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This study analyzes the Tea Party and Donald Trump’s 2016 presidential election campaign as populist electoral movements, with a specific focus on how these movements’ particular styles of populism impacted their respective electoral success. The ideal type of populism, as developed by Andrew Arato and Jean Cohen in Populism and Civil Society, provides a framework for constructing models of these two populist movements and identifying four key ideological and discursive differences between the two. These four differences concern these movements’ methods of constructing a conception of “the people,” anti-elitism, host ideology, and reliance on a central leader. Statistical analysis indicates that these differences do help to explain the differential electoral success of these movements. 
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	Populism and Donald Trump are two topics that continue to attract and fascinate political scientists. This study seeks to contribute to the already considerable scholarship on these topics by introducing a third element: the Tea Party. While scholars and popular commentators have frequently identified the Tea Party as the precursor to the Trump movement, less interest has been directed towards using the analytical lens of populism to investigate the relationship between these movements. This study aims to undertake this sort of investigation and, in the process, make new discoveries about these topics. 
The primary research question probed here is whether differences in the forms of populism propagated by the Tea Party and the Trump campaign help to explain the differential electoral success of these two movements. A two stage approach answers this question. The first stage consists of constructing models of the Tea Party and Donald Trump’s 2016 presidential election campaign as populist movements and using these models to identify key differences in the populist ideologies, discourses, and logics of the two movements. In the second stage, statistical modeling evaluates whether these identified differences actually influenced the differential electoral success of these movements. The ultimate conclusion is that the forms of populism propagated by the Tea Party and the Trump campaign diverge in four key respects, and these differences do help to explain the differential electoral success of these two movements. In short, this study answers the primary research question in the affirmative. 
	The structure of this study is as follows: The first chapter undertakes the necessary preparatory work, as it establishes a conceptual framework of populism that will be used to evaluate the Tea Party and the Trump campaign as populist movements and explains the relevance of this study to both the academic community and the current political environment. The second chapter analyzes the unique forms of populism propagated by the Tea Party and the Trump campaign and identifies differences between the two. The third chapter uses statistical modeling to analyze the relationship between these differences and the respective electoral success of the two movements. This study concludes by reviewing its results and discussing these results’ implications for scholarship on American politics and populism. 
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Introduction
	This chapter sets the stage for the comparative analysis of the Tea Party and the Trump campaign as populist movements. Specifically, this chapter answers three questions: (1) What model of populism will be used in this study? (2) Why choose this model? (3) Why is this study important, both from a scholarly perspective and in relation to the real world? These first two questions will be answered through a discussion of the ideal type of populism developed by Jean Cohen and Andrew Arato in Populism and Civil Society. This discussion will explain how the ideal type of populism conceptualizes populism and the various theories that underlie it, while also arguing that the qualities of this ideal type are particularly conducive to the comparative analysis undertaken here (conveniently, if the reader is wholly unfamiliar with populism, this discussion will also furnish them with a substantial understanding of what populism actually is). The chapter closes by explaining why this study of the Tea Party and the Trump campaign is relevant to American politics and wider scholarship on populism. 
Selecting a Model of Populism
Answering the questions posed in the introduction begins with selecting a model of populism from among the many developed by scholars. The goal here is not to establish if a single model is the best or most accurate, but rather to find a reasonably accurate model that corresponds with the needs of this study. Selecting a model first entails establishing the requirements for this model. First, and most obviously, this model should be accurate, in the sense that it can identify those movements that are widely recognized by scholars as populist. Second, this model should contain a variety of standards or criteria that a movement must satisfy to qualify as populist. These standards ease the process of comparing populist movements, as they establish a basis on which to distinguish these movements. A greater variety of standards allows for multifaceted, and hence more nuanced, comparison. Third, this model should be balanced in its theoretical focus, so that it does not prioritize a single aspect of populism while ignoring other relevant aspects of populism that could illuminate important differences between populist movements. Finally, this model should not contain excessive theoretical abstractions that encumber its applicability in the real world. The model that best satisfies these requirements is the ideal type of populism developed by Jean Cohen and Andrew Arato in Populism and Civil Society. The next section of the chapter examines this model to understand its vision of populism before assessing how this model satisfies the requirements articulated above.
Explaining the Ideal Type of Populism
	The ideal type of populism states the following:

“1. Populism is a strategy of political mobilization for attaining or retaining, or at the very least strongly influencing, governmental power, by an appeal to popular sovereignty as the fundamental norm said to be violated by existing or previous institutions whether liberal democratic or authoritarian;
2. By the rhetorical or ideologically thin construction of the empty signifier of the people in such a way as to construct “chains” of imagined “equivalence” among a wide heterogeneity of demands, grievances, and constituencies— to succeed, reliance on almost any available “thick” ideology as “host,” whether nationalism, socialism, religion or neo- liberalism is required.
3. By the symbolic representation of the whole of “the people” by a mobilized part.
4. By the embodiment even of this part, typically in a single charismatic leader with whom the mobilized part of the population has a highly emotional relationship and interaction.
5. By the construction of a friend– enemy dichotomy (“the frontier of antagonism”) between the people so defined and its “other” seen as the establishment in power along with its beneficiaries and allies, internal and external.
6. By insistence on a strong notion of politics, or “the political,” and a disinterest in mere “ordinary” politics or policy, which understanding of politics, often articulated in terms of the constituent (vs. “constituted”) power, is based on will rather than social process as rationally understood.
7. By valorizing and maintaining electoral competition (elections, referenda, plebiscites) or its plausible appearance.”[footnoteRef:0] [0:  Andrew Arato and Jean L. Cohen, Populism and Civil Society (New York: Oxford University Press, 2021), 13.] 


Read plainly, many of the terms here may be unfamiliar to readers. Thus, the theories underlying the ideal type of populism will be explained in detail, so that the reader can obtain an accurate picture of populism as described by this theory. 
As suggested in the name, the ideal type of populism applies the concept of the ideal type, as developed by Max Weber, to populism. Essentially, an ideal type contains a set of criteria that describe a phenomena. Importantly, these criteria do not constitute a complete definition of a phenomena, as they are a heuristic that allows for further investigation into a phenomena. For the ideal type of populism, such criteria “permit the placing of authoritarian populist tendencies on a spectrum, so that we can meaningfully designate a movement, party, government, or regime as more or less populist according to how many criteria they obtain.”[footnoteRef:1] These criteria are drawn from a variety of political scientists and scholars of populism. The core of the ideal type of populism (which will now be referred to simply as “the ideal type”) lies in Ernesto Laclau’s theory of populism articulated in On Populist Reason. However, Arato and Cohen modify Laclau’s theory to include elements from other theorists, including Kurt Weyland, Margaret Canovan, Cass Mudde, and Cristobál Rovira Kaltwasser, that address the main deficiencies in Laclau’s theory. To elucidate the ideal type, the following sections will examine and describe the theoretical basis for the five criteria that form the core of the ideal type and that are also most relevant to the later analysis of Tea Party populism and Trump populism (which will now be referred to as “Trumpism”). [1:  Jean L. Cohen, “Populism and the Politics of Resentment,” Jus Cogens 1 (2019): 5–39, 13.] 

The ideal type begins by stating that “populism is a strategy of political mobilization for attaining or retaining, or at the very least strongly influencing, governmental power.”[footnoteRef:2] The classification of populism as a “strategy of political mobilization” references the work of multiple scholars who envision populism in this way, such as Kurt Weyland in “Populism and Authoritarianism,” who defines populism as “a political strategy through which a personalistic leader seeks or exercises government power based on direct, unmediated, un- institutionalized support from a large number of mostly unorganized followers.”[footnoteRef:3] This choice of classification is important to note, as populism has been classified as a political strategy, a style of politics, a discourse, and an ideology by various scholars. Framing populism as a strategy ensures that, when applying this ideal type to the real world, the focus is on how populist movements actually compete within political systems, whether as a party, as a part of government, or as a governing regime[footnoteRef:4].  [2:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 13. ]  [3:  Kurt Weyland, “Populism and Authoritarianism,” in Routledge Handbook of Global Populism, ed. Carlos de la Torre (London: Routledge, 2018), 323.]  [4:  ​​Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 8.] 

Obviously, populist movements are one of many strategies of political mobilization that aim to attain or retain governmental power. The rest of the ideal type describes the unique characteristics that separate populism from these other strategies of political mobilization.
Criterion 1.
The first criterion states that populism, as a strategy of political mobilization, employs “an appeal to popular sovereignty as the fundamental norm said to be violated by existing or previous institutions whether liberal democratic or authoritarian.”[footnoteRef:5] This quality of populist movements comes from Margaret Canovan’s The People. Here, Canovan observes that political movements labeled as populist by scholars and journalists, including those past and present, all make two interrelated claims. First, they invoke the principle of popular sovereignty, which holds that “the people” and their collective will is the ultimate source of political authority within a society. Second, they claim to represent “the people” against those in power, who have allegedly ignored the interests and needs of “the people.”[footnoteRef:6] Modern populist movements focus on a variety of issues when demonstrating that political institutions have failed to uphold the interests of “the people,” such as corruption, declining economic prosperity, and influxes of immigrants from supposedly undesirable countries[footnoteRef:7].  [5:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 13.]  [6:  Margaret Canovan, The People (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2005), 74-80.]  [7:  Id. 82.] 

These two claims made by populism are summarized by this criterion. By attaching the principle of popular sovereignty to a critique of existing political institutions as unresponsive to the needs of “the people,” populist movements claim that political institutions no longer respect “the people” as the foundation of political legitimacy and therefore have violated the principle of popular sovereignty. Implicit in this criterion, but explicitly stated by Canovan, is the fact that populist movements claim to represent “the people” and thus claim to be capable of correcting this violation of popular sovereignty. 
At this point, there is still an important question that has not been answered: who or what are “the people” invoked by populism? The principle of popular sovereignty implies that “the people” are a collective entity that is able to exercise political power. After all, the acts of conferring political authority or exercising political power, which are performed by “the people,” require this group to act collectively. However, the process through which this collective political entity of “the people” is constructed, and what such a process involves, is less obvious. The next two criteria of the ideal type explain the processes and devices used by populist movements to actually construct “the people.” 
Criterion 2.
The second criterion states that populism utilizes “the rhetorical or ideologically thin construction of the empty signifier of the people in such a way as to construct ‘chains’ of imagined ‘equivalence’ among a wide heterogeneity of demands, grievances, and constituencies— to succeed, reliance on almost any available ‘thick’ ideology as ‘host,’ whether nationalism, socialism, religion or neo- liberalism is required.”[footnoteRef:8] This criterion draws upon and combines the work of Ernesto Laclau in On Populist Reason and Cass Mudde and Cristobál Rovira Kaltwasser in Populism: A Very Short Introduction. The central concept here is the chain of equivalence and its relation to the construction of “the people,” as developed by Laclau in On Populist Reason. This concept will be explained to the extent that is necessary for the later analysis while avoiding the extraneous complexities in the work.  [8:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 13. ] 

In broad terms, the chain of equivalence refers to the process in which a wide variety of demands are rendered equivalent under a single identity, which in this case is the identity as “the people.” These chains of equivalence explain how populist movements are able to maintain a cohesive identity despite differences among members of the movement. The formation of a chain of equivalence begins with a variety of isolated demands in relation to an individual's social and economic conditions, such as a demand for clean water or better schools. As these demands accumulate, and as institutional systems are unable to address them, an equivalential relationship forms between these demands, as they are rendered equivalent through their shared rejection by the institutional system. This process, in which a group of individuals and their demands are separated from power and “an equivalential articulation of demands” occurs, [footnoteRef:9] produces the chains of equivalence which, in turn, are articulated in the shared identity as “the people” that is central to populism. Those whose demands are unfulfilled by the institutional system, and whose demands are subsequently rendered equivalent through this common exclusion from power, come to express their commonality through this shared identity as “the people.” [9:  Ernesto Laclau, On Populist Reason (New York: Verso, 2005), 70.] 

