient point that the entire Brexit debacle is not basically about Europe. “Brexit is
      Britain’s reckoning with itself,” as he put it in a Guardian article on January 18, 2019.12 He is right, though not totally. First,
      listen to his argument:
    


    
      It is becoming ever clearer that Brexit is not about the ostensible subject: Britain’s relationship with the EU.
      The very word Brexit contains a literally unspoken truth. It does not include or even allude to Europe. It is
      British exit that is the point, not what it is exiting from. […] this drama of departure has really served only
      to displace a crisis of belonging. […] The visible collapse of the Westminster polity this week [mid-January
      2019] may be a result of Brexit, but Brexit itself is the result of the invisible subsidence of the political
      order over the recent decades. […] It is the projection outwards of an inner turmoil. An archaic political
      system had carried on even while its foundations in a collective sense of belonging were crumbling. Brexit in
      one way alone has done a real service: it has forced the old system to play out its death throes in public. […]
      It is time to move on from the pretence that the problem with British democracy is the EU and to recognize that
      it is with itself.
    


    
      Clearly and succinctly put, as only somebody could who is not directly a part of the UK scuffle, but nevertheless
      so close that it matters and, as party to the “Irish Question,” which O’Toole is, it must hurt. He calls it the
      lifting of “the fog of fantasies” from a “fractured state [which] has come to realise that its politics are no
      longer fit for purpose.” However much this hits the nail more or less spot-on, two questions still remain.
    


    
      The first has to do with the actual effects of this virtual implosion for the people who matter: the UK citizens
      and politicians. Have they indeed “realized” what is going on? Have they taken it to heart in such a manner that
      they are able to effect the necessary changes, both to their “politics” and their identity structures? Hardly, it
      would seem. Elites seem to become increasingly wrapped up in their different universes of fantasia or dystopia,
      stuck between delusion and despair, and the “People” are sliced down the middle between pro- and anti-EU
      positions, between opportunistic Remainers and out-of-this-world Leavers, who imagine that everything will be
      well outside the EU. Things are not moving. No realization has set in. Everybody still has their eyes fixed on
      the external relationship, not on the internal conundrum. The Irish border question is no more than a superficial
      (but nevertheless conspicuous) reminder of this, but its real import has not been grasped. The “Brits” still live
      in a displaced fantasy world, talking about things that matter only if you approach them from symbolic–semiotic point of view: as problems whose meaning only emerges in an
      oblique way and where the relationship between object and interpretant, signifié and signifiant is
      hidden from view. And unfortunately neither politicians nor ordinary people are semioticians.
    


    
      Here we encounter the second question, which is really a caveat to O’Toole’s analysis. For though he is
      essentially right about the displacement of the real problem from Britain’s relations with itself to its
      relations with the EU, there still remains a significant moral–historical issue to account for. Edward Luce calls
      it Britain’s “popular imagination” and what principally triggers it (Luce 2018, 163). It is not the showdown with the Jacobite Scots at Culloden, nor the Irish “Troubles,” and
      not even the Industrial Revolution—though the last would actually be an object of pride. No, as Luce puts it,
      “most British would choose the darkest days of the Second World War, when Britain faced Nazi Germany alone. Many
      would also mention the defeat of the Spanish Armada in the reign of Elizabeth I, or victory over Napoleon.
      Britain’s worst fears, and deepest triumphs, have always coincided with Europe’s unification under one power. The
      past is never really dead. It is not even past.” You might add Ireland and “Popish Plots.” The days when Britain,
      according to received military dogma, had to have a fighting capacity on land and sea that would be able to
      withstand and conquer the two largest continental powers put together (in the name of liberty, habeas corpus,
      Magna Carta, etc.) may be over,13 but the innate suspicion of “Continental Europe” and its evil designs lingers and continues
      to define the popular imaginary as well as, concretely, UK political positions, no matter how far away from
      common sense and muddling through this may be.
    


    
      In this sense, the British conundrum is about its relationship with EU–Europe and, however imaginary it
      may be, not just a distorted manifestation of its internal national and constitutional problems. And UK populists
      may actually have a point as regards the governance of the EU. It is less democratic and more technocratic than
      most idealists of popular influence on politics could wish for. It has its own version of “comitology,” and the
      only institution with a smattering of democratic influence, the EP, is also the institution that matters least
      and has the most insignificant impact on EU decisions. In the words of Jan-Werner Müller, “distrust of
      unrestrained popular sovereignty […] [is] built into the DNA of postwar European politics.” Thus, the EU “adds
      supranational constraints [on democracy] to national ones.” “European integration […] was part and parcel of this
      comprehensive attempt to constrain the popular will” (2016, 95).
    


    
      This is obviously gefundenes Fressen for populists all across Europe looking for elites to blame and put
      down, but in the context of the UK tradition of European skepticism it has proved detrimental. What the Brits—or
      rather about half of them—did not realize is that their hostility to “Europe”
      covers up a spate of internal and much worse problems. If you want to escape the fetters of the “supranational”
      EU and its alleged ambitions of creating a “federal super-state” in Europe, you actually need a firm and cohesive
      nation-state to fall back on. The UK is, as I have tried to show, anything but that.
    


    
      The ubiquitous immigration argument does not salvage the cause. In fact, quite the opposite. Wanting to break
      away from the EU on the excuse that eastern European immigration is a danger and must be stopped is an empty
      pretext that goes down only with the most fanatical English xenophobes. Poles, Czechs and Romanians contribute in
      sensible and measurable ways to the UK economy, doing jobs that UK citizens do not fancy. Poland is currently
      pulling back many of its emigrant citizens and has largely comparable aims with the UK, wanting to be as
      independent as possible, but is not fantasizing about EU exit as an objective in its own right. Migration is a
      strawman constructed for the purpose of harnessing resentment against the EU and channel it against specific
      denizens in Britain, but it has never been a cause, except in the sense that its by-product, London-based
      diversity and multiculturalism, is a symbolic carrier of the antagonism in the rest of the country against
      elites, their global liberalism and their unbridled financial adventures. In any case, only one-third of
      immigrants in Britain come from other EU countries—unlike the situation in, say, Ireland, France or
      Luxembourg.14 By far the
      majority hails from the Indian subcontinent and is not impacted by Britain being in or out of the EU. Briefly,
      the argument is a sham, at best a symbolic proxy for the real reasons, and a way to maintain the absolute
      distinction between Us and Them at the level of social interchange—but it has received a lot of coverage and
      attention, and is also relatively effective in canvassing support for Brexit.
    


    
      Where this chaos leaves Britain after Brexit is anyone’s guess. Nesrine Malik sees it, quite sensibly, as
      follows:
    


    
      The referendum aftermath has exposed an exceptionalism verging on delusion. It is no coincidence that Churchill’s
      legacy has become a matter of public debate. It is an argument that reflects Britain’s inner turmoil on whether
      it is uniquely apart from the rest of the world, or cannot thrive on its own. It is a soul-searching,
      long-overdue questioning of the conventional account of Britain’s history. Is the country especially endowed with
      that historical grit and determination that helped to vanquish its enemies in two world wars and run an empire;
      or is it a country that ran that empire by means of brutality, and only won those wars as part of an alliance?
      Can we go it alone? Did we ever?
    


    
      
    


    
      She continues to cite Paul Gilroy, who—much in the same vein in which I have tried to make my point—argues
    


    
      that it is, ironically, Britain’s global profile that has diminished its ability to focus on internal
      nation-building. “The British state is a machine for running and exploring the world,” he said. “It doesn’t work
      very well when it comes to the business of the modern nation.”
    


    
      Finally, she ends up bowing to the inevitable outcome, while hoping that the ultimate turmoil will also provide
      the trigger for getting through the mess and seeing reality for what it is. As long as the UK is in the EU, so
      her argument, this will not happen:
    


    
      And that is why the Brexit reckoning must happen. A humbling must come to pass. From the beginning, Brexit
      created its own momentum. Once the question was asked—in or out?—all the grievances, justified or not, could be
      projected on it, with “in” being widely seen as a vote for the status quo. Within this frame, nothing else
      matters—not economic predictions, not warnings about medicines running out, nor threats of the need to stockpile
      foods. The remain campaign could not have done anything differently: it lost the moment the question was asked.
      (The Guardian, February 18, 2019)
    


    
      Possibly! But let me add a few more scenarios. With the UK out of the EU, possibly without any mollifying deal
      between them having been struck, the internal row will no doubt open up and “humbling” will come to pass. But if
      this will prove to be tantamount to coming to terms with the reality of the world, abandoning the fantasies of
      the (imperial) past, pacifying the Irish and the Scots at the same time, while healing the English cleavages, is
      in the view of this author more than improbable. At the very least it would require a total revamping of the
      existing political system, including the voting scheme, which is not likely. A more probable scenario looks as
      follows: the Irish border issue erupts and proves to be impossible to solve without either a unification of
      Northern Ireland with the rest of Ireland or allowing Northern Ireland a special status within the EU single
      market. Scotland clamors insistently for national independence and in the end gets it. Rump Britain (England and
      Wales) is left to fend for itself, while the City of London gets increasingly embedded in its global (read:
      Chinese and Russian) dependencies. English nationalism finally sees its golden moment, but nothing positive
      materializes, partly because the Welsh stay on the boat and partly because the dissolution of the UK suddenly reveals, but too late, that both Britain’s hour of pride and its economic
      fortitude were, after all, stronger than an identity that only existed in dreams, but had to succumb to the
      uncomfortable realities of a Europe in hasty decline. Though finally sovereign, independent and free, it will be
      much poorer. Even some in the May cabinet have an inkling of this: “Speaking earlier on Monday, May’s de facto
      deputy, David Lidington, said a no-deal Brexit would cause ‘serious damage to our economy and, I think, put
      strain on the union of the United Kingdom’” (The Guardian, February 18, 2019). At best, to repeat what
      Thatcher said in the chapter motto, Britain, in the shape of England, might just be remembered—kindly or
      not—vicariously for its noble past, but its future will be uncertain and its newfound identity will feed no
      mouths at all. “When a culture stops looking to the future, it loses a vital force” (Luce 2018, 203); English nationalism is unlikely to have a future that it will
      be able to imagine with confidence and hope.
    


    
      This is obviously no more than a prediction, a possible but far from certain outcome of the anarchy
      characterizing the UK situation in the spring of 2019. What is beyond doubt is that this situation reveals a
      country exposed to an almost irreparable split down the middle of the UK people and UK politics, a race to the
      bottom with no obvious solution in sight. Identity and sovereignty have indeed trumped national interest, but
      with the important addition that the identity—cultural as well as political—that is present as nationally
      cohesive in, for instance, Hungary, Poland, France, Denmark, the Netherlands, etc., is deeply divided in the
      UK and in England as well. No matter what, a tumultuous political and cultural landscape is in store for UK
      citizens for many years to come.
    