As noted in this criterion, “the people” is an “empty signifier” that is rhetorically constructed. These references to an “empty signifier” herald from the field of semiotics, and a full explanation of these terms would prove too lengthy a digression from the current focus. Thus, for the purposes of this study, the idea of “the people” as an empty signifier means that “the people” is a “a signifier without a signified.”[footnoteRef:10] In other words, “the people,” as arising through chains of equivalence, does not actually refer to something tangible and specific in the real world in the way that, for example, an apple refers to a specific type of fruit. The larger point is that populism’s conception of the “people” does not signify some specific thing in the real world, but is instead, as just mentioned, a means of constituting unity within a group.  [10:  Ernesto Laclau, “Why Do Empty Signifiers Matter to Politics?,” in Ernesto Laclau: Post-Marxism, Populism and Critique, ed. David Howarth (London: Routledge, 2014), 66.] 

So far, the first half of this criterion indicates the following: populism creates cohesion among a variety of individuals by establishing that these individuals’ heterogenous demands are equivalent due to the fact that these demands remain unfulfilled by an institutional system. This equivalence is specifically articulated in a collective identity as “the people.” However, “the people” is itself only a means of constituting unity within the movement, and is thus intangible and vague. Returning to the first criterion, populist movements claim to represent “the people,” specifically in “the people’s” role as sovereign, or, in other words, as a collective political entity. The chains of equivalence explain how populist movements actually begin this process of constructing a collective identity as “the people.” 
As the movement grows larger, and new demands are assimilated, the maintenance of the chain of equivalence becomes more difficult, as different demands inevitably conflict. A general articulation of a separation between individuals’ unfulfilled demands and power, and a vague notion of a shared identity as “the people,” is not enough to maintain cohesion in these instances. Instead, certain components of the chain of equivalence must be differentiated and established as fundamental points of unity within the movement. In concrete terms, certain demands or beliefs become fundamental, or come to underlie the various demands of the entire movement, to maintain unity within the movement. Laclau gives the example of the Russian Revolution, where demands for “bread, peace, and land”[footnoteRef:11] represented a variety of grievances within Russian society. The work of Mudde and Kaltwasser in Populism: A Very Short Introduction addresses this process, and is referenced in the part of this criterion that mentions “host” ideologies.   [11:  Laclau, On Populist Reason, 90.] 

Mudde and Kaltwasser view populism as an ideology, or a “body of normative ideas about the nature of man and society as well as the organization and purposes of society.”[footnoteRef:12] Specifically, they define populism as a “a thin-centered ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated into two homogeneous and antagonistic camps, ‘the pure people’ versus ‘the corrupt elite,’ and which argues that politics should be an expression of the volonté générale (general will) of the people.”[footnoteRef:13] Due to the inherent vagueness of its ideology, populism needs to attach itself to a substantive ideology in order to contribute ideas to political society. This attachment to a substantive ideology transforms populism from generalities into a defined political worldview. For example, in the case of Hugo Chavez, the populist president of Venezuela, Chavez’s movement used socialism as its host ideology. Accordingly, the “corrupt elite” were identified as the old elites who adopted neoliberal reforms that worsened socioeconomic inequality, while the “pure people” were identified as the poor who were harmed by these policies[footnoteRef:14]. Through host ideologies, the components of populism’s worldview become connected to actual entities in the real world and populist movements gather political ideas that help them to appeal to voters and compete in electoral systems.  [12:  Cas Mudde and Cristóbal Rovira Kaltwasser, Populism: A Very Short Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2017), 6. ]  [13:  Id. 6. ]  [14:  Id. 31-32. ] 

This attachment of the thin populist ideology to a host ideology is essentially the same process that Laclau articulated in his example of the Russian Revolution, in which certain components of the chain of equivalence are established as fundamental points of unity for the movement. In both, populist movements must attach specificity and content to the inherent vagueness at the core of populism in order to maintain internal unity. Thus, the second half of the criterion states that the operation of chains of equivalence and the shared identity of “the people” within populist movements need to be expressed through a substantive host ideology that gives these vague concepts actual content, whether political, religious, or other. 
Criterion 3.
The first two criteria describe how populist movements claim to represent “the people” while accusing political institutions of violating the principle of popular sovereignty. To construct “the people” as a collective identity, populist movements create chains of equivalence among heterogeneous demands within the movement. They use host ideologies to give this vague ideology actual political content, thus fostering unity. 
These features of populist movements begin to define who “the people” are, which is important for understanding the third criterion. Based on the content in the first two criteria, “the people” are defined by their exclusion from power and by a populist movement’s chosen host ideology (for example, in the earlier example of Chavez, “the people” were defined as the poor who were harmed by neoliberal reforms). Therefore, whoever “the people” are, they cannot be the entire population within a given polity, as by definition they must exclude those people in or associated with power. Because “the people” of populist movements are actually a subset of the entire population, a pars pro toto logic operates here, where this subset represents the entirety of “the people.” If this subset is assigned certain qualities or identities, then this identity of the subset will represent the entirety of “the people.” Arato and Cohen summarize these two points best, observing that populist movements employ a pars pro toto logic that “extracts the ‘authentic people’ from the rest of the population” in such a way that a “substantive particular identity” stands for the whole of “the people.”[footnoteRef:15] The third criterion, which states that populism employs a “​​symbolic representation of the whole of ‘the people’ by a mobilized part,” essentially restates these points. The “mobilized part” representing the “whole of ‘the people’” refers to the pars pro toto logic discussed above.  [15:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 13.] 

Criterion 4. 
	These first three criteria illustrate populism’s relationship to “the people;” namely, how populism invokes the principle of popular sovereignty, claims to represent “the people,” and constructs “the people” as a collective and unified entity capable of political action. As the reader may notice, unity within the movement is crucial, as the entirety of populism is predicated upon the idea of the unified people or “the people” as sovereign. The next two criteria specify the two unique ways in which populist movements maintain internal unity; they are unique because they both stem from the manner in which the chains of equivalence are constructed. 
The fourth criterion states that, within populist movements, the mobilized part of the population that constitutes “the people” are embodied “in a single charismatic leader with whom the mobilized part of the population has a highly emotional relationship and interaction.”[footnoteRef:16] Here, Laclau’s work and the chains of equivalence are most important. Per the earlier discussion, as the chains of equivalence expand and greater heterogeneity among demands develops within a movement, certain components of the chain of equivalence will acquire a second role as a signifier of unity within the movement and therefore will come to express the unity of the entire movement (the example used was how demands for “bread, peace, and land” during the Russian Revolution came to represent a variety of grievances in Russian society). While this aspect of the chains of equivalence explains why host ideologies are necessary for populist movements, it also illuminates the role of the leader within populist movements.  [16:  Id. 13.] 

	The elevation of certain demands into a position as a signifier of unity within the chain of equivalence reflects the fact that populist movements must condense around certain demands to maintain unity as heterogeneity within the movement increases. This process of condensation will logically continue; as many demands condense around a few points of unity, these few points of unity will then condense further, until the unity of the entire group is centered on a single point: the leader of the populist movement. To illustrate this logic, Laclau analogizes to Hobbes’s sovereign. Laclau writes that “there is no reason why a corporate body could not fulfill the functions of the Leviathan; but its very plurality shows that it is at odds with the indivisible nature of sovereignty.”[footnoteRef:17] In other words, Hobbes’s sovereign power must be vested in a single individual, as to do otherwise would contradict the very fact that the sovereign must be indivisible. Similarly, for the chain of equivalence in a populist movement, the demands in this chain must eventually coalesce around a single point of unity, as to do otherwise contradicts the unity of the movement and the collective nature of “the people.”  [17:  Laclau, On Populist Reason, 93.] 

	In simple terms, as populist movements seek to maintain unity among heterogeneous demands and groups, they logically trend towards unification through a single leader that embodies the entire movement. This leader will claim to embody the “will of the people,” and in turn, those individuals who compose “the people” will strongly identify with this leader[footnoteRef:18]. Most modern populist parties are led by this type of leader[footnoteRef:19]. Generally, this criterion stresses that, because populist movements claim to represent the sovereign people, they typically need a leader that embodies the collective will of “the people” to realize this claim.  [18:  Cohen, “Populism and the Politics of Resentment,” 13.]  [19:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 85.] 

Criterion 5.
The fifth criterion states that populism constructs a “friend–enemy dichotomy (‘the frontier of antagonism’) between the people so defined and its ‘other’ seen as the establishment in power along with its beneficiaries and allies, internal and external.”[footnoteRef:20] This “frontier of antagonism” refers to the separation of a group of demands from power that is central to the initial formation of chains of equivalence and “the people.” Thus, the question is why this separation is necessary for unifying the populist movement, and why this separation must be one of antagonism. Put simply, the answer is that, if individuals can directly negotiate their demands with the state, then they no longer share the commonality of being excluded from power; subsequently, the chains of equivalence between different demands disintegrate. To prevent this outcome, this separation between “the people” and power cannot be porous but instead absolute and distinctly antagonistic. [20:  Id. 13. ] 

So what does Laclau mean by “antagonistic?” The ideal type reconceptualizes this “frontier of antagonism” using Carl Schmitt’s friend-enemy dichotomy found in The Concept of the Political. According to Schmitt, the distinction between friend and enemy constitutes “the utmost degree of intensity… of an association or dissociation.”[footnoteRef:21] This association of “the utmost degree of intensity” refers to one in which members of a group are willing to fight and die for each other. Similarly, this dissociation of “the utmost intensity” refers to one in which members of a group are willing to fight or kill those other groups that they perceive as the enemy. Accordingly, the friend-enemy dichotomy denotes a division between a group that one considers friends, meaning that one is willing to engage in violence on behalf of this group, and a group that one considers as enemies, meaning that one is willing to go to war against this group. This dichotomy necessarily contains the possibility of violent confrontation between the “friend” group and the “enemy” group.  [21:  Lars Vinx, “Carl Schmitt,” in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Edward N. Zalta (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2019), https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/schmitt/. ] 