    
      Finally, we need to settle the question that this book is principally about—that of the specific variety of
      populism that has landed the UK in this unenviable position. To what extent is the UK narrative that I have
      recounted one of populism at all? I already made the point above that UK populism is single-mindedly focused on
      leaving the EU in the hope that this will solve all its current problems (with migration, foreign control, the
      British economy and so forth). It is, on the other hand, not anti-pluralist, as Jan-Werner Müller’s definition
      claims it should be, and it is only mildly anti-elitist in the sense of identifying and vilifying UK elites as
      part of the enemy camp.15 “The
      People,” on the other hand, are clearly significant as a political construction and reference to the legitimate
      vehicle of sovereignty, but imagining a “UK people” in the real world is nevertheless full of jarring noise not
      only due to the Irish and Scottish problems but also due to the almost 50:50 cleavage between Brexiters and
      Remainers, even in the English heartland. In sum, everything—all the populist resentment, all the negative
      energy, all the dreams and fantasies of finally finding “ourselves”—hinge on (leaving) the EU and the monster it
      is made out to be.
    


    
      When Nigel Farage and UKIP had managed to get and win the 2016 referendum, its
      mission was complete, and it could leave the rest of the work to the Commons, which adopted most of its anti-EU
      positions. This implied that, instead of pinpointing a domestic political elite that could be ridiculed,
      excoriated and hung out to dry—as is the case with Orbán in Hungary or Trump in the United States—we are left
      with a Parliament in overall agreement that the objective is to leave the EU and only squabbling about how.16 This obviously neutralizes and
      displaces the internal enemy factor and turns the process into the farce we are currently witnessing, with no
      effective opposition and only a few MPs willing to risk their political lives. In such a political milieu
      it is no wonder that constructive and clear-headed analyses and alternatives are few and far between.
    


    
      UK populism is thus more one-sidedly fanatical and also less diverse than the varieties we have met in the other
      country cases. On the one hand, this is historically based on the remaining glimmers of Empire (the fantasia of a
      “Global Britain”) and the anti-European mentality it has produced; on the other, it is based on the real absence
      of a cohesive national foundation on which to base the antagonism. The romanticization of English/British
      identity has lost its grounding. Orwell’s peaceful, bucolic imagery from the start of this chapter survived into
      1993, when Prime Minister John Major made the following lyrical prognosis, in an address on April 22 to the
      Conservative Group for Europe on “Britain in Europe”:
    


    
      
        That is the best of Britain and it is part of our distinctive and unique contribution to Europe. Distinctive
        and unique as Britain will remain in Europe. Fifty years from now Britain will still be the country of long
        shadows on county grounds, warm beer, invincible green suburbs, dog lovers and pools fillers and—as George
        Orwell said—“old maids bicycling to Holy Communion through the morning mist” and if we get our way—Shakespeare
        still read even in school. Britain will survive unamendable in all essentials.
      


      
        Surely we trust our own integrity as a people quite enough to fear nothing in Europe. We are the British, a
        people freely living inside a Europe which is glad to see us and wants us. After 20 years we have come of age
        in Europe. One Conservative leader put us there. This Conservative leader means us to thrive there. So let’s
        get on with it. (Major 1993)17
      

    


    
      However, Major is not “getting his way.” The fantasy has turned into nightmare. Britain will not “survive
      unamendable.” Europe may want Britain, but Britain does not want Europe. A third Conservative leader made the
      exit possible. The one state/four nations syndrome is coming home to roost. It
      is not surprising that the UK currently finds itself firmly lodged between delusion and despair, in a state of
      near-paralysis. Abandoning one’s material interests at the cost of an identity far removed from even the real
      abstraction of the ordinary national popular will is demanding the impossible of UK citizens.
    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1From the essay England Your
        England, which Orwell wrote during World War II. As Danny Kruger put it in 2005, “George Orwell shared with
        the rest of us an acute difficulty about what to call ourselves. We call our islands by no fewer than six
        different names, England, Britain, Great Britain, the British Isles, the United Kingdom and, in very exalted
        moments, Albion. He preferred the first: England” (Kruger 2005).
        This difficulty implicitly speaks to a central issue in the problems that the UK is facing today. See below.
      


      
        2A discussion particularly
        widespread among historians in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s, under the label of “The British Problem,” “The
        Composite State” or “The Atlantic Archaepelago,” but widely neglected since then. See notably Bradshaw and
        Morrill (1996); Clark (1990); Kearney (1989); Pocock (1975); Trevor-Roper (1982). In actuality, there are more “nations” than the four: add Gaelic/Celtic, Cornish,
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        3Buller (1995); George (1990).
        Thatcher proved to be more “awkward” than other PMs, demanding her “money back” and only reluctantly accepting
        the Single Market. The post–Cold War era and Blair’s New Labour program were less strident, Blair trying his
        best to position the UK at the center of EU decision-making in the heyday of the globalizing era and trying to
        strengthen the “special relationship” with the United States at the same time. All this finally foundered on
        the rocks of the 2008 economic crisis.
      


      
        4See Luce (2018, 164); http://greenfinanceinitiative.org/city-london-corporation-works-china-green-belt-road-initiative/;
        and https://www.ft.com/content/aa01a6c4-7807-11e5-933d-efcdc3c11c89. Both accessed March 16, 2019. In
        the latter article (from October 2015), it is noted that, following a meeting with David Cameron, “the Chinese
        president travelled to the City of London to set out how China intends to expand the role of the UK as the most
        important offshore renminbi financial centre outside Hong Kong” (Parker 2015).
      


      
        5As for the economics record, see
        The Independent, March 9, 2017: https://www.independent.co.uk/news/business/news/britain-decade-growth-lost-austerity-institute-fiscal-studies-a7621411.html.
        Accessed March 17, 2019.
      


      
        6See https://news.sky.com/story/johnson-now-is-the-time-to-use-brexit-to-unite-the-country-11610285.
        Accessed March 10, 2019.
      


      
        7See the start of Chapter 5.
      


      
        8Giddens (1998); Mühleisen
        (2018).
      


      
        9The majority in favor of
        devolution was small in Wales, however. Only 50.3 percent of the vote, and only about 50 percent of eligible
        voters turned up at the polls. This reflects the great difference between Wales and Scotland as regards their
        attachment to England, but in Wales also the fact that Plaid Cymru support
        was only strong in the North and West of Wales, but much weaker in the South and East, where Labour
        traditionally had the upper hand. North and West are also the areas where the original Celtic Welsh language is
        widespread and spoken by the majority.
      


      
        10American University Radio,
        November 14, 2018: see https://wamu.org/story/18/11/14/how-brexit-looks-to-someone-who-lived-through-world-war-ii/.Accessed
        February 5, 2019.
      


      
        11See, among many others,
        https://www.politico.eu/article/winston-churchill-history-lesson-for-brexit-britain/; https://www.gq-magazine.co.uk/article/winston-churchill- villain; https://www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2018/12/06/boris-johnson-likens-brexit-dilemma-churchills-defiance-hitler/.
        All accessed February 10, 2019.
      


      
        12More thoroughly in Heroic
        Failure: Brexit and the Politics of Pain (London: Head of Zeus, 2018).
      


      
        13This ideal strategy informed
        military thinking vis-à-vis Europe from the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries but was rarely implemented
        in practice. The UK in fact maintained only smallish standing armies, which would be increased and deployed if
        war was imminent. The Navy, on the other hand, pride of the British Empire, more than met the objective.
      


      
        14See http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2016/06/21/5-facts-about-migration-and-the-united-kingdom/.
        Accessed February 16, 2019.
      


      
        15Accusations of betrayal of the
        Brexit cause against the entire Commons were rife on or about the intended “leave date,” March 29, 2019, but
        this must not cloud the fact that basically everyone, elites and citizens alike, agreed on the objective of
        leaving the EU, only disagreeing about the specific modality.
      


      
        16Paradoxically, Mrs. Thatcher
        came closer to meeting the requirements for a populist leader on this count. She waged a determined war on the
        miners, the Trade Unions and the media, declaring them “the enemy within,” thus splitting the domestic scene
        down the middle—in the name of Britishness, democracy and the nation. “The vandals on the picket lines and the
        muggers in our streets have got the same message: ‘We want our demands met, or else’” (The Times, April
        20, 1979). “The nation faces what is probably the most testing crisis of our time—the battle between the
        extremists and the rest. […] We are fighting for just and good causes” (The Times, October 13, 1984).
        Nationalists never forget to moralize, implicitly and explicitly too.
      


      
        17Mr Major’s Speech to
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        Chapter 11
      


      
        THE UNITED STATES—NORMALIZING A SUPERPOWER BY ABNORMAL
        MEANS
      

    


    
      
        Donald Trump’s victory crystallises the West’s failure to come to terms with the reality it faces. […] Many
        kinds of Americans have long felt alienated from an establishment that has routinely sidelined their economic
        complaints. […] Trump channelled rage. (Edward Luce 2018, 28 and
        97)
      


      
        We reject the ideology of globalism and we embrace the doctrine of patriotism. (Donald Trump, September 25,
        2018)
      

    


    
      Donald Trump and his peculiar kind of national populism did not emerge as a deus ex machina, but has
      reasons, roots and realities that explain it, however insane and “un-American” it might look to many observers.
      Some of these are historical, some rooted in the political philosophy of the American nation-state, some are
      related to the domestic “glue” and cohesiveness of US society and others have more to do with the reaction of the
      (former?) global superpower to changing conditions of existence in a world where its preeminence is threatened
      by, especially, China and other “eastern” powers as well (India, Vietnam, Thailand, S. Korea, etc.).
    


    
      Populism, if only just by name, is by no means foreign to the United States, its history and politics. But it has
      now transmuted into a serious and menacing challenge to the traditional liberal establishment in the United
      States (political and economic), and—on the analysis of countless scholars—to American democracy, institutions
      and “checks and balances” between the executive, judiciary and legislative branches (see, e.g., Levitsky and
      Ziblatt 2018; Luce 2018; Mounk 2018; Runciman 2018; Norris and Inglehart 2019).1 It claims
      itself, on the other hand, to be on a mission of rescuing the United States from the dangers of the global elites
      and the liberal media, from globalization, from immigrant invasions and from external threats emanating from
      Iran, North Korea, China, Russia, even the EU—with the purpose of restoring “greatness” to the United States. “America First” is the slogan of the populists, in the name of “the
      People,” which means about 50 percent of the population. The rest are not worth taking seriously and are
      therefore ridiculed, vilified and branded as defectors from and traitors to the national cause or, at best,
      manipulated by the “fake news” of the dominant media (NYT, CNN, Washington Post, NBC and so forth). Only Fox News
      is on the right side. The others are “enemies of the people”:
    


    
      President Trump on Friday afternoon tweeted, then deleted an outwardly hostile message calling various media
      outlets the people’s real enemy. “The FAKE NEWS media,” he wrote, citing The New York Times, CNN, and NBC
      News, among others, “is not my enemy. It is the enemy of the American people. SICK!” The message was deleted
      shortly after its posting, but numerous users screengrabbed the tweet for posterity. Several minutes later, the
      president re-posted the message, with slight tweakings: he added CBS and ABC to the roster of “fake news”
      outlets, and removed the “SICK!” from the back end. The fiery message branding the media the “enemy of the
      American people” came one day after a 75-minute press conference in which the president repeatedly fought with
      members of the media—calling outlets “fake news” and telling one reporter to “be quiet.”2
    


    
      Despite the long history of populism in the United States, from Andrew Jackson in the 1820s, over the 1890s
      agrarian populists and William Jennings Bryan, to FD Roosevelt in the 1930s, Barry Goldwater and George Wallace
      in the 1960s, Trumpism is unique, because of the unbridled narcissism of its protagonist, but more so due to the
      circumstances responsible for its emergence, its hypocritical self-victimization and the solutions it offers.
      None of this resembles the policies, discourses or worldview of the global leader we have known for the last 70
      years. There are undoubtedly many similarities with populisms (and authoritarian regimes) elsewhere in the world,
      but that is precisely the point. The United States is beginning to approximate the new normal, that is, to think
      and act like any other ordinary nation-state. Let us begin on that note.
    