Applying this dichotomy to Laclau’s frontier of antagonism, this term can be understood as placing “the people” and those in power on separate sides of a Schmittian friend-enemy dichotomy. “The people” are willing to fight and die for each other, and they view those in power as an enemy that they will confront through war and violence. Populist movements articulate this relationship, and in doing so, ensure an absolute separation between the heterogeneous demands within a movement and power that is essential for maintaining the strength of the chains of equivalence and hence the unity of the entire movement. 
Evaluating the Usefulness of the Ideal Type of Populism 
In summary, the ideal type of populism defines populism as a strategy of political mobilization, directed towards the goal of attaining governmental power, that claims to represent “the people” and constructs “the people” through a chain of equivalence that renders heterogeneous demands equivalent. In doing so, populism employs (1) a pars pro toto logic in which a subset of the population with distinct qualities stands for the whole of “the people,” (2) a charismatic leader that embodies “the people,” (3) a friend-enemy dichotomy separating “the people” from the elites in power and their associates, and (4) a host ideology that gives populist movements’ substantive ideological content. 
Of course, this lengthy process of clarifying the ideal type serves the larger goal of selecting a model of populism to use for a comparative analysis of the Tea Party and Trumpism. So, how does the ideal type satisfy the previously mentioned requirements for an acceptable model of populism? In a few words, the ideal type satisfies all four requirements because it combines multiple theories of populism, and, in doing so, it remedies the individual weaknesses of each of these theories. The following section will explain both how the ideal type remedies these weaknesses and why such remedies allow the ideal type to fulfill these requirements.
	As discussed, the core of the ideal type is taken from Laclau’s theory of populism. Although Laclau’s theory is widely recognized by scholars as one of the foundational theories of populism, it is still flawed. The first problem, which is probably evident through the previous discussion, is its complexity and abstractness. Because much of Laclau’s work utilizes advanced concepts from semiotics and linguistics, it can be abstruse at times, which inhibits its applicability in the field. To address this flaw, the ideal type supplements Laclau’s theory with other scholars, such as Canovan, Mudde and Kaltwasser, and Schmitt, whose theories are more accessible. For example, the ideal type translates Laclau’s “frontier of antagonism” into Schmitt’s more well-known “friend-enemy dichotomy.” These additions help to clarify some of Laclau’s points and ease the applicability of his theory in the real world. 
Second, as Arato and Cohen point out, Laclau’s theory largely ignores the electoral aspects of populism[footnoteRef:22]. Laclau’s theory envisions populism as a discourse, meaning that it primarily focuses on the internal dynamics of populism. As a result, the theory is less interested in how populism, whether as a movement, political party, or member of a government, competes and exercises power within political systems. Yet, as much as these internal dynamics of populism are a phenomenon worthy of study in themselves, they are also important because they serve the goals of competing for and exercising power. Specifically, the ways in which populist movements achieve these goals make them unique within modern politics. By classifying populism as a “strategy of political mobilization for attaining or retaining, or at the very least strongly influencing, governmental power,” the ideal type recognizes this fact and reorients Laclau’s theory around the actions of populist movements in the real world. Furthermore, the sixth and seventh criterion, which are not covered here, also detail specific ways in which populist movements compete in or influence the electoral process.  [22:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 8.] 

Arato and Cohen also criticize Laclau’s theory because it does not fully explain how populist movements adopt such a wide range of political ideologies[footnoteRef:23], from socialism under populist leader Evo Morales in Bolivia to the right-wing National Front party in France[footnoteRef:24]. Laclau does acknowledge that populist movements can easily shift across the political spectrum[footnoteRef:25]. Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, in Laclau’s theory, certain demands come to represent the entire chain of equivalence, and hence, the entire movement. Both of these points imply that populist movements need to adopt additional political content in order to successfully function. The ideal type’s introduction of host ideologies makes this implication clear and explains how this process of adoption occurs. [23:  Id. 12.]  [24:  Id. 31-35.]  [25:  Id. 13.] 

To conclude, the ideal type supplements Laclau’s theory with other concepts to address this theory’s three main flaws. However, one could also ask why the ideal type does not use one of the supplemental theories, such as those of Mudde and Kaltwasser or Weyland, as its theoretical core. The issue with these theories is that they are minimalist, and as a result, overlook key aspects of populism[footnoteRef:26]. Mudde and Kaltwasser define populism as “a thin-centered ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated into two homogeneous and antagonistic camps, ‘the pure people’ versus ‘the corrupt elite,’ and which argues that politics should be an expression of the volonté générale (general will) of the people.”[footnoteRef:27] While this theory does share many similarities with the ideal type, such as the use of anti-elitism, it says little about how “the people” are actually constructed. The construction of a unified “people” is critical to populist movements, as they cannot compete electorally without unity among the heterogeneous demands within these movements. Thus, overlooking the construction of “the people” within populist movements inhibits the understanding of how populist movements operate as a united political entity. Weyland argues that populism is a “political strategy through which a personalistic leader seeks or exercises government power based on direct, unmediated, un- institutionalized support from a large number of mostly unorganized followers.”[footnoteRef:28] Weyland’s theory focuses exclusively on the strategic dimension of populism, and in doing so, ignores a variety of characteristics of populism covered by the ideal type, such as an emphasis on popular sovereignty, anti-elitism, or the use of a pars pro toto logic to construct “the people.” Because these theories are relatively narrow in their analysis of populism, they are better suited to supplementing an existing theory than standing on their own.  [26:  Id. 7.]  [27:  Mudde and Kaltwasser, Populism: A Very Short Introduction, 6. ]  [28:  Weyland, “Populism and Authoritarianism,” 323.] 

This discussion has established how the ideal type synthesizes multiple theories of populism to produce a conception of populism with fewer flaws than each of these theories on their own (of course, the ideal type is not a perfect model of populism; its theoretical basis in Laclau’s work can certainly be critiqued on other grounds[footnoteRef:29]). The synthetic nature of the ideal type allows it to satisfy this study’s requirements for a model of populism.  [29:  Enrique Peruzotti, “Laclau’s Theory of Populism: A Critical Review,” in Routledge Handbook of Global Populism, ed. Carlos de la Torre (New York: Routledge, 2019).] 

The first requirement pertains to the accuracy of the model. Thankfully, a lengthy survey of populist movements is unnecessary to ensure that the ideal type is accurate when applied in the field. As Arato and Cohen demonstrate in Populism and Civil Society, the ideal type successfully captures the dynamics of modern populist movements; much of the second chapter is devoted to this topic[footnoteRef:30]. Second, the ideal type does contain a variety of criteria that will facilitate comparisons between populist movements. For example, one can distinguish populist movements on their host ideology or who they place on either side of the friend-enemy dichotomy between the elites and “the people.” Third, the ideal type is not unbalanced in its theoretical focus. It incorporates theories that contain distinct visions of populism, whether as a discourse in the work of Laclau, an ideology in the work of Mudde and Kaltwasser, or a strategy in the work of Weyland, that cover three of the main schools of scholarship on populism[footnoteRef:31]. Because the ideal type takes concepts from all three of these visions, it is not confined to a single analytical lens. Finally, the earlier discussion of the flaws in Laclau’s theory demonstrates how the ideal type clarifies the more esoteric qualities of Laclau’s theory, meaning that the ideal type does not contain excess theoretical abstractions that will inhibit its usefulness. To summarize, the ideal type of populism satisfies all of the desired requirements for a model of populism that is conducive to comparative analysis in the real world.  [30:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 53-106.]  [31:  Mudde and Kaltwasser, Populism: A Very Short Introduction, 3-4.] 

The Relevance of Populism in Contemporary American Politics
	Now that a model of populism has been selected, this chapter will move to address why this study of the Tea Party and the Trump campaign as populist movements is worthwhile, both in the context of American politics and the wider scholarship on populism. This study is important to American politics because populist movements, once they assume power, present a distinct danger to liberal democracy; Tea Party populism and Trumpism are no exception. 
	To see how populism threatens liberal democracy, one must first start with a distinction between different types of populism. This particular analysis of Tea Party populism and Trumpism focuses on populism as a political movement competing within an established democratic system. However, the next stage in the ascendance of populism is populism in power. Once populist movements obtain and inhabit a position of power within the government, they are influenced in their exercise of power by their populist logics[footnoteRef:32]. Specifically, as Arato and Cohen make particularly clear in their work, the logic of populism leads populists to undermine the norms, institutions, and practices necessary for the functioning of liberal democracy. [32:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 19-20.] 

	First, because populists construct a frontier of antagonism between their movement and their opponents, populists operating in a democratic system will demonize their opponents instead of seeking to compromise or cooperate with them. Such actions delegitimize the opposition of populists and, in the process, undermine the democratic norm of mutual toleration, which holds that, for a democracy to properly function, political actors must treat their opposition as legitimate[footnoteRef:33]. Additionally, this demonization of opponents means that populists seek to defeat their opponents at all costs, leading them to violate existing political norms and pursue legally dubious strategies in pursuit of victory. This practice of “constitutional hardball”[footnoteRef:34] erodes the second democratic norm of institutional forbearance, which holds that those in government must exercise power in a responsible manner and refrain from bending the rules for their gain[footnoteRef:35]. Generally, populism’s division of the political sphere into friends and enemies causes populists in power to weaken crucial democratic norms[footnoteRef:36].   [33:  Daniel Ziblatt and Steven Levitsky, How Democracies Die (New York: Crown, 2018), 102.]  [34:  Id. 109. ]  [35:  Id. 106.]  [36:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 125.] 

	Second, populists target counter-majoritarian institutions that provide horizontal checks on power. Populist movements claim to embody the sovereign people, so they are inherently suspicious of unelected institutions, such as the judiciary and bureaucracy. When these counter-majoritarian institutions oppose populists, they are portrayed by populists as subverting the will of the people. Because the expression of the people’s will underlies the entire populist ethos, populists respond with hostility to these alleged subversions, usually in the form of attempts to weaken or control these institutions[footnoteRef:37].  [37:  Id. 126. ] 

	A final way that populism threatens liberal democracy is through the manipulation of elections. Elections present the primary means through which populists can demonstrate that they indeed embody the will of the people. Therefore, electoral defeat poses an extreme threat to populists; after all, how can one claim to embody the people if they do not even represent the majority? To prevent electoral defeat, populists in power employ any and all means, from common voter suppression tactics to outright manipulation of the voting system[footnoteRef:38].  [38:  Id. 128-129.] 

	These ways in which populists dismantle the liberal democratic system are not merely theoretical. Democratic backsliding initiated by populist leaders has occurred across the globe, from Peru[footnoteRef:39] to Hungary[footnoteRef:40]. In the U.S., there have been both subtle and overt manifestations of the populist subversion of liberal democracy. In an example of the latter, Tea Party members in Congress practiced a particularly brutal form of “constitutional hardball”[footnoteRef:41]  in opposing the Obama administration. An example of the former (and perhaps the most obvious example) is Donald Trump’s attempts to overturn the results of the 2020 presidential election.  [39:  Carlos de la Torre, “Populism in Latin America,” in The Oxford Handbook of Populism, ed. Cristóbal Rovira Kaltwasser et al. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017).]  [40:  Robert Csehi, The Politics of Populism in Hungary (London: Routledge, 2021), 37-38, 57. ]  [41:  Mark Tushnet, “Constitutional Hardball,” John Marshall Law Review 37, no. 2 (2044): 523–53, 523.] 

	The larger idea is that populism presents a distinct danger to liberal democracy, and the development of modern right-wing populism in the U.S., most notably in the form of Tea Party populism and Trumpism, suggests that such danger is present within American politics. Considering this point, an analysis of modern right-wing populist movements, and the reasons for their differential electoral success, seems worthy of study. If the ultimate goal is to protect American democracy from populism, an understanding of why some populist movements succeed electorally and others fail is certainly handy.
Contributions to Scholarship on Populism
	Additionally, this study of the Tea Party and Trumpism is important within the larger context of scholarship on populism because it focuses on factors internal to populist movements that explain electoral success; such focus differentiates this study from others. 
	Many scholars have sought to analyze the rise of modern populist movements, with most focusing on macro-level external factors that have created circumstances or opportunities on which populists capitalize. The “mass society”[footnoteRef:42] theory suggests that the erosion of civil society creates a political opening for populists. Without the structures provided by civil society, many lack a source of identity; populist movements take advantage of this need for identity by offering a new and attractive identity as a member of the sovereign people aligned against a corrupt elite. The “globalization losers”[footnoteRef:43] theory argues that those people harmed by the trends associated with globalization, such as the exodus of manufacturing jobs from Western nations, are unsupportive of the mainstream political parties that implemented the policies of globalization. Populist parties offer a radical alternative to mainstream politics, which appeals most to those harmed by and angry over globalization. The “democratic governance”[footnoteRef:44] theory points to deficits in democratic representation as offering an opportunity for the rise of populist movements. According to this theory, individuals who are unsatisfied with parties and politicians that they perceive as ignoring their interests can gravitate towards populist movements that claim to truly represent the people.  [42:  Kirk Hawkins, Madeleine Read, and Teun Pauwels, “Populism and Its Causes,” in The Oxford Handbook of Populism, ed. Cristóbal Rovira Kaltwasser et al. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017).]  [43:  Id.]  [44:  Id.] 

While these theories can posit reasons for the general prominence of populism today, they do not answer the question of why, within a confined temporal, geographic, and socioeconomic context, some populist movements succeed and others fail, nor the question of the internal qualities of populist movements that lead to greater electoral success. By analyzing the differential electoral success of two populist movements that operated in the same political landscape and within a similar timeframe, this study seeks to delve into these latter questions, which have received considerably less attention among scholars. 
The focus of this study also differentiates it from other scholarship focusing on the Tea Party and the Trump campaign as populist movements. Unsurprisingly, this study is not the first to investigate the relationship between these two movements; in recent years, other scholars of populism have undertaken similar projects. In “Paving the Way for Trump,” Kristin Haltinner argues that the Tea Party facilitated the success of Trumpism through its emphasis on three cultural narratives with populist connotations: the decline of America and the need to resuscitate it, a rejection of political correctness and intellectualism, and a distrust of political insiders. Trump was able to capitalize on these narratives that had been amplified by the Tea Party[footnoteRef:45]. Ritchie Savage’s article “Populism in the U.S.” comes closer to the approach used in this study, as it also uses a Lacluaian framework of populism to analyze Tea Party populism and Trumpism. However, Savage identifies similarities between the populist discourses underlying these two movements as means of rethinking certain elements of Laclau’s theory[footnoteRef:46]. The goal of this study falls somewhere between those of Savage and Ritchie, as it uses an existing theoretical framework of populism to identify similarities and differences between Tea Party populism and Trumpism, but then tries to connect these differences to the differential electoral success of the two movements instead of using them to critique an existing theory.  [45:  Kristin Haltinner, “Paving the Way for Trump,” in Trumping the Mainstream, ed. Lise Esther Herman and James Muldoon (London: Routledge, 2018).]  [46:  Ritchie Savage, “Populism in the U.S.,” in Routledge Handbook of Global Populism, ed. Carlos de la Torre (New York: Routledge, 2018).] 

Conclusion
	This chapter elucidated the concept of populism through an analysis of the ideal type of populism, before arguing that the ideal type is particularly conducive to the research goals of this study. It then explained why a comparative study of Tea Party populism and Trumpism, with a focus on electoral success, is worthy of pursuit. The completion of this preliminary work leads to the next stage of the study: creating models of the Tea Party and Trumpism as populist movements and identifying ideological and discursive differences between these movements.
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Introduction
This chapter uses the criteria of the ideal type of populism to construct models that capture the discourses, rhetorics, and logics of Tea Party populism and Trumpism; in turn, these models facilitate the identification of fundamental similarities and differences between these movements. The structure of this chapter follows the structure of the ideal type; for each criteria of the ideal type, the chapter examines the unique ways in which these movements fulfill such criteria. Together, these two movements’ adaptations of the components of the ideal type form a complete portrait of the two movements’ styles of populism. The evidence used here comes from existing studies of these movements and primary source material, such as speeches, interviews, blog posts, and campaign materials. 
A comparison of these models, when completed, confirms that both of these movements are indeed populist movements and share many similarities. Nonetheless, there are four main points of difference: (1) the centrality of xenophobia in these movements’ construction of the authentic American people; (2) the malleability of these movements’ anti-elitism; (3) the policy positions and general ambiguity of these movements’ host ideology; and (4) the presence of a populist leader.  
The Violation of Popular Sovereignty 
	The first criterion of the ideal type to be addressed is populist movements’ use of “an appeal to popular sovereignty as the fundamental norm said to be violated by existing or previous institutions whether liberal democratic or authoritarian.”[footnoteRef:47] As discussed in the first chapter, when populist movements assert that the will of the people has been ignored by existing political institutions, they imply that they speak for the will of “the people” and therefore represent “the people.”  Both the Tea Party and Trumpism are explicit in making these two interrelated claims.  [47:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 13.] 

For the Tea Party, references to the distortion of popular sovereignty and claims that Tea Partiers constitute “the people” can be found among prominent figures and rank and file members. In one example, Dick Armey, a prominent Tea Party advocate, proclaimed “Congress didn't listen to the people in September 2009 at the 9/12 Taxpayer March on DC. They didn't listen in November when the people showed up by the thousands for Rep. Bachmann's House Call.”[footnoteRef:48] When Armey references “the people,” he is referring directly to Tea Partiers, while simultaneously claiming that Congress is not listening to “the people.” In another example, Christine O’Donnell, a prominent Tea Party candidate in the 2010 midterm elections, said “We have to unite for the greater good for what is right in America. And a united Party, a united ‘We, the People,’ can win back our country.”[footnoteRef:49] Here, a united Tea Party is directly associated with a united “We, the People.” The Tea Party becomes synonymous with the people.  [48:  John Leyland Price, “The Tea Party Movement and Entelechy: An Inductive Study of Tea Party Rhetoric” (Central Michigan University, 2013), 60.]  [49:  Id. 68.] 

Appeals to the people can also be found among ordinary members of the Tea Party, such as bloggers. One Tea Party blogger wrote “The American people are awakening, via tea party protests and the growth of 9.12 groups”[footnoteRef:50] while another complained that Democrats “flexed their political muscle and overrode the will of the people of the United States of America.”[footnoteRef:51] As before, the “American people” and “the will of the people” are equated with the Tea Party, and there is an explicit reference to popular sovereignty being violated.  [50:  Id. 59.]  [51:  Id. 55.] 

Similarly, Trumpism claims to constitute “the people.” A frequent refrain in Trump’s rhetoric is the claim that he is the “voice” of the “forgotten men and women of America.”[footnoteRef:52][footnoteRef:53] Importantly, Trump’s claim is a clever rhetorical strategy to both assert his position as the representative of “the people” and to allege the violation of popular sovereignty. These “forgotten” people refer generally to those who have been forgotten by the elites in power and who have been harmed by the inept, corrupt, or abusive policies instituted by these elites[footnoteRef:54]. Most Americans can feasibly claim to be a part of this group, whether it is through their experience of paying taxes to fund policies they do not support, the impacts of globalization, unpopular wars, and more. Because this quality applies to most Americans, the forgotten people really refer to, quite simply, the American people. Thus, in claiming to be the voice of the forgotten people, Trumpism implicitly claims to be the representative of the general American people. The violation of popular sovereignty is interwoven into this claim, as the assertion that there are people who have been “forgotten” is itself an assertion that those in power have not obeyed the will of the people but instead violated it by imposing harmful policies.  [52:  Robert C. Rowland, “The Populist and Nationalist Roots of Trump’s Rhetoric,” Rhetoric and Public Affairs 22, no. 3 (2019): 343–88, 359.]  [53:  Richard S. Conley, Donald Trump and American Populism (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2020), 170.]  [54:  Id. 29.] 

In summary, both Tea Party populism and Trumpism allege that the existing political system has violated popular sovereignty, and in turn, claim to represent “the people” who have been excluded from power. When doing so, the two movements are quite similar. However, as one can recall from chapter one, this criterion of the ideal type is only one component of the discursive and ideological anatomy of populist movements. Most important is how populist movements construct “the people,” which is the next focus. 
Constructing “the People”
The second and third criterion of the ideal type illustrate the process through which populist movements construct “the people.” Specifically, these criteria state that populist movements accomplish this feat by using “the rhetorical or ideologically thin construction of the empty signifier of the people in such a way as to construct ‘chains’ of imagined ‘equivalence’ among a wide heterogeneity of demands, grievances, and constituencies” and the “​​symbolic representation of the whole of ‘the people’ by a mobilized part.”[footnoteRef:55]  [55:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 13.] 

	Per the discussion from the first chapter, these criteria, in simple terms, describe a process in which populist movements render heterogeneous demands equivalent through the shared identity of “the people.” Subsequently, populist movements imbue this identity of “the people” with certain characteristics, such that the subset of the population that exhibits these characteristics comes to represent the whole of “the people” through a pars pro toto logic. Both Tea Party populism and Trumpism engage in these processes, albeit in different ways.  
	The Tea Party creates its conception of “the people” through a distinction between “productive citizens,” and “freeloaders.”[footnoteRef:56] Tea Partiers see themselves as productive members of society who, as a result of their hard work and contributions to American society, have earned the public benefits they receive. In contrast to productive citizens, freeloaders are described as lazy individuals who do not contribute to society and thus are not deserving of public benefits.  [56:  Theda Skocpol, The Tea Party and the Remaking of Republican Conservatism (New York: Oxford University Press, 2012), 66.] 

	As Skocpol points out, the concept of the productive citizen invokes traditional American values. She writes that “the Tea Party emphasis on the importance of work and earned benefits certainly meshes with widely held American values. Hard work is, after all, a cornerstone of the American Dream.”[footnoteRef:57] Thus, when Tea Partiers assert that they are hard workers and productive members of society, they implicitly assert that they embody American values. In contrast, the freeloaders, who reject hard work, are antithetical to American values and therefore cannot be included in the true or authentic American people. Through this invocation of American values, the Tea Party’s distinction between productive citizens and freeloaders provides a basis for separating the true people from the rest of the population.  [57:  Id. 74.] 

	Importantly, this concept of the “productive citizen” functions as a chain of equivalence. Tea Partiers articulate a heterogeneous variety of demands that can sometimes conflict with each other. Libertarian Tea Partiers, who believe that government should not interfere with the choices of individuals, may oppose the demands of socially conservative Tea Partiers, who want to use government to regulate individual choices on moral issues such as abortion[footnoteRef:58]. However, these different demands are rendered equivalent through a logic that positions these demands on one side of the conflict between productive citizens and freeloaders. Regardless of their different demands, all Tea Partiers can identify as productive citizens who oppose unfair policies favoring freeloaders; this collective identity dampens any conflict within the movement.  [58:  Id. 35.] 

	The Tea Party also uses anti-elitism to define and identify “the people.” The Tea Party’s anti-elitism has three interrelated but distinct focuses: liberal elites in power, the cultural dynamics of the liberal elite, and President Obama, who is held to be the ultimate embodiment of the liberal elite. 
The first focus of the Tea Party’s anti-elitism is the liberal elites in power. Tea Partiers express extreme hostility towards the liberal elite in power, and this hostility appears to have two facets. First, Tea Partiers see liberal elites as un-American and disdainful of ordinary Americans such as themselves. Due to these qualities, liberal elites are thought to be “plotting new forms of regulation and control”[footnoteRef:59] that impose un-American ideals onto Tea Partiers and others. Second, Tea Partiers believe that liberal elites are allied with freeloading groups to “steal taxpayer money and subvert the proper role of U.S. government.”[footnoteRef:60] These two beliefs about liberal elites suggest that the Tea Party’s views of this group position themselves as opposed to and oppressed by liberal elites.  [59:  Id. 80.]  [60:  Id. 80.] 

Next, the Tea Party’s anti-elitism also includes a cultural element. The Tea Party frames liberal elites as “latte-drinking and Volvo-driving”[footnoteRef:61] cultural others who reject traditional American values and ways of life. Cosmopolitanism, degrees from Ivy League universities, and an emphasis on political correctness[footnoteRef:62] are all examples of cultural attributes that Tea Partiers use to distinguish the cultural tendencies of liberal elites from themselves.  [61:  Mudde and Kaltwasser, Populism: A Very Short Introduction, 16.]  [62:  Skocpol, The Tea Party and the Remaking of Republican Conservatism, 80-82] 

The final focus of Tea Partiers’ anti-elitism is President Obama. Tea Partiers hold particular animosity towards President Obama, who they view as a “member of a haughty, overbearing, and dubiously patriotic higher-educated elite”[footnoteRef:63] that embodies the qualities of liberal elites mentioned above. The Tea Party largely arose in opposition to President Obama, and continued opposition to President Obama’s policies is a central goal of the movement.[footnoteRef:64]  [63:  Id. 79.]  [64:  Id. 78.] 