    
      In a sense and in historical perspective this is not in itself surprising. From the American constitution (“We,
      the People […]”) over the 1823 Monroe Doctrine to the Civil War and the finalization of the conquest of the
      Virgin West in 1890 there is an unmistakable tenor of populism, independence, inward-lookingness, civil
      religiosity and economic liberalism. There was, of course, serious fighting going on between the Hamiltonians and
      the Madisonians on the right interpretation of the people’s power versus that of their democratic representatives, Federalism versus Republicanism3 and even more violent clashes between North and
      South, whites and black slaves, rich and poor, farmers and the urban population. However, all these conflicts and
      disagreements were contained within the national parameters of the United States and did not have a decisively
      international, let alone global dimension. The United States was far mainly preoccupied with its own domestic
      affairs and its own resolution of the US identity question. It did not, like the European nation-states, have a
      long historical track record to build on or refer to as a means of finding its cohesive power and its
      identitarian roots; these had to be built from a void, from scratch. Americans had no shared background, no
      common history, no collective memories. They did not even aim to build a strong state, which could cater to their
      perceived needs of belonging, however vicariously. Hence, it is no wonder that they spent about 150 years
      erecting their common domestic base, built on territorial expansionism, economic entrepreneurship, free
      enterprise, democratic values and utilitarian goals. It proved to be a success in the end, to such an extent
      that, in 1939, Raoul de Roussy de Sales, in an article in The Atlantic, titled “What makes an American?,”
      was able to proudly pronounce that “to become an American is a process which resembles a conversion. It is not so
      much a country one adopts as a new creed.”4 Note, however, the word “adopt”: an American is assumed to come from somewhere and put on a
      new American mantle. Americans are per se “immigrants” who accept a new civil “religion” (Bellah 1967; Hedetoft 2009b). By
      that time, however, things had happened to the power and status of the United States; it was starting to become a
      world power, maybe the world power.
    


    
      In his book Janus and Minerva: Essays in the Theory and Practice of International Politics (1987), Stanley
      Hoffmann makes a clarifying distinction between two “ideal-types” of nation-states. On the one hand, “there is
      the ideal-type of the nation whose primary concern is its own internal development, or transformation, or
      conservation. Since it lives in an interdependent world […] it will, of course, pursue a foreign policy, but of a
      primarily instrumental nature” (p. 271). This is a characterization of the United States in the nineteenth
      century, but in a way also of contemporary populist nationalism in Hungary, Poland, Italy, France, Britain,
      Denmark, Sweden and so on—and of authoritarian regimes in, say, Turkey, Russia, Thailand and the Philippines too.
      And then, on the other hand, there is also “the ideal-type of the nation whose primary concern is its figure,
      influence, and role on the world stage, and which tends to tailor its internal make-up to the needs of that role.
      […] From the viewpoint of world order, it is the second group that is the most awesome” (p. 272).5
    


    
      The United States passed from group one to group two on or around 1918 (epitomized in the Versailles Treaty and
      President Wilson’s “14 points,” where national self-determination was the most
      significant) and from a member of group two to almost the only member (except possibly the USSR) around 1947
      (when Britain formally and finally surrendered its supremacy in the Near East to the Americans).6 Both transformations were mediated by a
      world war, which the United States—in both—entered belatedly and successfully—by chance or design. After that
      time, the United States was the main architect behind the making of the international order post–World War II; it
      dominated the Bretton Woods negotiations on the postwar economic system in 1944; it had the dollar accepted as a
      reserve world currency, with all the freedom it gave the United States to maintain a gigantic trade and currency
      deficit and nevertheless keep the rest of the world on a tight economic leash (institutionalized in the
      liberalism of the WTO and the “Washington Consensus” of the late 1980s); it built a formidable military (and
      nuclear) capacity, with a presence everywhere in the world, aided and abetted by NATO and bases in the American
      “territories” (de facto colonies);7 and its imperialism also came to dominate the cultural domain, not least in communications,
      film, music, dress, eating and everyday entertainment.
    


    
      After 1989, with the breakdown of Soviet-style Communism and the triumphalism of the “end of history,” the United
      States was, until recently, recognized as the only world power around. But, with the rise of Chinese economic
      might and its political astuteness, things are changing rapidly. The United States is being challenged on its own
      turf and its global power monopoly is crumbling. The States—on the background which it has created itself in its
      own interest—is losing its massive superiority in economic, political and cultural domains, though not (yet) in
      the military field. The country’s former all-powerful position is threatened and the instruments used
      (institutions like the World Bank, the WTO and NATO) now seem to weigh it down rather than catapult it to ever
      greater heights. Its attempts to effect regime changes elsewhere in the world have failed (Afghanistan, Iraq,
      Syria, Iran), it spends enormous resources on keeping North Korea and, to some extent, Russia at bay and is
      trying its best to impose more “burden-sharing” on its NATO allies while at the same time alienating the same
      partners, but is clearly in two minds about the best way to tackle the much more serious Chinese threat to its
      global predominance. There is little doubt, however, that the overall focus of world politics is changing from
      the Atlantic to the Pacific area.
    


    
      In addition, its dollar imperialism is also challenged, since the predominant position of its manufactural basis
      as well as its financial institutions (since 2008) is receding; its principal companies have globalized and are,
      to a large extent, beyond the reach of the Washington center; and other currencies, like the Chinese renminbi,
      are waiting—patiently—in the wings.8 As I have argued elsewhere (Hedetoft 2009a), the potential loss of the US dollar’s preeminent and unique
      position in the world economy would signal the final blow to the country’s superpower status and already provides
      a serious wake-up call to its leadership. It is only on the basis of maintaining this status that it is able to
      continuously increase its international “deficit”—now standing at a staggering USD 2.5 trillion—and keep
      its creditors, China, Japan, India, Saudi Arabia, the EU states and others, reasonably satisfied with the
      situation. They might consider calling in their loans, but they will hesitate to do so, since this would
      virtually bankrupt the United States and at the same time deal a heavy blow to the lender—but they hesitate only
      for as long as the dollar retains its current position.
    


    
      If or when that situation comes to a halt, it would lead to all states starting to think (and act) in a decidedly
      more self-interested way than now. Beggar thy neighbor! In a zero-sum game fighting becomes much more intense,
      and the use of the military option cannot be excluded. The only way to avoid this is to try to normalize the
      United States by small steps while aiming for a cancellation of the reserve currency status of the dollar. This
      “normalization” strategy, on the other hand, would introduce a lengthy period of austerity, unemployment,
      divisiveness and conflict. As Bott argues in the article I just cited,
    


    
      In Trump’s own irrational logic of wanting to do away with the trade deficit—this [aiming to abandon the
      dollar as reserve currency] is really the only effective avenue he could pursue to enforce the discipline that
      applies to all other economies. Unless the U.S. dollar loses its reserve currency status, U.S. consumers (and
      those include the government) can—and will—always overconsume by buying more goods. (Bott’s emphasis)
    


    
      But this “way of life” comes with great risks, especially in the current predicament for the United States:
    


    
      
        An ongoing trade deficit is detrimental to the nation’s economy because it is financed with debt. The United
        States can buy more than it makes because it borrows from its trading partners. It’s like a party where the
        pizza place is willing to keep sending you pizzas and putting it on your tab. This can only continue as long as
        the pizzeria trusts you to repay the loan. One day, the lending countries could decide to ask America to repay
        the debt. On that day, the party is over.
      


      
        A second concern about the trade deficit is the statement it makes about the competitiveness of the U.S.
        economy itself. By purchasing goods overseas for a long enough period, U.S. companies lose the expertise and
        even the factories to make those products. Just try finding a pair of shoes
        made in America. As the United States loses competitiveness, it outsources more jobs and its standard of living
        declines. (Amadeo 2018)
      

    


    
      This is what is happening already now. Trumpist repeated victimization attitudes may well look hollow on this
      background, but we should question the assumption that the logic behind attempts to do away with the trade
      deficit is as completely “irrational” as Bott claims above. Trump is admittedly reacting to the situation like a
      sulking boy who has lost his admirers and his position in the class. Also, there is no doubt that his strategies
      are far from consistent. And—this is the uncomfortable fact—he is in the process of waving goodbye to the
      imperial position that the United States used to take for granted, because the economic foundation of the US
      economy is not what it used to be and the United States no longer looks like the dream location for the
      entrepreneurial person wanting to make it to the top. “Rags to riches” is no more realistic in the United States
      than in, say, Europe (Luce 2018, 43)—actually less so, and
      decidedly far less possible than in India, China or South Korea.
    


    
      There’s the rub: Trump—or any other person serving as president, even one who might be less narcissistic and more
      reflective—is faced with difficult, almost impossible choices. Between global liberalism and national
      protectionism; between retaining the formal trappings of a superpower or sliding back into the normality of a
      nation-state surviving on ordinary trading terms; between throwing one’s weight around on the global stage or
      assessing one’s interventions on the basis of a strictly national calculus; between, in other words, belonging to
      Hoffmann’s group two or returning to group one; and—if you opt for the second—to bear the inevitable national
      humiliation that would clearly follow.
    


    
      We therefore have to try to see through the sound and the fury and establish—beyond any personalizing innuendo
      and understandable disgust of Trump’s manners, rhetoric and bullying character—the generic reasons and patterns
      underlying the seemingly chaotic governance of the United States right now—or, in other words, the “rationale” of
      its populist policies. We need to open up the discourse, the rage and the newspeak, the unfathomable
      contradictions and paradoxes and find out what underpins them, and only on that background determine and assess
      the political and moral form the reaction takes. At the same time, I believe it is apt to describe the situation
      as one characterized—as Edward Luce does in the first motto—by “the West’s failure to come to terms with the
      reality it faces,” if by “the West” we here understand the United States.9
    


    
      The basic conceptual framework for the American predicament has in a sense already been described. The United
      States is losing its economic and manufacturing preponderance, though it is still strong; its economic liberalism has had a number of “unintended consequences” that now favor only the
      incredibly rich and other players on the world stage. It is in danger of forfeiting its financial preeminence,
      but is still holding on by the nails. It even feels threatened as regards its military and nuclear superiority;
      as for the former, China has developed a military capacity that is making it into the foremost naval power in the
      South Pacific, and the aggregate nuclear threat emanating from Russia, China and North Korea, on aggregate, is
      large enough to threaten if not outstrip the American potential. In addition, China is forming political
      alliances that must concern the Americans and is also making economic and infrastructural inroads in Europe,
      Australia and Africa. The world is a different place than it was about 30 years ago.
    