 	Two conclusions are important here. First, the Tea Party’s distinctive form of anti-elitism reinforces a common sense of identity among Tea Partiers and maintains the chain of equivalence within the movement. Tea Partiers can all identify as “the people” who are ostracized or oppressed by the liberal elite. In other words, liberal elites are a common enemy for Tea Partiers, and the fixation on defeating this enemy renders equivalent the different demands among Tea Partiers. Second, within this conflict is the assertion that Tea Partiers, as the enemy of the liberal elite, are themselves the true American people. After all, if the liberal elite are un-American and seek to reject traditional American values, then Tea Partiers must, as the target of liberal elites, be truly American.
The Tea Party’s anti-elitism functions in a similar manner to the Tea Party’s dichotomy between productive citizens and freeloaders. Both provide the basis for a collective identity as the true American people and maintain the chain of equivalence among heterogeneous demands. In fact, the two can be synthesized into a single conception of “the people,” considering that Tea Partiers believe that liberal elites are in collusion with freeloaders. In the Tea Party’s eyes, the productive citizens, who represent the true American people, are fighting against an alliance between liberal elites and freeloaders. 
	So far, this analysis of the Tea Party suggests that the Tea Party uses a dichotomy between productive citizens and freeloaders and the common enemy of the liberal elite to create its conception of “the people” and maintain unity among Tea Partiers. However, recalling the third criterion of the ideal type, populist movements also construct “the people” using a pars pro toto logic, in which a subset of the population, with certain characteristics, stands for the whole of “the people.” Thus, gaining a full understanding of the Tea Party’s conception of the true American people requires an investigation into the characteristics used by the Tea Party to define the category of “productive citizen.” 
Skocpol writes that the Tea Party’s dichotomy between productive citizens and freeloaders has clear “ethnic, nativist, and generational undertones,”[footnoteRef:65] as Tea Partiers identify racial and ethnic minorities, illegal immigrants, and young people as examples of freeloaders. Tea Partiers express negative stereotypes about racial minorities, especially African-Americans and Latinos, that associated these groups with laziness or unintelligence[footnoteRef:66]. Illegal immigrants are invoked by Tea Partiers as a primary example of the freeloaders who unfairly take resources reserved for Americans[footnoteRef:67]. Entitled young people, who allegedly do not know the value of hard work, are also singled out by Tea Partiers for condemnation[footnoteRef:68]. In contrast, the category of productive citizens corresponds with the Tea Partiers themselves, who are overwhelmingly white, non-immigrant, older, economically comfortable, conservative, and Christian[footnoteRef:69].  [65:  Id. 74.]  [66:  Id. 69.]  [67:  Id. 71.]  [68:  Id. 73.]  [69:  Id. 35, 68-74.] 

The Tea Party’s anti-elitism also provides insight into how Tea Partiers define productive citizens. The liberal elite are hated by Tea Partiers for their cultural otherness, which revolves around their embrace of un-American norms such as multiculturalism and political correctness. The Tea Partiers are those who still embody traditional American culture and are thus targeted by liberal elites. Importantly, when asked to define what this traditional American culture is, many Tea Partiers struggle; they usually express fear of what they see as rapid and extreme changes in American society and a desire to return to the America of their youth[footnoteRef:70]. Nonetheless, from this distinction, it is clear that Tea Partiers, and by extension, productive citizens, must embrace a vague conception of traditional American culture that is defined mostly by an opposition to new societal changes.   [70:  Id. 75-76.] 

In conclusion, the Tea Party conceptualizes the true American people as the productive citizens who are implicitly thought to be white, conservative, Christian, and adherent to traditional American values in the sense that they oppose cultural shifts initiated by liberal elites. The productive citizens are in conflict with freeloaders, implied to include racial minorities, illegal immigrants, and young people, and a nefarious liberal elite. As discussed, this construction of the productive citizens as “the people” creates unity among the diverse demands and grievances within the Tea Party. 
The completion of this examination of the Tea Party’s conception of “the people” leads to the next topic: the conception of “the people” constructed by Trumpism . Here, this conception of “the people” in Trumpism proves to be more illusory, as there is not the same neat dichotomy between productive citizens and freeloaders. Thus, a different approach is necessary. In his discussion of how the concept of “the people” functions in populist movements, Laclau notes that the exclusion of one element from a group creates cohesion, as the group’s identity is constituted by their collective exclusion of the element[footnoteRef:71]. The Tea Party utilized this process through their rejection of freeloaders and liberal elites. Applying this idea to Trumpism raises the question of who or what is rejected or excluded from “the people.” Within the worldview of Trumpism, three main groups are excluded from and framed as opposing “the people”: foreigners, Muslims, and those in power who oppose Trump.  [71:  ​​Laclau, On Populist Reason, 70.] 

In regard to its treatment of foreigners, Trumpism focuses on both general foreign entities and particular foreign groups. One of the central planks of the Trump campaign was halting the economic exploitation of the U.S. by other countries. In the speech announcing his candidacy, Trump claimed that “[China, Japan and Mexico are] laughing at us, at our stupidity. And now they’re beating us economically. They are not our friend, believe me, but they’re killing us economically.”[footnoteRef:72] An emphasis on renegotiating unfair trade deals would be a persistent theme throughout Trump’s campaign. Similarly, Trump would frequently allege that allies were also economically exploiting the U.S. through aid policies, whether it was U.S. contributions to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) or the use of U.S. equipment in wars in Iraq and Syria[footnoteRef:73][footnoteRef:74]. In all of these examples, Trumpism identifies abstract foreign entities as exploitative of the U.S., and hence, the American people. [72:  Conley, Donald Trump and American Populism, 208.]  [73:  Conley, Donald Trump and American Populism, 186. ]  [74:  Thomas Ferguson et al., “The Roots of Right-Wing Populism: Donald Trump in 2016,” International Journal of Political Economy 49, no. 2 (2020): 102–23, 105.] 

Trumpism also targets specific groups of foreign peoples, with its most frequent target being illegal immigrants. Of course, there is Trump’s infamous quote: “When Mexico sends its people, they’re not sending their best… They’re sending people that have lots of problems, and they’re bringing those problems with us. They’re bringing drugs. They’re bringing crime. They’re rapists. And some, I assume, are good people.”[footnoteRef:75] This quote portrays illegal immigrants coming from Mexico as dangerous and violent. However, this association between danger and illegal immigration was a persistent message throughout the Trump campaign[footnoteRef:76][footnoteRef:77]. Along with explicit and implicit statements of this idea, the need to prevent dangerous illegal immigrants from entering the U.S. would coalesce into (arguably) Trump’s most prominent campaign policy: the construction of a border wall between the U.S. and Mexico. This policy functions as an implicit symbol of the fact that illegal immigrants are dangerous; while else would a wall be needed? Generally, Trumpism positions illegal immigrants as a force for crime and violence and hence an adversary of the American people.  [75:  Conley, Donald Trump and American Populism, 208.]  [76:  Ferguson et al., “The Roots of Right-Wing Populism: Donald Trump in 2016,” 104. ]  [77:  Robert Schertzer and Eric Woods, “#Nationalism: The Ethno-Nationalist Populism of Donald Trump’s Twitter Communication,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 44, no. 7 (2021): 1154–73, 1164-1165.] 

The next group that Trumpism frames as in conflict with “the people” are Muslims; Trumpism does so by conflating Islam with terrorism. In over 160 tweets during the 2016 presidential campaign, Trump linked terrorism with Islam[footnoteRef:78]. Further, one of the Trump campaign’s main policies was a ban on Muslims entering the country. In the words of the Trump campaign, this “total and complete shutdown of Muslims entering the United States” was necessary because “there is great hatred towards Americans by large segments of the Muslim population,” and “until we are able to determine and understand this problem and the dangerous threat it poses, our country cannot be the victims of horrendous attacks by people that believe only in Jihad.”[footnoteRef:79] Here, Muslims are portrayed as anti-American, as associated with terrorism, and, accordingly, as an enemy of “the people.”  [78:  Id. 1165.]  [79:  Id. 1165.] 

Finally, Trumpism displays a virulent anti-elitism that is similar in many ways to the anti-elitism of the Tea Party. Trumpism’s conception of the elite is “the establishment,” a term that is an “ill-defined, catch-all notion of elites within government who putatively employ convoluted rules and procedures to advance self-serving policies anathema to the nation’s well-being.”[footnoteRef:80] Criticism of the “establishment” was frequent on the campaign trail, most obviously in Trump’s pledge to “drain the swamp” of corruption in Washington D.C., which was one of his most famous slogans. As suggested by Conley, the “establishment” is an intentionally vague designation and applies to anyone who opposes the Trump movement, whether liberal elites, the media, or Republican politicians[footnoteRef:81]. Nonetheless, this conception of the elite contains certain common characteristics.  First, greediness and corruption are associated with the “establishment,” and such abuse is directly linked to harms afflicting ordinary Americans. Second, the “establishment” ignores the demands and needs of the people; Trump’s frequent invocation of “the forgotten people”[footnoteRef:82] is in relation to the elite, as it is the elite who have deliberately “forgotten” the American people. Third, the “establishment” opposes Trumpism, not only outrightly but also in nefarious and conspiratorial ways. This characteristic manifests in Trump’s frequent claims of rigged elections and other machinations designed to thwart him[footnoteRef:83]. Finally, Trumpism posits a connection between the “establishment” and the foreign opponents of “the people.” In the worldview of Trumpism, politicians who form part of the “establishment” are responsible for weak border security policies that allow dangerous illegal immigrants to enter the country, misguided refugee and immigration policies that facilitate the influx of anti-American Muslims, and international trade agreements that harm the country’s economy and American workers[footnoteRef:84] Together, these characteristics demonstrate that Trumpism channels its anti-elitism into a conception of an “establishment” of elites who ignore, oppose, and exploit the American people while allying with foreign opponents of “the people.”  [80:  Conley, Donald Trump and American Populism, 29.]  [81:  Id. 115.]  [82:  Id. 367.]  [83:  Id. 21.]  [84:  Schertzer and Woods, “#Nationalism: The Ethno-Nationalist Populism of Donald Trump’s Twitter Communication,” 1167-1168.] 

The groups that are excluded and defined in opposition to the “people” suggest a vision of the true American people created by Trumpism. Put simply, the “people” are those victimized by these foes of America and thus deleteriously affected by the economic exploitation of other countries, the dangers posed by influxes of illegal immigrants and Muslims, and the corruption of the “establishment.” This conceptualization of “the people” as Americans threatened by these external forces functions as a chain of equivalence: despite the heterogeneous demands among Trumpers, they can unite against these common enemies. Importantly, each of these four foes, and the reasons why they are opposed to the American people, are represented in the four main issues of the Trump campaign: renegotiating trade deals, building the wall, banning Muslims, and draining the swamp. Due to the prominence of these ideas within the ideology, they must be viewed as one of the primary means through which the true American people are conceptualized within Trumpism and how heterogeneous demands are rendered equivalent within the movement. 
Similar to the Tea Party’s construction of “the people,” Trumpism also constructs “the people” by assigning “the people” characteristics that correspond with a certain subset of the population. One way that Trumpism does so is through connecting “the people'' to the concept of the ordinary, hard working American. As Conley writes, “During the 2016 presidential campaign… Trump vigorously celebrated ordinary Americans—the middle class, blue-collar workers, manual laborers, and farmers[footnoteRef:85]. Here, Trumpism asserts that the people it represents are those Americans who engage in unglamorous and honest work. This emphasis on hard work evokes traditional American values, suggesting that those represented by Trumpism embody these traditional American values and are therefore the true American people.     [85:  Conley, Donald Trump and American Populism, 159.] 

Additionally, through both implicit and explicit means, Trumpism appeals to white, Christian Americans and suggests that this group constitutes the true people. The work of Woods and Schertzer demonstrates that, during the 2016 presidential campaign, Trump frequently invoked myths and conceptions of an ethnic American identity rooted in whiteness and Christianity[footnoteRef:86]. Invocations of Christianity were the most overt, as Trump touted his support among evangelical Christians and referenced his own Protestant roots[footnoteRef:87]. The emphasis on evangelicals as part of the Trump movement, and thus “the people,” as well as Trump’s connection between Protestantism and himself as the representative of “the people,” are both explicit examples of how Trumpism conflates the true American people with a Christian identity. In contrast, appeals to whiteness were usually implicit and muddled by Trump’s outreach to minorities, and especially African-Americans, during the campaign. Trump’s campaign rhetoric included various forms of coded racism against blacks, whether through criticisms of affirmative action, portrayals of predominantly African-American cities as crime-ridden, attacks on individual African-American figures, or Trump’s long standing animosity towards President Obama[footnoteRef:88][footnoteRef:89]. This subtle hostility towards African-Americans implies that they are not part of Trumpism’s concept of “the people.” However, these forms of subtle racism coexisted with legitimate attempts to attract African-American voters. Trump regularly argued that Democrats had failed to improve the African-American community and that he would do a better job[footnoteRef:90]. In an infamous quote from the campaign trail, he said, addressing the African-American community, “You’re living in poverty, your schools are no good, you have no jobs, 58% of your youth is unemployed – what the hell do you have to lose [by voting for me]?”[footnoteRef:91] These appeals to African-Americans suggest that Trumpism is willing to accommodate this group within the movement. This inclusion means that African-Americans would have to be considered part of “the people” as defined by Trumpism. Thus, any connections that Trumpism makes between whiteness and the true American people are ultimately left vague.  [86:  Schertzer and Woods, “#Nationalism: The Ethno-Nationalist Populism of Donald Trump’s Twitter Communication,” 1155.]  [87:  Id. 1166.]  [88:  Ferguson et al., “The Roots of Right-Wing Populism: Donald Trump in 2016,” 104.]  [89:  Schertzer and Woods, “#Nationalism: The Ethno-Nationalist Populism of Donald Trump’s Twitter Communication,” 1162.]  [90:   Conley, Donald Trump and American Populism, 138.]  [91:  Ashley Killough and Tom LoBianco, “Donald Trump Pitches Black Voters: ‘What the Hell Do You Have to Lose?,’” CNN, August 19, 2016, https://www.cnn.com/2016/08/19/politics/donald-trump-african-american-voters/index.html.] 

In summary, Trumpism conceptualizes the true American people as those Americans threatened and harmed by illegal immigrants, Muslims, economic exploitation by other countries, and the corruption of “the establishment.” These Americans are also typically white, Christian, and middle- or working-class, although these characteristics are not all necessary to be included within “the people,” as shown by the example of African-Americans. 
Comparing this conceptualization of “the people” with that of the Tea Party exposes key similarities and differences between these two ideologies. The true American people of Trumpism and the true American people of the Tea Party are most similar in that they identify this group with whiteness and Christianity. However, Trumpism and the Tea Party differ in the importance of xenophobia in defining “the people.” The Tea Party relies most heavily on its dichotomy between productive citizens and freeloaders. This dichotomy focuses on drawing distinctions between members of the general American population, as to be considered a freeloader, one must already be part of American society in the sense that one receives undeserved government benefits. Thus, the freeloader is an internal enemy. Because opposition to the freeloader serves as the basis for the collective identity as productive citizens and the construction of chains of equivalence within the Tea Party, the Tea Party’s conception of “the people” is primarily oriented towards the internal dynamics of American society. 
In contrast, Trumpism portrays the existential threat to the American people as coming mostly from external forces. Muslims, illegal immigrants, and foreign countries are dangerous because they are seeking to enter into and disrupt U.S. society, unlike freeloaders, who are already there. Opposition to these forces unites Trumpers and gives them a common identity, meaning that Trumpism’s construction of “the people” is oriented towards external threats to the nation. To be clear, Tea Partiers are extremely xenophobic and express a distrust of immigrants and Muslims[footnoteRef:92]. However, such xenophobia is adjacent to their collective identity as productive citizens. For Trumpism, xenophobia is the critical force in forming a collective identity as “the people.” [92:  Skocpol, The Tea Party and the Remaking of Republican Conservatism, 69-72.] 

The Tea Party and Trumpism also differ in the nature of their anti-elitism, as Trumpism employs a conceptualization of the elite that is more malleable. The Tea Party’s vision of the liberal elite is defined by their cultural otherness and their desire to impose new forms of regulation and control. While Trumpism certainly invokes similar views of the liberal elite, the concept of “the establishment” is more broad; all that is needed to qualify as the “establishment” is alleged corruption and opposition to Trumpism. Therefore, the designation of “the establishment” can be applied to a wider range of groups than the Tea Party’s conceptualization of the liberal elite and used in a more flexible manner. 
Host Ideology
If the reader returns to the second criterion of the ideal type, they can see that this criterion points out that populist movements’ construction of “the people” must be accompanied by a host ideology that gives these movements additional ideological substance. Examining the host ideologies of the Tea Party and Trumpism illuminates another difference between the two, as the host ideology of Trumpism is more ambiguous. 
Tea Party populism is incorporated into a host ideology of right-wing conservatism, as the Tea Party embraces many fiscal policies of right-wing conservatism, such as lowering taxes, cutting public spending, reducing the size of government, and eliminating regulations on business[footnoteRef:93]. While these policies provide political substance to the populist logic of the Tea Party, they are still undergirded by the dichotomy between productive citizens and freeloaders. Right-wing conservative policies are supposed to help the true people by rightfully rewarding productive citizens while preventing freeloaders from leeching off the government.  [93:  Id. 4.] 

The host ideology of Trumpism is more difficult to define, as Trumpism rejects certain tenets of Republican orthodoxy. While Trump does express support for traditional Republican policy priorities like tax cuts, deregulation, and harsher immigration laws, Trump has also supported maintaining Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security at their current levels, scorned international free trade agreements such as NAFTA[footnoteRef:94], and even expressed sympathy with the idea of universal healthcare[footnoteRef:95], all of which are not typical Republican positions. These idiosyncratic positions are indicative of a simple fact: Trumpism is defined by a lack of clear policies. As seen, Trump articulates existential threats and problems facing the nation; however, as Conley and Dickinson note, Trump “focused much more on identifying the problems facing the country, and presumably his immediate audience, while largely avoiding discussing detailed solutions.” In lieu of such solutions, Trump offers vague generalities or brash assertions that he alone can fix such problems.[footnoteRef:96]  [94:  Ferguson et al., “The Roots of Right-Wing Populism: Donald Trump in 2016,” 105.]  [95:  “Conservatives against Trump,” National Review, January 22, 2016, https://www.nationalreview.com/2016/01/donald-trump-conservatives-oppose-nomination/.]  [96:  Conley, Donald Trump and American Populism, 224.] 

However, the fact that Trumpism lacks specific policy stances does not mean that it lacks a host ideology. Instead, through Trumpism’s conceptualization of the true American people, this populist movement assumes the host ideology of ethnonationalism. Ethnonationalism refers to a form of nationalism that uses cultural and ethnic qualities to define legitimate members of the nation[footnoteRef:97][footnoteRef:98]. In the United States, ethnonationalists have commonly used WASP (White Anglo-Saxon Protestant) identity to define the true American people[footnoteRef:99]. The fixation on foreign threats to the nation, the attachment of whiteness and Christianity to the image of the true American people, and the promise to “make America great again,” are all elements of Trumpism that correspond with American ethnonationalism. Trumpism uses the same criteria to define the true American people, while also espousing a clear nationalism through its stated purpose of restoring the nation to glory and its denigration of outsiders.  [97:  Schertzer and Woods, “#Nationalism: The Ethno-Nationalist Populism of Donald Trump’s Twitter Communication,” 1156. ]  [98:  Jack Thompson, “What It Means to Be a ‘True American’: Ethnonationalism and Voting in the 2016 U.S. Presidential Election,” Nations and Nationalism 27, no. 1 (January 2021): 279–97, 281.]  [99:  Id. 282. ] 

Thus, the host ideology of Trumpism appears to be ethnonationalism combined with both an absence of specific policy positions and a general adherence to Republican conservatism that is sometimes ignored in favor of more explicit populist appeals. Due to this low reliance on actual policy and greater emphasis on ethnonationalism and undisguised populist rhetoric, the host ideology of Trumpism is more ideologically vague than that of the Tea Party.   
The Friend-Enemy Dichotomy
	With these two movements’ methods of constructing “the people” and host ideologies now defined, this analysis turns to the two methods, as stated in criterion four and five of the ideal type, through which populist movements maintain internal unity. The fourth criterion states that populist movements utilize “the construction of a friend– enemy dichotomy (‘the frontier of antagonism’) between the people so defined and its ‘other’ seen as the establishment in power along with its beneficiaries and allies, internal and external.”[footnoteRef:100] This friend-enemy dichotomy connotes a divide between friends, for whom one is willing to fight and die, and enemies, who one confronts through violence.  [100:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 13.] 

Both the Tea Party and Trumpism satisfy this criterion in similar ways. For the Tea Party, this friend-enemy dichotomy is constructed using liberal elites and their supposed alliance with freeloaders. Tea Partiers clearly identify these groups as “others;” Freeloaders are a distinct “other” because they do not share the work ethic and values of Tea Partiers while liberal elites are a distinct “other” from Tea Partiers because of their cosmopolitanism, suspect patriotism, and disdain for the lower classes[footnoteRef:101]. These “others” are antithetical to Tea Partiers’ values, as freeloaders do not understand the meaning of hard work and liberal elites reject the Tea Partiers’ ways of life.  [101:  Skocpol, The Tea Party and the Remaking of Republican Conservatism, 79-80. ] 

Tea Partiers construct a friend-enemy dichotomy, or intense political divide[footnoteRef:102], to separate themselves from these “others.” Liberal elites and freeloaders are equated with the Democratic Party[footnoteRef:103], meaning that the distinction between productive Americans and the “others” is mapped onto the political divide between Republicans and Democrats. Some, but not all Republicans, represent the Tea Party, while Democrats represent the liberal elites and freeloaders. This political divide is distinctly antagonistic. Tea Partiers scorn compromise with Democrats, which directly implies that Democrats are not legitimate governing partners, and believe that Democrats are working directly against the interests of the nation. Under this logic, Democrats, and this “other” they represent, must be viewed as the enemy. Generally, the Tea Party defines an “other” and positions itself across an antagonistic political divide from this “other.”  [102:  Id. 27.]  [103:  Skocpol, The Tea Party and the Remaking of Republican Conservatism, 184.] 