    
      The domestic situation has also worsened considerably and has been felt particularly by the traditional “middle
      classes,” a term which in America means the working classes, the petty bourgeoisie, the farmers and the
      “precariat,” independent workers with only occasional jobs and without any kind of protection or security, a
      group that has been increasing steadily over the last 10 years.10 They have all felt the impact of the open globalized economy and have
      been sliding down the income scale, initially in relative and now in absolute terms as well, compared both with
      their more affluent domestic peers and their international opposite numbers. They have been at the receiving end
      of “globalization” for years and have been impacted negatively by the resultant rising inequality of incomes and
      fortunes. They are also the predominant electoral base behind Trump and his national–populist policies and the
      explanation why he discards globalism in favor of “the doctrine of patriotism.”
    


    
      Trumpist populism thus behaves as a vehicle of the male, white, working-class and disadvantaged American’s
      unbearable burden, both because the country’s former all-powerful position is threatened in the world at large
      and because it reacts to the existence of a near-total domestic divide between the incredibly wealthy liberal
      globalists and the ordinary and increasingly impoverished “middle classes.” This has generated an unprecedented
      level of distrust between the globalized cities with their cultural emphasis on diversity and “middle America,”
      based predominantly in the “rust belt,” but increasingly comprising suburbia too, far less educated, often
      Evangelical and feeling abandoned by the liberal political and economic establishment. The two main factors are
      clearly related, but in a complicated pattern: the waning of America’s international standing and of its total
      domination of the global scene implies that the liberal elites will try even harder to strengthen their
      international presence and credentials, while thus removing themselves further from an imaginary unity with their
      less fortunate citizens. While one chunk of the population and corporate America benefits from opening up and
      seeing themselves as global citizens, the rest languish in conditions typified by reduced incomes, loss of jobs (or having to work two or three jobs simultaneously to make ends
      meet), miserable social conditions (including ramshackle housing and broken families), the lack of recognition by
      their formal representatives and a lack of pride in their American identity to boot. They are Hillary Clinton’s
      “basket of deplorables.” They do not have a public voice, they are badly educated (or not at all) and they have
      experienced the race to the bottom physically and mentally for a long time, with no obvious recompense in sight.
      They craved representation, revenge and restitution. In broad terms, this was what propelled Trump to the
      presidency. What has he had to offer his core group of supporters since his assumption of the presidency? Mainly
      four clusters, which can be said to satisfy the first two demands (representation and revenge), but hardly the
      last.
    


    
      The first cluster consists of slogans, discourses and moralism. The MAGA slogan is the best known and the most
      effective. “Make America Great Again” not just got Trump enormous popularity in the campaign, but has been
      utilized to its maximum over the past couple of years, on banners, flags, T-shirts and all other conceivable
      pieces of merchandise. It has the advantage of simplicity and it appeals to the moral and political
      identification of the ordinary citizen with what (s)he associates with “America.” Its domestic and international
      “greatness,” its moral superiority, its heroes and its stars—in politics, culture and sports. Everything that
      once was, which has almost disappeared, but can be retrieved. The sequel is “America First” (which, as Trump has
      said repeatedly, does not mean “America Alone”), which denotes a departure from global and liberal approaches and
      the fact that “we” are always going to prioritize our national interests above those of other countries—this has
      proved to be extremely popular with his core constituency and has, in fact, done more for boosting their national
      identity sentiments than anything else. This is followed by “I’m your man,” “I represent the People,” “I’m
      an American patriot” and other slogans of a similar nature. It is worth noticing that Trump only rarely promises
      to create more jobs or raise people’s incomes, as he did during the campaign, though he has occasionally talked
      about increasing social security. Mostly, however, the rhetoric morally pivots around restoring
      America—not its private individuals—to its former greatness or getting “our own” back at the nonpatriotic
      and treacherous elites: “Drain the swamp”! He exploits the Greek figure of speech, hyperbole, consciously and
      iteratively, as many have noted. In Trump’s own words,
    


    
      The final key to the way I promote is bravado. I play to people’s fantasies. People may not always think big
      themselves, but they can still get very excited by those who do. That’s why a little hyperbole never hurts.
      People want to believe that something is the biggest and the greatest and the
      most spectacular. I call it truthful hyperbole. It’s an innocent form of exaggeration — and a very effective
      form of promotion. (The Art of the Deal 1987; Trump’s
      emphasis)
    


    
      The object that he most intensely promotes and where he uses hyperbole most frequently is undoubtedly himself.
      His narcissism and tendency to overestimate his own qualities and results are by now well-documented and familiar
      to everyone who takes an interest. In his own view, he is the best president ever, or at least that is the image
      he projects. A few random examples:
    


    
      
        I think we’ve done more than perhaps any president in the first 100 days. (Washington Examiner)
      


      
        We have had tremendous success, but we don’t talk about it. (Associated Press)
      


      
        Sorry losers and haters, but my I.Q. is one of the highest—and you all know it! Please don’t feel so stupid or
        insecure. It’s not your fault. (Twitter message)11
      

    


    
      I am not going to analyze these statements from the perspective of a psychologist establishing a particular kind
      of personality disorder. This has been done extensively (and reliably).12 In my view, however, it is more significant to look at the
      effectiveness of them vis-à-vis the targeted audience, Trump’s core electorate. And here they seem to be working.
      What to a reflective audience borders on insanity, to a less educated public looking for a representative they
      can trust and feel comfortable with seems to come across as confirmation of the strong, charismatic and
      self-reliant leader personality they are looking for, who is elevated above the norm, can make swift and
      efficient decisions and does not have to cater to the sentiments of decadent and corrupt elites—read: the liberal
      establishment in the United States.
    


    
      The second cluster consists of exactly this: a continuous, persistent and hateful attack on these “enemies of the
      people,” as Trump names them, that is, Obama, Clinton and all other democrats; the NYT, the Washington Post, CBS,
      NBC, CNN; the Federal Reserve, the District Courts and their judges; and even private corporations unwilling to
      show the patriotism required—like General Motors, Harley Davidson and Ford—when confronted with the consequences,
      for them, of Trump’s trade war on China. They are all, no matter what, no matter who, measured and assessed by
      the same yardstick, that is, if they manage to subject themselves to the ideal moralistic template of Trumpism.
      The effects have been negative for the US economy in a serious way (Volodzko 2018), and companies are desperately trying to sidestep tariffs (e.g., by moving production sites
      away from US territory or laying off workers in the United States) or possibly
      speed up trade activities in order to avoid the additional tariffs that are widely feared. GM was, in turn,
      heavily lambasted by Trump when it decided to close a plant and 14,000 jobs in Ohio:
    


    
      
        Trump lashed out at CEO Mary Barra. “I was very tough,” he said, per CNN. “I spoke with her when
        I heard they were closing, and I said, you know, this country has done a lot for General Motors. The United
        States saved General Motors, and for her to take that company out of Ohio is not good.”
      


      
        Trump said he told the CEO that she had “better” reopen plants in the US soon. (original emphases)13
      

    


    
      The old saying, “what’s good for General Motors is good for the Unites States,” apparently has lost its traction!
      While the dictatorial, threatening style is pure Trump, we need to take account of the underlying
      moralism, which militates against rather than embraces corporate reasoning. The United States has done a
      lot for you, now you need to get your act together and behave in accordance with the national interest! In the
      process of pursuing your own interests, you are not making America great, but the opposite. In
      addition, you humiliate me, the incarnation of the American People! This is the tenor.
    


    
      Thus runs the argument, the essence of which is that what counts is that the supporters of Trump’s populist
      policies should experience them as a success and not as a letdown. Unfortunately, that is not the way the global
      economy works these days:
    


    
      For GM and other auto manufacturers, the customers are increasingly foreign. In this year’s third quarter, GM
      sold 835,934 cars in China and 694,638 in the U.S. It built many of those directly in China and has every reason
      to make more there, with tariffs or not./Ditto for the entire automotive industry./That’s not what Trump wants,
      of course. He wants them to build cars in the U.S. and ship them to China. He thinks the U.S. will become a
      manufacturing powerhouse again and the much-hated trade deficit will shrink./That’s the
      theory./Unfortunately, his tariffs help convince the car makers to do the opposite. And so does the GILTI
      tax.14 Even without those,
      shorter supply chains are making that kind of exporting uncompetitive./Like it or not, the world is changing.
      Those manufacturing jobs are not coming back to the U.S. But that doesn’t mean the tariffs have no impact.15
    


    
      Trump’s reaction to uncomfortable paradoxes of this type is not, it seems, to reevaluate his doctrines and
      tenets, but to demonstrate the unfair, unreasonable and unjust treatment he is
      subjected to; to call for commiseration and sympathy; and project himself and his righteous cause as the
      victims of senseless persons’ egregious acts. Victimhood and victimization strategies are in fact central
      to all populist policies and worldviews anywhere, especially in the United States. If populists like Trump have
      difficulties transforming their ideas into reality and to achieve the desired effects, they routinely fall back
      on blaming tactics. The mistake was not one that I, the People’s representative, made due to a faulty conception
      of the structures of the world, but is the fault of others, persons with evil intent or just ignorant people
      believing all the “fake news” disseminated by the liberal media. The advantage is that you can always appear to
      be in the right, at least morally, even if your goals are not met. Either way you win. It is, however, worth more
      than a passing mention that it is a feature of all populism, including this variety, that it swops
      structural truths for personal characteristics. The salvation of the American people is up to the
      person Donald Trump, with all his alleged brilliance and intelligence. And if everything does not go
      according to plan, it is due to the conspiracies and evil designs of hostile persons, who have gone astray
      and followed the wrong path. They are therefore not part of “us,” but are seen as enemies (rather than an
      opposition with different views) who have abandoned the right cause and allied themselves with external powers
      (other states and interests). Nothing seems to belong in the world of objectivities; everything is subjective and
      individualized. It follows that people who want to do what’s right and proper just need to set that goal for
      themselves. The world is a quasi-religious struggle between Good or Evil, national vindication or global
      perdition. In the meantime, “we” can enjoy our revenge.
    


    
      The third cluster consists of the Wall, promises of protectionism; security from Muslim plots and North Korean
      nuclear attacks; and guarantees that the welfare of the American People is directly related to Donald Trump as
      president. The Wall is obviously paramount, not only as rhetoric and symbolic politics but also as a concrete
      materialization of the hopes and aspirations of true American citizens hankering for protection from migrant
      invaders. However illogical the idea might be for ordinary enlightened thinking,16 the conception of the Wall has a powerful effect
      for the supporters of Trump, since it tends to play the role of a physical embodiment of the unity of the People,
      a sign that our future cannot be assailed by the rest of the (hostile) world. The idea strengthens the conception
      of Americans as an embattled and victimized people who need to erect a fortress within which they are able to
      develop, not with but against invading forces. Its success ultimately depends on either having the Wall actually
      erected or, at least, the symbolic gestures that come with doing everything possible to get the project financed
      and making it clear to supporters that it has failed not for lack of goodwill and honest endeavors but due (again) to the malice of our domestic enemies—the enemies of the People. In
      both cases Trump wins—this is the beauty of this project. It is simultaneously an iconic image—we actually want
      to build the Wall and keep the Hispanics out—and a forceful symbol. In addition it can be referred to as a pars
      pro toto metonymical index, standing for everything that “we” are trying to do for “our” People. There is hence
      no reason to ridicule this part of Trumpist discourse, no matter how ludicrous it may look. More than anything,
      it is effective, easy to imagine and his best insurance that he may get elected to a second term. On the other
      hand, the Wall is also in multiple ways “un-American.” The United States has for more than a century been the
      foremost institutionalization of an open, liberal and preeminent world power, the essential representation of a
      happy fusion of national identity and global presence, an immigrant nation celebrating the strengths of ethnic
      diversity, the imperial superpower above any other state and the “leader of the free world.” The Wall symbolizes
      the exact opposite of this—a nation-state preparing to recede back into its own cocoon.17
    


    
      Economic protectionism belongs here as well, but is proving to be much less efficacious, since the imposition of
      tariffs on China is having unintended negative consequences for large parts of his blue-collar supporters (see
      above); North Korean so-called negotiations are not going quite according to plan; and the attempt of the Trump
      administration to cast the building of German cars on American soil as a security risk comes across as a lame and
      overstated attempt to make the EU into an enemy. Trumpist attitudes to NATO are also less than consistent, torn
      between holding on to and abandoning the alliance, between the supremacy of the Pacific and the dangers that
      might still emanate from the Atlantic part of the world, not least Russia and Iran.
    


    
      Finally, Trump also tries to revamp the American welfare system, which seems to be on a downward slope. Billions
      of dollars are annually spent on programs that do not seem to have the desired effects. Trumpism hence tries to
      link welfare benefit to work requirements, much as did Bill Clinton’s 1996 reform on TANF (Temporary Assistance
      for Needy Families), while in the process aiming to stop the skyrocketing numbers of one-parent families and help
      save marriages that are breaking down in ever greater numbers among the socially and economically most vulnerable
      social strata. This is obviously completely in line with Trump’s core voters and aims to maintain their support,
      but it is conditioned on the expansion of the (unskilled) job market, which is a much more uncertain (read:
      unlikely) proposition.18
    


    
      The fourth and final cluster that Trumps has to offer his core electorate could be called normalization, but with
      a twist and a vengeance. On the one hand, he aims for the United States to become a more normal nation-state and
      to reorganize the economy to make it more viable, become more competitive on
      comparative international terms, that is, transform the United States into a more normal trading nation. In fact,
      the United States has never really been an international trader, because until now it has not had to be one. It
      has generally been sufficient to rely on the export of the one commodity which the United States values as its
      prime exchange object, that is, the greenback as the global reserve currency, secured by the US military presence
      everywhere. It has allowed other states to export a lot to the United States, whereas the United States has paid
      considerably less attention to “normal” trading behavior and balance-of-payments records. All this is changing
      dramatically as we speak. Make America Great Again is, somewhat perversely, a slogan covering this normalizing
      ambition, as is the trade war with China and agreements with Canada and Mexico; it also explains Trump’s
      vacillating and lukewarm relations with the EU.
    


    
      On the other hand, Trump has not given up on the ambition to keep the United States as the foremost superpower,
      and his trading ambitions do not represent any recognition of “imperial overstretch” or the like. He would simply
      prefer this position to be maintained at a lower cost while imposing some of the expenses and tasks on other
      states. The US NATO policies of “burden sharing” can be seen as emblematic of its more generic approach to its
      imperial assignments. Policies toward the Middle Eastern conflicts, the climate challenge, migration and NATO are
      examples of this, while its focus on North Korea, China and Russia is evidence of its desire to continue to play
      a role as the policeman of the world. Not only does the United States not refrain from global meddling, but its
      interference is just as conspicuous as it has always been—possibly more so. Trumpism thus tries to square the
      circle: normalizing as regards trade and expenditures, while trying to guarantee a continued imperial role for
      the United States in the military and foreign-policy domain. There is little doubt that this is consonant with
      the “America First” slogan—having your cake and eating it too. It is highly doubtful, however, if the strategy
      will “Make America Great.” This position has depended on the unquestioned superiority of the United States in all
      important fields—save trade—and its immense economic and financial superiority compared to any other state in the
      world, which in turn gave it the cultural high ground and the diplomatic muscle without which global supremacy is
      unthinkable. In the present climate of retrenchment, austerity and domestic warfare this is hardly imaginable. It
      resembles the retreat of Britain—though with important differences—from a similar position in the interwar years
      far too much. On the other hand, imagining that you are leading the world when your hegemony is de facto over can
      continue for a very long time, with unimaginable consequences. Delusions of power do not stop when power runs
      out, but when reality sinks in. In the United States, neither populists nor liberalists have yet fathomed the seriousness of their plight. Instead, the US public has been transformed into
      two warring camps (nationalists vs. globalists; middle America vs. coastal regions), who hardly recognize each
      other as co-citizens, while vilifying and abusing each other as best they can.
    


    
      Let us return to Stanley Hoffmann’s two groups of nation-states. America used to belong to group one, when
      concentrating mainly on its internal affairs and the determination of its territorial outreach and its cohesive
      powers as a nation-state consisting of economically minded Americans with different ethnic–national backgrounds
      but a single purpose: to build the United States on the basis of its entrepreneurial spirit, against internal
      enemies like the Southern Confederacy and Native Americans, and external opponents like the Mexicans, the Spanish
      intruders and the French–Canadian loyalists. It then transferred to group two and later to an exceptional status
      within that group. Then followed the rise of China and other “eastern” contenders and foreign-policy adventures
      of a more dubious character in Iraq, Afghanistan and Syria. Now we see a different reaction by the populist
      authoritarian government, the United States trying to reduce the global costs of its imperial tasks, breaking
      with old alliances and international conventions, insisting on the “national imperative” (America First),
      de facto giving up its leadership of the “free world” and trying to develop into a more normal trading nation
      without abandoning its “right” (read: might and resources) to interfere in global affairs.
    


    
      America is thus in neither group. It cannot and will not retreat to group one, and it cannot and will not abandon
      its old imperial ways. It wants to preserve its advantages without covering the bill; it will no longer pay the
      piper. At the same time, it is being pushed back from its advantageous positions. China is nearly on a par with
      the United States in economic terms and far outstrips it as a “trading nation.” It is also making inroads into
      its former superiority in outer space. And it is developing into an opponent that cannot be ignored even in the
      military field, including its regional, naval supremacy in the South China Sea; it does not have the nuclear
      capacity of the United States, but what it has is daunting enough as a credible threat. And if we add the
      potential of other states (India, North Korea, Iran, Pakistan) to that of China, the world should present an
      increasingly frightening picture to the Washington power holders.
    


    
      The upshot is that global insecurity is increasing while anarchy is spreading from the domain of international
      interdependence to the domestic (American) scene. In another article, Stanley Hoffmann delineated the uneven
      structure of domestic versus international as follows:
    


    
      In domestic affairs, the protection of freedom, once it has been excavated from under the crushing mass of power,
      requires new arrangements of power so that my freedom and yours can coexist
      peacefully. In world affairs, all actors resist comparable arrangements—the weak, because they fear becoming its
      victims, since the strong would run the show, and the strong, because they resist all external restraints.
      Anarchy, in one case, is carefully avoided; it is fiercely preserved in the other. (Hoffmann 1987, 398)
    


    
      The diagnosis of the state of world affairs is precise and still holds, now more than ever. But the domestic
      image no longer meets Hoffmann’s assumptions of a well-ordered and peaceful condominium between citizen and
      citizen on the one hand, people and state on the other. The American domestic scene (as many others elsewhere in
      the world) has developed into an anarchic, chaotic brawl between nationalists and globalists, rich and poor,
      Middle America and the Coastal Regions, cities and rural areas, interest and identity, People and Elite. This is
      evident in the following snippet from an article by Robert Reich, Clinton’s former labor secretary in the 1990s,
      in The Guardian, March 4, 2019, attacking the putative lies and hypocrisy of the Trumpists:
    


    
      
        The fourth and final tale [told by the populists in power] is The Rot at the Top. It’s about the malevolence of
        powerful elites—their corruption and irresponsibility, and tendency to conspire against the rest of us.
      


      
        […] But the real Rot at the Top consists of concentrated wealth and power to a degree this nation hasn’t
        witnessed since the late 19th century. Billionaires, powerful corporations, and Wall Street have gained control
        over much of our economy and political system, padding their nests with special tax breaks and corporate
        welfare while holding down the wages of average workers.
      


      
        In this, the rich have been helped by Republicans in Congress and White House whose guiding ideology seems less
        capitalism than cronyism, as shown time and again through legislative and regulatory gifts to Big Pharma, Wall
        Street, Big Oil and Coal, Big Agriculture and giant military contractors.19
      

    


    
      Here there is no protection of freedom, no peaceful coexistence, no national understanding, but the opposite:
      conflict, hatred and contempt. Communication between interests and worldviews has broken down. So far, the result
      is an exchange of vitriolic opinions, but actual violence cannot be ruled out. Restitution for the left-behinds
      is a long way off. The remaining question is if this unruly state of affairs is limited to the duration of the
      Trump administration or sets out a new trajectory for the United States in generic terms.20
    


    
      I have argued that, whatever we might think about Trump’s variety of populism,
      there is no doubt that it has an objective foundation in the real world. The position of the United States in the
      world is changing. The gap between the very rich and the poor, between New York and the Appalachians, has widened
      immeasurably. Unemployment is rising, though some of it is no longer visible in the official statistics, since
      many people have chosen to leave the labor market. Hence, the (democratic) liberalism and globalism of the
      established elites has been challenged by policies and discourses prioritizing protectionism, nativism and
      nationalism. The dream, of course, is that this would improve the situation of the victims of the open markets
      and the open borders, though this is a far cry from the actual outcomes. Given that, it nevertheless helps the
      injured morality of the disaffected that they have “their man” at the helm and can sense this as a sort of
      righteous revenge.
    


    
      So while Trumpist rhetoric and the impudence of Donald Trump’s public style may well change when he is no longer
      US president—both because they are his personal attributes and because they are symbolic manifestations of the
      changing position of the United States in the world—the relatively safe future prediction will have to be that,
      as one TIME article phrased it in October 201821: “Trumpism will outlast Trump.” Or, in other words, Trump’s national
      populism, his moralistic nationalism, reflects a real defect in the current structure, economy and foreign-policy
      position of the United States, which calls for new approaches and new solutions. This position will continue to
      be challenged, the economy will falter and will probably further decline as years go by and the provisional
      relief felt by many common folk in the States—now we have our man in the White House—will, as paradoxes augment
      and inequalities continue to grow, be transformed into further disappointments, bitterness and more intense
      feelings of revenge and retaliation against the elites that let down the People and the outside world that fails
      to understand and reward us.
    