Trumpism’s framing of this friend-enemy dichotomy is even simpler than that of the Tea Party. In short, anyone who opposes Trump or the larger movement is characterized as an enemy. Most obviously, the foreign entities from the previous section, which are used to construct the conception of the true American people, are portrayed as distinctly un-American and as an existential threat to the nation. Internal opponents are also identified as a reproachable, hostile, and immoral “other.” Trump frequently refers to the media as “dishonest,” “disgusting,” “slime” and “scum” while political opponents are portrayed as illegitimate and disreputable, such as Trump’s assertion that Senator Ted Cruz’s father was involved in the assassination of President John F. Kennedy or his conspiracy theory that President Barack Obama was not born in the United States[footnoteRef:104]. These designations are distinctly antagonistic; only an enemy would be described in these terms.  [104:  Conley, Donald Trump and American Populism, 199.] 

The Charismatic Leader
The other criterion that describes a means through which populist movements maintain internal unity is the fifth criterion, which states that populist movements contain an embodiment of “the people,” typically through “a single charismatic leader with whom the mobilized part of the population has a highly emotional relationship and interaction.”[footnoteRef:105] The Tea Party is not led by a single leader; in fact, it is remarkably decentralized. Skocpol describes the organizational structure of the Tea Party as “a gaggle of jostling and sometimes competing local and national organizations.”[footnoteRef:106] Those who claim to speak for the Tea Party are not legitimate leaders of the movement. Elected officials or powerful political operatives that claim to be spokespersons for the Tea Party exert no control over local Tea Party groups, and Tea Partiers do not strongly identify with these individuals nor see them as the embodiment of the authentic people’s will[footnoteRef:107].  [105:  Arato and Cohen, Populism and Civil Society, 13.]  [106:  Skocpol, The Tea Party and the Remaking of Republican Conservatism, 84.]  [107:  Id. 150.] 

 This absence of a leader, and the subsequent lack of a mechanism for unification, raises a problem, as typically, the leader creates unity, both ideologically and organizationally, within a populist movement.[footnoteRef:108] However, in the case of the Tea Party, the absence of a leader means that local groups maintain the organizational structure within the larger movement while right-wing news outlets, including television networks, talk radio shows, and popular blogs[footnoteRef:109], carry out the process of ideologically unification. [108:  Jean L. Cohen and Andrew Arato, “Civil Society, Populism, and Religion,” Constellations 24, no. 3 (2017): 283–95, 288.]  [109:  Skocpol, The Tea Party and the Remaking of Republican Conservatism, 123.] 

Among right-wing news outlets, of particular importance to the Tea Party is Fox News. According to a 2010 poll, 63% of Tea Party supporters watched Fox News, and Skocpol’s research suggests that this rate is even higher among active Tea Partiers[footnoteRef:110]. Because so many Tea Partiers watch Fox News, this news outlet is able to use its programming to convey specific ideas to Tea Partiers and thus create a sense of collective identity among this group. Fox News, as well as other right-wing media outlets, can be understood as the purveyors of the ideological content that forms the basis for the Tea Party’s populist logic. For example, Skocpol writes that, “in the world of Fox News, the coastal elite maneuvers in partnership with poor minority groups, and they work together through the mainstream media to denigrate ordinary Americans, including Tea Partiers.”[footnoteRef:111] In other words, Fox News articulates a divide, with coastal elites and poor minorities aligned against the white middle class, that is essentially identical to the Tea Party’s dichotomy that aligns an alliance between liberal elites and freeloaders against productive citizens. As discussed, Tea Partiers, as middle-class whites, associate themselves with productive citizens, while they equate freeloading with poor minorities. Tea Partiers watching Fox News will have their worldview affirmed and reinforced, and in this manner, Fox News facilitates Tea Partiers’ identification with the productive citizen, thereby fostering a collective identity and unity within the movement. In another instance, “Fox News assigned the Tea Party a starring role in what conservatives understand as a long-running culture war between coastal elites and middle Americans.”[footnoteRef:112] Fox News frames the divide between Tea Partiers and liberal elites as a “culture war,” which implies that liberal elites are an enemy. Hence, a frontier of antagonism, that evokes the Schmittian friend-enemy conception of the political, is created. In each of these examples and many others, Tea Partiers watching Fox News absorb these rhetorics, discourses, and concepts and then circulate them within the movement. [110:  Id. 135.]  [111:  Id. 137.]  [112:  Id. 136.] 

In contrast, Trumpism is led by Trump, who exhibits all the characteristics of a populist leader. As the ideal type suggests, the populist leader embodies the will and voice of “the people,” and shared identification with this leader provides a basis for unification within a populist movement. Trump certainly fulfills this role. In a study of Trump’s speeches during the 2016 presidential campaign, Rowland concludes that Trump frequently portrays himself as the “voice of the people.”[footnoteRef:113] This status as the voice of the people is legitimized by his ability to appeal to members of his movement who feel threatened by cultural and economic changes[footnoteRef:114]. Thus, Trumpers identify with Trump because he gives voice to their demands, which leads to unity within the movement.[footnoteRef:115]  [113:  Rowland, “The Populist and Nationalist Roots of Trump’s Rhetoric,” 367.]  [114:  Cohen, “Populism and the Politics of Resentment,” 20.]  [115:  Rowland, “The Populist and Nationalist Roots of Trump’s Rhetoric,” 369.] 

As mentioned in this criterion of the ideal type, members of populist movements have a “highly emotional relationship and interaction” with the populist leader. Trump is able to maintain this type of relationship through his Twitter account and his rallies. During the 2016 presidential campaign, Trump tweeted 5,515 times[footnoteRef:116], much of which projected his unfiltered thoughts and worldview through simplistic and often vulgar language[footnoteRef:117]. These qualities of Trump’s tweets lend Trump authenticity in the eyes of his supporters. Because Trump scorns the careful and articulate style of communication associated with calculating and deceptive politicians, he is seen by them as authentic. This authenticity, combined with the nature of Twitter as an interactive and conversational medium, means that supporters feel that Trump is communicating with them in an authentic, reciprocal, and direct manner. Thus, through Twitter, Trump is able to forge an intimate bond with his supporters.  [116:  Schertzer and Woods, “#Nationalism: The Ethno-Nationalist Populism of Donald Trump’s Twitter Communication,” 1154.]  [117:  Dawn F. Colley, “Of Twit-Storms and Demagogues,” in President Donald Trump and His Political Discourse, ed. Michele Lockhard (New York: Routledge, 2018), 37.] 

Similar dynamics are present in Trump rallies, which also give attendees and viewers an opportunity to intimately connect with Trump. Trump frequently uses comedic routines to engage his audience, leading to “spontaneous back-and-forth banter with the audience.” Furthermore, Trump’s speeches use simplistic language and lack structure, making them sound more like a casual conversation than a formal political address[footnoteRef:118]. Both of these qualities of Trump’s oratory style cause his supporters to feel as though they are conversing with him, as opposed to simply listening. Trump takes advantage of this intimacy with his audience by repeatedly stoking their emotions; he paints a vivid portrait of everything that is wrong with the state of the nation, whether influxes of illegal immigrants, unfair trade deals, incompetent elites in government, or a general decline of American prestige and prominence, provoking anger within the audience[footnoteRef:119].  [118:  Conley, Donald Trump and American Populism, 220-221.]  [119:  Id. 221.] 

To summarize, Trump is the populist leader of Trumpism who claims, and is recognized by supporters as, embodying “the people.” Through Twitter and rallies, Trump is able to forge an intimate bond with Trumpers that is characterized by Trump’s ability to stoke intense emotions among them. However, the Tea Party lacks this type of leader, meaning that the responsibility for the creation of unity within the movement is bifurcated, with local groups creating organizational unity while various forms of right-wing media outlets maintain ideological cohesion. 
Conclusion
	This chapter established how both the Tea Party and Trumpism conform to the ideal type of populism. Unsurprisingly, and consonant with existing scholarship, these two movements are undoubtedly populist. While these movements are similar in many aspects, such as their claims to represent “the people,” their focus on alleged violations of popular sovereignty, and their construction of a friend-enemy dichotomy, they differ in four important respects. First, Trumpism primarily uses an external distinction between the American people and foreign threats to construct “the people,” while Tea Party populism relies heavily on the dichotomy between freeloaders and productive citizens, which is internal to the American populace, to construct “the people.” Therefore, xenophobia is more integrated into the conception of “the people” in Trumpism than in Tea Party populism (although Tea Partiers are themselves quite xenophobic). Second, the anti-elitism of Trumpism, expressed through the concept of “the establishment,” is more malleable than the anti-elitism of the Tea Party that fixates on liberal elites, as a wider variety of groups potentially fall into the crosshairs of the anti-elitism of Trumpism. Third, the ethnonationalist host ideology of Trumpism takes fewer concrete policy positions than Tea Party populism’s host ideology of extreme economic conservatism. Finally, Tea Party populism, unlike Trumpism, lacks a populist leader. 
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Introduction
	With the main ideological differences between Tea Party populism and Trumpism now identified, this study’s next task is to investigate if these differences impact the relative electoral success of these movements. Linear regression modeling, used in conjunction with data from the American National Election Studies (ANES) surveys conducted in 2012[footnoteRef:120] and 2016[footnoteRef:121], provides the best option for accomplishing this task. In these models, the dependent variable is electoral success, measured through a voter’s choice to vote for either Tea Party presidential candidates in the 2012 Republican presidential primary election or Donald Trump in the 2016 primary election. Although critics could argue that focusing on presidential elections ignores the Tea Party’s success in electing Congressional representatives, common sense dictates that, for any political movement in the United States, the assumption of the presidency is the ultimate measure of electoral success, given the unique and sweeping powers held by this position. The independent variables approximate and quantify the identified differences between Tea Party populism and Trumpism; how these variables do so will become apparent in the explanations of each individual analysis. Finally, the population of voters used in these models are those who voted in either the 2012 or 2016 Republican presidential primary election.   [120:  “ANES 2012 Time Series Study” (American National Election Studies, 2015).]  [121:  “ANES 2016 Time Series Study” (American National Election Studies, 2019).] 