    
      Many younger people, so-called Millennials, are starting to take this to heart and to recognize that
      “globalization has led to a system rigged against blue collar workers” and that “free trade […] has come at a
      cost” (ibid.). These people, representing a cross-party gathering of mixed backgrounds and diverse interests,
      have started looking ahead and map out future policies that might be implemented after Trump has left the White
      House. They publish their ideas in journals and on websites like The National Interest, American
      Affairs and American Greatness. David Azerrad, of the right-wing think tank The Heritage
      Foundation, argues that he sees Trump as a “lightning rod,” who arouses such intense feelings that it is
      difficult to realize the “currents he has tapped into” and to look beyond him in terms of generating ideas that
      resonate with the ideas he represents (ibid.). But, in his view, it is impossible to imagine a “return to normal
      once he leaves.”
    


    
      I think he is right. But these millennial politicians have probably got their
      hopes up too high, though their project is laudable for greater realism and less bravado than the Trumpism we
      know. However, they too seem set on a path that will ensure a head-on collision with entrenched political and
      economic verities in the United States, even if they accept—which is unlikely—that their country is no longer a
      world power and will need to step back from imperial interventions. Even then, the future will be uncertain, and
      the blue-collar workers, past or present, will have no guarantees of a comfortable life. All they will be left
      with, for certain, are the paradoxes of populism and the comforts of belonging to God’s own country.
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        EXTRACTIONS AND PERSPECTIVES
      

    


    
      This concluding chapter will try to extract the most significant insights this book has produced and finally
      outline some perspectives and specify some predictions on that basis. I will comment on a number of the current
      assumptions and preconceptions dominating the populist debate—in scholarship, the media and the general
      Zeitgeist—while aiming to steer clear of the wealth of normative judgments, more often than not formulated
      prior to and not as a consequence of rational analysis, which stand in the way of a cool, neutral and impartial
      assessment of the populist presence in contemporary politics, culture and society.
    


    
      First, we have to deal with the so-called definitional question: what is populism really? Do we
      know more than when we started? Do we have a preciser concept? Jan-Werner Müller is in my view almost
      correct when he states that populism should be conceived as a moralistic imagination of politics (Müller 2016, 16–17), but the definition misses two important, additional
      elements. One, that all national ideas of politics are moralistic, not just the populist version; and
      second, politics is imagined as having its roots and point of return—its be-all and end-all—in the People
      and not in their representative elites. In fact, the People is in a significant sense itself a moral concept,
      since it only arises—as an abstraction, but also as a reality—on the basis of ignoring, abstracting from the
      concrete, specific and individual characteristics of living persons and their day-to-day interests and concerns,
      in favor of regarding them as a multitude of equal, like-minded beings, as citizens and part of the
      Allgemeinheit. Here they express their volonté générale, rarely directly, and more often by means
      of their political representatives as spokespeople for the State. It is here that populism deviates from the
      ordinary forms of nationalism that we have become accustomed to, and its “moralistic imagination” too. It is not
      that normal citizens are not moralistic in their approach to the world of politics, but that they accept a
      relatively clear-cut line of separation between themselves and their representatives (the “elites”), and largely
      leave the business of the Commons—legitimated through processes of elections and institutions guaranteeing the
      rule of law—to the latter. Populists do not. They take leave of such normal
      processes, insist on being themselves, as People, the incorporation and representation of sovereignty, identity
      and the general will, and—in a sense logically—regard their de facto representatives not as an elite but as an
      integral part of the People—a pars pro toto, if not an iconic sign. Hence, direct rather than representative
      democracy is their ideal, though not always rigidly adhered to. Elites, on the other hand, are enemies,
      corrupted or misguided—at least not part of us and our (morally righteous) nationalist cause. Conversely, formal
      citizens are not necessarily part of the People either. Populists, in other words, superimpose a moral definition
      of who rightfully belongs with “us” on the formal criterion of citizenship, passport, birth and what have you. It
      is in this sense that I have redefined Müller’s definition to one of a populist hyper-moralization of
      politics, people and identity. And by extension to highlight the personalization factor; for the populist
      vision, persons are more important than structures, morality more important than formality, charisma more
      important than rational thinking and behavior. In this sense populism is, as Müller contends, “anti-pluralistic,”
      but to the extent that populist parties often accept the normal rules of the game (like in Denmark, France, the
      Netherlands, Sweden and Italy), run in elections and enter into debates with other parties, they do not meet this
      criterion. In Sweden, to tell the truth, it would seem that the mainstream parties come closer to doing that,
      since they refuse to recognize the Sweden Democrats and only reluctantly appear in electoral debates where the SD
      is present. (In)tolerance is a double-edged sword.
    


    
      Contrary to widespread rumor, populism is in this way not immoral and conspiratorial, but a highly moralizing
      and righteous view of the world—the world equating the national world and stopping short at its
      borders. It prefers to keep strict control of private activities within these limits and is hence suspicious of
      transnational corporations, excessively large multinationals, international institutions and (too many)
      foreigners and immigrants—except when these in rare cases can be argued to be unconditionally in the interest of
      “our nation-state” and do not interfere with our national cohesion, sovereignty and identity. Populism is
      nationalism without its global–liberal admixtures and its trans-border friendliness. It does not always baulk
      at cooperating with other states, but cooperation always comes at a price and hedged around with multiple
      caveats—this is obvious in the case of Hungary, which tries to balance its relations with Russia, China, EU
      states (including the Visegrad Four) and the Asian countries also belonging in the “Hun-Turkic group” in such a
      way as never to risk its independence and identity; in the UK, which tries desperately to free itself from the EU
      straitjacket, while keeping its imagined “global significance” intact; and in the United States, which attempts
      to normalize and hang on to its superpower status at the same time, while ridding itself of its commitments
      to international institutions and agreements, NATO, the EU and so forth. As
      argued previously, this is because nation-states, in the international arena, have to abandon their domestic
      monopoly of violence, that is, their unlimited and total sovereignty, and enter the global game—which is also the
      game of mutual recognition—as just another negotiating “piece” alongside the rest, though even here important
      differences exist. Populism, while forced to enter too, truly abhors this game and does its best to downplay it,
      avoid it or neutralize its effects; it runs directly counter to their dream world of absolute and unlimited
      popular sovereignty. Cas Mudde’s well-known quip about (Western) populism that it is an “illiberal democratic
      response to undemocratic liberalism” (Mudde 2015) is true in one
      sense, but doubtful in another. It is valid in as far as it captures the opposition between liberalism and its
      antithesis as one between the national and the global perspectives well, the former reacting to the latter. It
      further emphasizes that populism springs from democratic processes domestically: the populist phenomenon can only
      be meaningfully conceived in democratic contexts. On the other hand, it misses the important rider that democracy
      (as we usually understand it) is really not integral to the world of populism: it has to be “direct,” that is, it
      eliminates the distinction between people and representatives while turning the entire national world into a
      moral conglomerate of like-minded members, presided over by charismatic, authoritarian leaders, who could not
      care less about normal democratic processes or rule of law. Nor is “liberalism” necessarily “undemocratic,” since
      it springs from the interests of and decisions by the elites, the political representatives, which the people
      have democratically elected.
    


    
      Second, what can we say about backgrounds and causes? Rationality and affectiveness? Trust and distrust?
      It would be foolish to deny that populists often have a rational basis for complaints and grievances against the
      effects of the global system that we have become used to. No matter what we may think about the populist
      reactions and solutions, there can be no doubt about the reality of the inequalities, the fabulously skewed
      distribution of resources and revenues, the additional work required to stay afloat, the social conditions and
      injustices, and the added insecurity in terms of welfare, well-being and future prospects. In some places these
      inequities are “just” relative, in others absolute: people are worse off than they were 20, 30 or 40 years ago.
      Not all of this can be laid at the door of “globalization,” but a lot can and the rest can in turn be
      blamed on the global scapegoat. And populists are no doubt right to emphasize the need to improve social
      welfare, the negative effects of wage dumping, the increasingly slave-like conditions of labor as cross-border
      labor migration picks up speed and the erosion of sovereignty that accompanies these and similar phenomena. All
      this is enough to create concern and cries out for alternative solutions. Maintaining democracy in its diffuse
      liberal–global format will not do the trick, but will exacerbate this state of affairs and
      keep producing more billionaires, more well-to-do urban areas and gated communities for the extremely rich, more
      tax-free havens and investment options and, on the other hand, increasing poverty, more lackluster ghettoes, more
      crime and disaffection and, in the end, a total lack of trust in state, democracy and elites.
    


    
      Consequently, the diagnosis that the populists feel and act on—though only rarely formulated precisely—is largely
      correct. The “masses,” however defined, are in the West receiving the short end of the stick and have no
      prospects for an improvement. Their “freedom” is useless and “equality” only describes their formal status, not
      the actual social or economic relations. However—and this is the rub—identifying the disease does not guarantee
      that the medicine is correctly prescribed, that it will in fact cure the ailment. In the Middle Ages, it was
      normal for physicians, sorcerers and soothsayers to prescribe bloodletting as a cure against almost any disease.
      It never helped any sick person recover, but rather worsened their condition, often resulting in death. Populism
      can be imagined as the bloodletting treatment of the social and economic curse brought about by the nation-state,
      nationalism and liberalism in conjunction.
    


    
      To put in somewhat bluntly, it prescribes, as the cure for the ailment, the substance that was initially
      responsible for bringing it on: nationalism, sovereignty and identity. It recommends retiring into the national
      cocoon, tightening borders, keeping aliens out, celebrating ethnic history, cultivating memories of
      victimization, blaming and demonizing the Other, stepping up the defense of the national territory and the true
      People, prioritizing the ideational rather than material aspects of life and glorifying sovereignty not just as a
      political or legal property of states, but as a cultural, moral and religious—transcendental—structure of belief
      and belonging. The dream invested in these fantasies is one of a peaceful, organic, harmonious, even spiritual
      existence lived basically with your “peers,” though (as we will see below) with different points of emphasis
      ranging from one variety to the next. The reality, on the other hand, is not just replete with paradoxes and
      contrasts, but with unbridgeable contradictions and potential chaos, as one would expect from a situation where
      one tries to mend a piece of broken furniture with a hammer and a prayer. The Second Coming of Nationalism is not
      a happy event, the progressive element of nationalist ideology having disappeared, leaving only the essentialist
      skeleton and the discursive veneer of togetherness, camaraderie and cohesion—a racial egalitarianism which
      clouds and suppresses real differences and material needs.
    


    
      It might be argued that this is largely what nationalism has always tried to do, which is partially true, but
      this time it happens with a difference that matters. This difference consists of primarily two interrelated
      factors: context and unity. The context is radically different from 70 to 80
      years ago, when there still existed a modicum of cohesiveness between state, nation, economy and politics, and
      when the national template sparked new progressive ideas for the improvement of living standards and welfare. It
      also engendered less palatable outcomes: conflicts, wars, stereotypes and racism, which international
      institutions tried to harness and manage, and which led to increasing interdependence, followed by regular
      “globalization.” The major result of this is that the domain of national life and politics on the one hand and
      that of the economy on the other became increasingly separated from each other; national economic interests and
      national identity parted ways, took leave of each other, without many (except corporate elites and, willy-nilly,
      political leaders) taking serious note of the fact. In the minds of many, “we” would still be able to manage life
      on our own, and foreign trade was a comfortable admixture but was not indispensable. This is a dangerous
      misreading of reality, however, which the Brexit debacle demonstrates beyond question. The most effective,
      richest and most bustling part of the British economy is that which is connected to London as a “global” city—not
      the rest of the national economy, which will be hard(est) hit by a hard, no-deal Brexit process. Ordinary
      citizens are already beginning to hoard everyday necessities and are getting ready for even more austerity.
    


    
      This leads to factor no 2: unity—or rather, the lack of it. The globalization-of-nations process which has just
      been described has, inevitably, left most countries, not with a unified citizenry where all members see the world
      through the same glasses, but rather with a “mass” of national romantics and idealists on the one hand and on the
      other a somewhat smaller segment of wealthy globalists (and their followers), mostly consisting of economic
      elites and their political ideologues, who have retained a pragmatic smattering of their national origin, but
      move effortlessly around the world, do business where the maximum returns can be had, move plants to low-tax
      locations and frequently maintain multiple abodes (“home” would be the wrong word to use) across the globe. They
      have blissfully forgotten about the days of protectionism, devaluation and other national peculiarities, let
      alone national service, loyalty and sacrifices. They retain their national citizenship and affection partly for
      sentimental reasons, partly because it is practical to have a principal place of belonging and partly because
      they have to have a passport somewhere in this world—stateless persons are not bona fide, though they do
      exist. Apart from that, many members of this privileged segment prefer having multiple passports, which eases
      their travel as well as their business. And the reality of borders and governments can also be a practical way of
      segmenting the world into nice administrative units, as long as they do not hamper your own personal freedom of
      movement.
    


    
      On the other hand, these developments run directly counter to the maintenance
      of (or, if you like, return to) the nationalist dream universe. For it means that the idea of a national unity of
      all citizens, including these very rich strata, is an impossible dream—a de facto utopia. The
      Allgemeinheit has literally shrunk, has been robbed of its wealthiest, most powerful, but also most
      non-national, apatriotic members. It may still exist in formal terms, as a community of citizens, but the
      community has been severed if we regard it from the point of view of emotional attachment to the “nation” as a
      community of destiny. The state has thus been put in a precarious position: it is supposed to represent
      the entire national community, but this requires its absolute monopoly of force, a more or less total grip on the
      sovereignty of the nation-state, the full loyalty and dedication of all its citizens and a national
      economy worth the name. However, with large parts of this sovereignty being dependent on the wealth of the
      nation, and this wealth in turn being generated outside or hidden from the control of the state—by formal members
      of its own community whose ties to the state are loosening year by year—the state finds itself between a rock and
      a hard place. It is governing a country whose basis of existence has become “globalized,” whose sovereignty is
      being eroded, whose borders are increasingly porous and whose population is divided and polarized to the point
      where it is hard to insist that they all represent the volonté générale. The EU is an example of where
      these developments are heading.
    


    
      Populists react, forcefully and loudly, to this state of affairs, first with excessive distrust and gestures of
      victimization and then by trying to reclaim sovereignty, close or control borders, keep migrants out, reinstall
      the People as the rightful incumbents of sovereignty and defame elites, who have betrayed their nations and their
      origins—and in addition constantly keep telling lies about it and using the media to disseminate these
      falsehoods. They do this, initially, from a position as critics and protesters and then, in some places (e.g.,
      Poland, Hungary, Italy, Bolivia, Brazil, Venezuela, the United States, etc.), from a position of power, having
      succeeded in taking over government control. The downside is that they still cannot claim the entire citizenry
      for their cause. Globalists refuse to be nationalized, and the economic benefits of open borders and
      international collaboration are too huge to be ignored, even if they imply compromising with (not abandoning!)
      your national affiliation and your cultural “roots.” The consequences are apparent across the board: a near-total
      bifurcation of Peoples into populist nationalists and liberal globalists, moralists and pragmatists,
      identitarians and egotists, haters and friends of “aliens,” with serious consequences for cohesiveness, class and
      interest mediation, civil order, state/nation relations, trust and the civilized conduct of common affairs. At
      the most general level, this is obvious in most (democratic) countries, but the morality play is enacted in many
      different versions.
    


    
      So, third, let us review the cases analyzed in this perspective.
    


    
      In Sweden, a major struggle takes place between two forms of moralism: the inward-looking populist idealism and
      the international politics of superior morality—two different forms of the Swedish People’s Home. In both, the
      moralistic nature of the core ideology shines clearly through, concealing in both cases the rational, economic
      and material interests fundamentally guiding the two approaches. For the same reason, the conflict is so
      intransigent and apparently impossible to solve, both sides being informed by a righteous conviction that their
      take on national and world affairs is existentially right. The parties in power, self-styled democrats and
      liberals, insist that it would be fundamentally wrong to collaborate in any form or shape with the Sweden
      Democrats, while the latter insist that they are as democratically minded as the rest, while pointing to Denmark
      and the Danish People’s Party as their model. The mainstream parties, ironically, are increasingly looking in the
      same direction and are, like other Nordic countries, copying the exclusivist migration policies of their
      neighboring country to the southwest, but they do not make much of a noise about it and would, in any case,
      undoubtedly explain this fact by reference to necessity and rational state logic rather than ideological
      affinity. The fact of the matter, nevertheless, is that the Swedish mainstream parties, who still cling on to the
      governmental power, are adopting populist policies without their attendant identity gestures. The SD, on their
      part, are waiting in the wings, ready to swoop on the next available opportunity to attract more voters and
      increase their chances for making inroads into the power bloc of the other moralists, whose cohesiveness is
      fraying at the edges.
    


    
      The populism of the Catalan independence movement is quite a different cup of tea. It too legitimizes itself and
      its nation-state goals in moral terms (history, identity, language, etc.), but it has both the advantage and the
      problem that the state they are fighting for is not a thing in the real world but a future dream. It is an
      advantage since it cannot be blamed for any ill-doing or elite corruption—there is just the People and their
      utopia—and that the real power-holders are located in Madrid and can be blamed, as a foreign occupation force
      with its fascist background, for all the trumped-up misfortunes and oppression of the Catalans. It is a problem
      because, first, half of the Catalans disagree and prefer to stay with the (other) Spaniards, and, second, the
      independence populists cannot refer to a period when the Catalans actually possessed their own state structure,
      which might have increased the impact of their rhetoric and policy positions. In addition, they are forced to
      adopt an outwardly friendly attitude (to the EU particularly), which might run counter to the sentiments of at
      least some of these parties. Nevertheless, the “subjunctive” nationalism of the Catalan populists can go on
      riding the high wave of victimhood and persecution for a long time still, not
      least at the present time (spring 2019) when the trials of the Catalan rebels are being held in Madrid and the
      opposition between the moral “we” and the evil “them” is demonstrated before the entire world. The outcome of
      these trials—due legal process seen from the Spanish side, political persecution from that of the Catalans—could
      set the tone for the degree and form of hostility between the Catalan separatists and the Spanish
      majority for decades to come. On the other hand, hostility is certain; the Catalan separatists are not going to
      cave in, and they need no religious underpinning to convince them that they are on the right moral side of
      history.
    


    
      Hungarian populism is the exact opposite of the Catalan variety and a textbook example of what a full-blown
      version looks like. Leaning on a century or more of oppression, dependence, victimization, frustrated dreams and
      imposed servitude, Hungarians have chosen to support parties (Fidesz and Jobbik) that in no uncertain terms
      represent vindication, revenge, purity, self-reliance and identity—and to a moderate extent restitution in
      economic terms as well. The overriding goal, however, is to symbolize in any way possible that Hungary does not
      depend on other states, can build its future on its own ethnic resources, resists enemies within and without,
      purifies the body politic and is conscious of its national–cultural origins. The Liget Project in the center of
      Budapest, for instance, is not just intended to show Hungarian national artifacts and culture to the world, but
      the building’s original name—the Oluf Palme House, long in disrepair—is being changed to Millennium Háza.1 It would not do to have the name
      of an international moralist of foreign origin to adorn a construct meant to symbolize the greatness of the
      Magyar nation. Hungary shows the reasoning, the emotions, the (invented) traditions, the (understandable but
      flawed) logic, the morality of citizenship and victimization and—hence—the paradoxes of populism at their most
      intense, because the populists (politicians, historians, people) have such a secure grasp of the state and are
      able not just to imagine what they would do, but actually to do it. They therefore represent the
      indicative rather than—as in Catalonia—the subjunctive variety of populism. They incorporate
      populism as a realm of the morally pure, sanctified by the Christian religion; and they keep the (ideal) option
      of all irredentism, to integrate the ethnic citizens still living “abroad,” to imagine these once-Hungarian
      territories as part of a Greater Hungary, and thus to keep alive the revanchist and revisionist dream of
      returning to what the state once was. Obviously, no one in their right minds believe this to be a realistic
      possibility, but for the populists it is nevertheless worth keeping the fantasy alive in order to underline both
      the state of constant victimization and the future prospect of righteous vindication. On the other hand—and
      partly for these reasons—polarization, opposition, ostracism, criticism, civil dissatisfaction, resistance, state control (with persons and companies) and so on are nowhere more
      widespread than in Hungary; the media is state-managed; and international cooperation is strictly monitored,
      balanced and selected to make sense as seen from this national perspective. Not surprisingly, this state of
      affairs does not make the Hungarian state popular with the EU, from where it receives quite substantial
      structural support, but as long as the Hungarians can have their cake and eat it too, they undoubtedly will.
    


    
      The UK, on the other hand—this “composite state”—has taken a different path in this respect. It is determined to
      leave the European Union, after years of being the most awkward partner imaginable. It too has dreams of
      past glory and imperial greatness to defend and recover, but, unlike Hungary, it has singled out one, and just
      one enemy, which overshadows everything else: the EU. In this way its populism is extremely simple and seemingly
      uncomplicated, although the historical, cultural and political backgrounds are more complex and difficult to
      unravel than in most other countries. The greatness it wants to recover is undoubtedly a fantasy, but it has kept
      its hold on the moral imaginary of sizeable parts of the UK population—particularly the English. Britain lost its
      empire, it subsequently bowed to the supremacy of the Americans (they were after all one of “us,” culturally and
      linguistically) and they accepted, though reluctantly and with great misgivings, membership of the EEC/EU,
      because “rational” options were assessed as nonexistent in the 1970s. On the other hand, membership has, by many,
      always been seen as an intolerable humiliation, and, after a brief spell of temporary optimism in the Blair era
      of “globalization,” a bleaker reality made its appearance after the financial crisis and the increasingly more
      visible decline of British influence on EU affairs. UKIP made its entry on the political scene, with its widely
      backed claims of a recouping of British sovereignty and identity, a farewell to the EU, a priority given to a
      return to an imagined global role as second lieutenant to the United States and later—under heavy duress by the
      grim realities—a choice of “national identity” over the possible economic advantages connected with membership.
      This led to the referendum on EU membership in 2016, the by now well-known outcome and the drama playing out
      between delusion and (increasingly evident) despair.
    


    
      The fact of the matter is that the narrative has revealed that the unified national identity, which UKIP and
      later many other citizens and politicians may have imagined, has never existed, ironically because of the Empire,
      which provided the “replacement glue.” The EU—the “Continent”—has not been able to occupy the same position, but
      once it is left behind, the domestic cracks begin to be visible: the Irish border question, the Scottish
      inclination to stay in the EU, the division between London and the rest of England are just the most obvious
      instances of the internal splits that are widening rather than unifying the
      UK. This is the consequence of an uncomfortable truth: the UK does not possess one unified People, the
      Allgemeinheit in fact consists of several “commons,” multiple nations. Parliament is by and large an
      English one, with a few admixtures of representatives from Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland—which have their
      own parliaments back “home.” Hence, no one ever speaks seriously of “the UK people” as a real political
      manifestation of a unified citizenry. Even “the British people” is an artifice. Blake’s Jerusalem, sung
      with pathos at the Last Night of the Proms every single year, correctly talks about building Jerusalem in
      “England’s green and pleasant land.” Populism in the UK does not have a reference point in the real world,
      though general elections represent its semblance. In addition, even in England and Wales there are multiple
      individuals who violently disagree with the Leavers, while these themselves are beginning to fracture into
      different splinter groups. The tragedy of the demise of the composite state is being enacted before a world
      audience. The eventual outcome is difficult to predict at this stage—no deal, a second referendum, the
      “Norwegian” option or some other result—but in the worst-case scenario the UK might well fracture into its
      constituent pieces, confirming Tom Nairn’s (1977) prediction of a
      “break-up of Britain,” and demonstrating for all it’s worth that populism is worth taking very seriously indeed.
    


    
      The US case might look similar, for example, due to its waning global hegemony, but Trumpism represents a totally
      different variety of populism. In formal terms, the United States definitely has a “people,” and populism has
      historically been a better known phenomenon in the States than in Europe. The uncomfortable fact is that the
      people are fundamentally divided between two entirely different national solutions, to such an extent that the
      two sides do not recognize each other and are hardly able to communicate with each other any longer. “Enemies of
      the People” confront “the basket of deplorables,” the “draining of the swamp” meets the “dangers and rudeness of
      Trumpism,” the revanchism of the left-behinds opposes the globalism of the well-to-do. This clash is itself
      serious enough and forebodes more of the same for the future. The inequalities and mistrust it represents are an
      oblique reflection of the troubles the United States is experiencing with hanging on to its imperial supremacy in
      the world. Where the British problems with the EU cover up the domestic troubles and attendant fantasies within
      the UK, the United States is an example of the opposite dialectic: its domestic challenges expose the reality of
      the country’s enforced normalization in terms of its relations with the rest of the world; it is the
      symbolic–political revenge of its left-behinds on its elites for allowing this situation to come about at all—at
      their cost. Trump conducts the retreat of the United States aggressively and loudly, full of sound and fury, on behalf of the People as victims, while raging against all manner of
      internal and external enemies; corrupt media and its fake news; conspiratorial plots designed to bring him down;
      “partners” who take advantage of the naivety and wealth of the States; Hispanic and Muslim immigrants who import
      chaos to the labor market and destructive terrorism to the country; and Democrats who are intent on serving the
      morally wrong interests at the expense of honest, hard-working Americans.
    


    
      Trump and his followers consistently place themselves on the moralizing high horse and have been able to appeal
      to Evangelicals and members of other religious denominations, who fervently support their nationalist cause. The
      truth, on the other hand, is that—notwithstanding the real and serious problems that triggered their
      populism—they have so far only managed to split the American citizenry down the middle, giving their
      People some measure of symbolic revenge (not restitution or improvement, economically or socially), while
      disowning the rest, and cutting themselves loose from a number of international conventions, agreements and
      alliances; first threatening North Korea with fire and brimstone and then toadying up to the Kim family and
      sugaring the pill—all so far to no avail. They obviously take China seriously, knowing full well that the same
      kind of scare tactics would backfire—so a “trade war” will have to suffice for now, which is not going all that
      well either. Whether, on the other hand, the US populists realize that they are “being normalized” is less easy
      to say, since the abnormal means applied—aggressive discourse, identification of enemies, victimization, moral
      rectitude—in combination with the extant (though also declining) nuclear supremacy of the United States
      may well conceal this uncomfortable fact, even from the charismatic leader himself. But they no doubt feel the
      pressure. The all-important question is if the process of normalizing the giant will be tolerated by the giant
      itself or if—during or after the Trump administration—it will resort to the use of the ultimate means at its
      disposal.
    


    
      Fourth, the title of this book is Paradoxes of Populism. We have encountered these paradoxes in
      many different forms along the way, sometimes in the form of incompatible modalities (e.g., rationality vs.
      affect), at others as contradictions (e.g., intentions vs. results), and yet again as the confounding of interest
      and morality, fantasy and reality. Populism—like its parent, nationalism itself—is confronted with paradoxes, is
      embedded in paradoxes and produces paradoxes of its own. It envisions its approaches to the real cultural and
      political world as solutions to inherent problems, but tends to strengthen and deepen them in the process. The
      dream of (national) harmony faces a chaotic and violent reality; the pursuit of interests ends up in a choice of
      fractured identities; vindication and revenge replace material restitution and
      recovery; a globalized economy confronts a domesticated monoculture; private individuals and their self-interests
      are subordinated to the moral-ideal Allgemeinheit; foreigners (and other states) are only tolerated on
      condition that they can be instrumentalized for the nation-state in question; aims and consequences part ways;
      institutions and ordinary democracy are rejected in favor of reliance on personalities and the national
      strongman. Anarchy invades the domestic stage as a consequence, leading to embittered showdowns, a lack of
      recognition of the domestic Other and conflicts about being the most fitting and historically correct
      representative of national morality. The Swedish mainstream has so far succeeded in keeping the populist invaders
      at bay, but they only retain their morality at the expense of their policies, which are becoming increasingly
      populist. The Catalan separatists can still enjoy their freedom from actual state power, while excoriating the
      Madrid “fascists” and celebrating their heroes and victims, but they do not have a unified stance and confront a
      deeply divided Catalan people. Hungary is a populist nation-state if ever there was one and meets almost
      all the basic criteria, while demonstrating all the brutality, all the quenching of oppositional voices, all the
      victimization, all the celebration of charismatic leadership, all the subordination of private interests to the
      interests of the state and all the sanctimonious, quasi-religious self-righteousness that comes with that status.
      It can no doubt show some moderate material (economic) progress for the population in its defense, but it is
      questionable if this would have come about without the support of the structural funds of that morally despised
      entity: the EU. The UK has fingered the same chief enemy, but much more consistently and with graver
      consequences: they want out! This has engendered untold chaos and domestic enmity between groups, classes and
      regions, and the end of the process will likely deal a fatal blow to the British economy, the cohesion of the UK
      and the country’s international reputation and standing. Populists (now) prefer to recoup their national
      sovereignty even at the expense of all these threats, while liberals clamor for remaining, a second referendum or
      at least for the softest Brexit possible. Finally, populism has also taken control of the United States, where
      its proponents are battling the paradoxes attendant on the decline of the superpower while getting enmeshed in
      their snares on a daily basis. There, populism—the reign of the People—means in effect “normalization,” but the
      instruments of the populists in power signify a different reality, smacking of the external sovereignty and the
      superiority of power exertion which the United States once possessed. There, too, the country is being ripped to
      pieces by the fundamental contradiction between a global path that no longer benefits the States as it once did
      and a kind of domestic retrenchment intended to bring revenge and restitution to the “masses.”
    


    
      In conclusion, the decline of the West is accompanied by the Second Coming of
      nationalism, in the form of different varieties of populism, bereft of nationalism’s historically progressive
      components—a defense against signs of erosion and the “overstretching” of the globalizing template. This is, on
      reflection, not particularly surprising, though it forces us to abandon the tendency to view history as a series
      of causally determined and continuously progressive developments. After all, the nation-state and its
      nationalism—in spite of its many unsavory features—also represent a memory of recent progress, welfare and
      security. At a time when the center no longer holds and the (democratic) West is plagued by centrifugal motions,
      it should not take us aback that both people and politicians have started to reinvent, sometimes desperately, an
      old recipe that has proved partially successful, but which has now been overtaken and made effectively redundant.
      The formula of success and a new era of nationalism have moved toward the East, now largely stripped of its
      democratic admixture of legitimacy. The West can see itself and its history in that distorted mirror and tries to
      mimic it—though in vain, since the context has changed dramatically and the economy in many ways—through its own
      doing—has been tugged away from under its (national) feet. Hence, it is no wonder that this leaves sovereignty,
      identity, victimhood and revenge as empty signifiers, ex nihilo reverberations of an age long gone. In the words
      of William Butler Yeats—which here hit the nail on the head—“the ceremony of innocence is drowned; the best lack
      all conviction, while the worst are full of passionate intensity.”2 It leaves the beast to slouch toward Bethlehem, not to be born but to
      wither away to the music of “a croaky swan song.”3
    


    
      Populism is a reaction to national sovereignty falling apart, to decline and impending anarchy. The result,
      domestically, is tribal warfare and civil divisiveness, a refusal to bend your views toward those of other
      persons, classes and generations, to relativize your positions, tolerate the opposition and transform interests
      into opinions. In other words, even the common will of the Allgemeinheit—the attendant shared morality of
      a unified people—is eroding. These developments tend to produce rather than eliminate the anarchy and disorder
      which was the point of departure; create ethnic tribes rather than national (let alone international)
      solidarities; harden the level of intolerance and particularistic squeamishness; strengthen policies of identity
      and the narcissism of minor difference; intensify the mentality of servitude to charismatic leaders and their
      quasi-religious sources of legitimacy; and ultimately pave the way to overtly authoritarian, possibly even
      despotic rule. Democratic nation-states in the West are losing their way, and it is not easy to point to an
      alternative path that would save them from further decline.
    


    
      
        Notes
      


      
        1See https://dailynewshungary.com/olof-palme-house-gem-of-city-park-to-be-reconstructed-
        as-cultural-venue/. Accessed March 25, 2019. The new name means Millennium House.
      


      
        2From W. B. Yeats’s poem The
        Second Coming (1919). First published in The Dial, November 1920, and then included in the 1921
        collection, Michael Robartes and the Dancer.
      


      
        3I borrow this phrase from a
        rhetorical masterpiece by Polly Toynbee in The Guardian, March 21, 2019, lambasting Theresa May for her
        desperate attempt to sideline Parliament and instead curry favor with her fantasy People: “May’s attack on MPs
        is the dangerous act of a desperate politician.”
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