Difference 1. Anti-elitism in Tea Party Populism and Trumpism
	The first difference analyzed will be the form of anti-elitism adopted by Tea Party populism and Trumpism. The anti-elitism of Trumpism, embodied in the concept of “the establishment,” is directed at anyone or anything that wields power and opposes Trump, which includes a broad array of institutions in American society. Meanwhile, the anti-elitism of Tea Party populism is more specific, referring to a liberal elite in power that has specific cultural connotations and that is embodied in President Obama. In short, Trump’s anti-elitism is more expansive and better evokes the specter of an entirely broken and corrupt system. 
To assess if this difference impacts electoral success, the first step is to identify a plausible mechanism through which this influence would occur. The obvious subset of voters that may have been influenced by the differences between these two forms of anti-elitism is voters who do not hold extremely conservative fiscal or social positions, but who hold strong and broad anti-elitist views that correspond with the anti-elitism of Trumpism. These voters might have not been swayed by the Tea Party’s anti-elitism focused primarily on coastal liberal elites, or may have not supported some of the Tea Party’s political positions, but may have been attracted to the claims by Trump that the entirety of the “establishment” was corrupt. Thus, if the behavior of this group of voters improved the electoral performance of Trump, then this group of voters should have voted for Trump in the 2016 primary election at a higher rate than they did for any of the Tea Party presidential candidates in the 2012 primary election. In other words, among voters who were relatively unaligned with Tea Party policies, the relationship between a voter’s anti-elitist views and their decision to vote for Trump in 2016 should have been stronger than the relationship between a voter’s anti-elitist views and their decision to vote for a Tea Party presidential candidate in 2012.
	To evaluate this claim, a linear regression model is best. The dependent variable is whether a respondent voted for a candidate associated with either populist movement. In 2016, this candidate was Trump; for 2012, these candidates were the three candidates most heavily and openly associated with the Tea Party: Ron Paul, Michelle Bachmann, and Herman Cain. Presumably, voters should have associated these candidates with the Tea Party, and hence, Tea Party populism. The main independent variables are a respondent’s level of anti-elitism and a respondent’s level of alignment with the Tea Party’s political positions. For these independent variables, the model uses a single variable that combines multiple questions measuring a respondent’s affinity for either anti-elitism or the Tea Party’s political positions. 
	The anti-elitism affinity variable uses the following questions: (1) “how often can you trust the federal government in Washington to do what is right,” (2) “how many of the people running the government are corrupt,” and (3) “would you say the government is pretty much run by a few big interests looking out for themselves or that it is run for the benefit of all the people.” Based on the question, respondents were given either a range of options or an option to agree or disagree. 
The model selects these questions because they capture the broad form of anti-elitism associated with Trumpism. Therefore, respondents who indicate high levels of anti-elitism through these questions should have found the anti-elitism of Trumpism appealing. Question (1) gauges a respondent’s distrust of governmental elites, while questions (2) and (3) help to reveal a respondent’s perception of corruption in the government and among other “big interests.” The anti-elitism captured in these questions reflect the key idea in Trump’s anti-elitism: the corruption and dishonesty of those in power.
	The Tea Party policy alignment variable uses questions that measure some of the most prominent stances of the Tea Party: (1) “should spending on welfare programs be increased,” (2) “Do you think that people in government waste a lot of the money we pay in taxes, waste some of it, or don’t waste very much of it,” (3) “which comes closest to your view on gay marriage,” and (4) a scale where respondents could place themselves, ranging from the position that “government should provide many fewer services” to “government should provide many more services.” Based on the question, respondents were given either a range of options or an option to agree or disagree. Questions (1), (2), and (4) account for the Tea Party’s main fiscal positions: reducing welfare programs, preventing government waste, and decreasing the size of government. Question (3) incorporates a position on social policy held by most Tea Partiers. 
Both of these variables are arranged so that higher scores indicated either stronger anti-elitist views or stronger alignment with Tea Party policies. Additionally, standard explanations for voting behavior, including income, education, race, gender, and age are added to the model. The results of the model are found in figure 1. 
Most noticeable at first is that the “ae_greedy” variable, denoting the variable measuring anti-elitist attitudes, is not statistically significant, meaning that for the 2012 primary election, there was no significant relationship between anti-elitist attitudes and the vote share of populist candidates (in other words, Tea Party candidates). However, most important is the “ae_greedy:version2016” variable, which describes how the relationship between anti-elitist attitudes and a vote for a candidate associated with a populist movement changes between the 2012 and 2016 primary elections. Because this variable is statistically significant, but the isolated anti-elitism variable is not statistically significant, a linear hypothesis test is needed to confirm that the effect of anti-elitist attitudes on the vote share of populist candidates in the 2016 primary is significantly different from zero; executing this test confirms as much. 
With statistical significance assured, this second variable indicates that, when shifting from the 2012 primary to the 2016 primary, a one unit increase in the “ae_greedy” variable is associated with a 9.9 percentage point increase in the intercept, which itself denotes the predicted probability of voting for a candidate associated with a populist movement. Therefore, in 2016, anti-elitist attitudes exerted a moderate effect on the predicted probability of voting for a candidate associated with a populist movement even while controlling for Tea Party support . This effect contrasts with the 2012 primary, where anti-elitist attitudes did not exert a statistically significant effect. In a broader sense, the relationship between anti-elitist attitudes and the vote share of populist candidates was considerably stronger in 2016 than in 2012, while controlling for alignment with Tea Party political positions. In simple terms, this conclusion suggests that, regardless of whether a voter was a strong supporter of the Tea Party’s policies, voters with strong affinities for the type of anti-elitism espoused in Trumpism were more likely to vote for Trump than the Tea Party.
An immediate critique of this analysis concerns the Tea Party presidential candidates. Unlike Trump, who directly propagated populist rhetoric, these Tea Party presidential candidates are considered populist due to their association with the Tea Party, and not because their platforms were especially populist. The indirect link between these candidates and Tea Party populism presents a problem in this analysis: the stronger effect of anti-elitist attitudes on the vote share of populist candidates in the 2016 election could be the result of the fact that the Tea Party candidates did not properly represent Tea Party populism and not due to differences between the two movements’ forms of populism. 
To address this problem, the model repeats the same linear regression model with one modification. For the 2012 data set, the model changes the dependent variable from a vote in the primary for Ron Paul, Michelle Bachmann, and Herman Cain to whether a respondent indicated “strong support” for the Tea Party among seven options ranging from “strong opposition” to “strong support.” This change in the dependent variable gauges support for the Tea Party without the complications stemming from the Tea Party’s lack of a clear leader. A reasonable assumption is that those who strongly support the Tea Party both identify with Tea Party populism and would vote for a hypothetical presidential candidate who fully represented Tea Party populism (in other words, the Tea Party’s version of Donald Trump). The results of the model, found in figure 1A, are very similar. There is still no significant relationship between anti-elitist attitudes and Tea Party support during the 2012 election. When shifting from the 2012 primary to the 2016 primary, a one unit increase in the anti-elitism variable is associated with a 10.4 percentage point increase (instead of a 9.9 percentage point increase) in the intercept. Therefore, the increased salience of anti-elitism for the predicted probability of supporting a populist movement in the 2016 primary does not appear to be solely the result of weak candidates in the 2012 primary. 
Difference 2: Xenophobia in Tea Party Populism and Trumpism
	The next difference to examine is the centrality of xenophobia to the conception of the true American people put forth by the Tea Party and Trumpism. The Tea Party’s conception of “the people” centers on a distinction between productive citizens, who are implied to be white, conservative, and Christian, and freeloaders, who include racial minorities, illegal immigrants, and young people. The productive citizens, embodying the true American people, conflict with these freeloaders and their allies in the liberal elite. Importantly, this distinction drawn by the Tea Party is internal to the American populace. However, while Trumpism does identify internal enemies of the people, Trumpism puts a greater emphasis on the foreign enemies of the people, including Muslims, illegal immigrants, and foreign nations who impose unfair trade deals. In turn, the true American people are those who are threatened or harmed by these foreign groups. 
	Similar to the analysis of the differences in anti-elitism between the two movements, this analysis begins with identifying the subset of voters that may be responsive to the increased prominence of xenophobia within Trumpism. This subset would be voters who feel threatened by immigration, foreign cultures, and economic developments driven by foreign nations, but who are less concerned about issues of welfare and people who “freeload” off of the government. These voters may have not found the Tea Party’s dichotomy between productive citizens and freeloaders to be compelling but were attracted to Trump’s use of xenophobia. While these voters may have not voted for the Tea Party, they may have voted for Trump, meaning that (like the previous analysis) this group of voters should have voted for Trump in the 2016 primary election at a higher rate than they did for any of the Tea Party presidential candidates in the 2012 primary election. Put differently, among voters who were relatively unaligned with Tea Party policies, the relationship between a voter’s xenophobic views and their decision to vote for Trump in 2016 should have been stronger than the relationship between a voter’s xenophobic views and their decision to vote for a Tea Party presidential candidate in 2012.
	The linear regression model for this analysis uses the same structure as the anti-elitism analysis, with the dependent variable being whether a respondent voted for a candidate associated with either populist movement and the independent variables being composite variables measuring a respondent’s level of xenophobia and a respondent’s level of alignment with the Tea Party’s political positions. The Tea Party policy alignment variable is created using the process outlined in the anti-elitism analysis. The xenophobia affinity variable uses the following questions: (1) “How likely is it that recent immigration levels will take jobs away from people already here,” (2) “Do you think the number of immigrants from foreign countries who are permitted to come to the United States to live should be… [respondents were given options ranging from ‘increased a lot’ to ‘decreased a lot’],” (3) “ Which comes closest to your view about what government policy should be towards unauthorized immigrants now living in the United States,” (4) “Do you favor or oppose placing new limits on imports,” and (5) a “feeling thermometer” where respondents could express their views regarding Muslims on a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 indicating a very unfavorable view and 100 indicating a very favorable view. 
Based on the question, respondents were given either a range of options or an option to agree or disagree. In selecting these questions, the model intends to measure a respondent’s affinity for the type of xenophobia attached to Trumpism, such that respondents who respond strongly to these questions should have been attracted to Trumpism’s conception of the true American people. Questions (1) and (2) account for general hostility towards immigrants. The remaining questions evaluate a respondent’s views towards each of the three foreign groups targeted in Trumpism. Question (3) asks about illegal immigrants; Question (4) asks about foreign imports, which implicitly evokes fear of foreign economic competition; Question (5) asks about Muslims. 
For the xenophobia variable, a higher score indicates less xenophobic positions, while for the Tea Party policy alignment variable, a higher score indicates stronger alignment with Tea Party policies. Additionally, standard explanations for voting behavior, including income, education, race, gender, and age are added to the model. The results of the model are found in figure 2.
Beginning with the “x_greedy” variable, which is the xenophobia variable, a one unit increase in the “x_greedy” variable is associated with a 5.3 percentage point increase in the intercept, while controlling for all other variables. In plain terms, for the 2012 primary election, a decrease in xenophobic attitude is associated with a 5.3 percentage point increase in the predicted probability of voting for a Tea Party candidate. Although this result may initially appear surprising, considering the observed xenophobia among Tea Partiers, there is a reasonable explanation. In the 2012 primary, most Republican candidates, including the Tea Party candidates, promulgated similar positions on immigration that consisted of harsher policies towards illegal immigrants[footnoteRef:122][footnoteRef:123]. Given the similarity of the candidates’ immigration policies, Republican voters likely chose candidates based on other positions where there was greater deviance among the candidates, such as economic policies (for example, Hermain Cain’s radical “9-9-9” tax reform policy[footnoteRef:124] versus Mitt Romney’s proposed policy of specified tax reductions[footnoteRef:125]). Thus, the Tea Party candidates may have attracted mostly libertarian voters, who had less xenophobic stances, particularly regarding legal immigration and free trade.  [122:  Fawn Johnson, “GOP 2012 Field Soft on Immigration?,” NBC News, August 25, 2011, https://www.nbcnews.com/id/wbna44273660.]  [123:  MPI Staff, “Heading into the 2012 Elections, Republican Presidential Candidates Walk the Immigration Policy Tightrope,” Migration Policy Institute, December 1, 2011, https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/heading-2012-elections-republican-presidential-candidates-walk-immigration-policy-tightrope.]  [124:  Tamara Keith, “Herman Cain’s 9-9-9 Plan Gets A Closer Look,” NPR, October 17, 2011, https://www.npr.org/2011/10/17/141427450/herman-cains-9-9-9-plan-gets-a-closer-look.]  [125:  Samuel Brown, William Gale, and Adam Looney, “TPC’s Analysis of Governor Romney’s Tax Proposals: A Follow-up Discussion” (Brookings Institution and Tax Policy Center, November 7, 2012), https://www.brookings.edu/research/the-tax-policy-centers-analysis-of-governor-romneys-tax-proposals-a-follow-up-discussion/. ] 

	Regardless, most important is the “x_greedy:version2016” variable, which describes how the relationship between xenophobia and a vote for a candidate associated with a populist movement changes between the 2012 and 2016 primary elections. Here, a one unit increase in the “x_greedy” variable is associated with a 21 percentage point decrease in the intercept. Thus, when changing from the 2012 to the 2016 primary, a decrease in xenophobia is associated with a 21 percentage point decrease in the predicted probability of voting for Trump. In short, these coefficients demonstrate that the relationship between xenophobic attitudes and the vote share of populist candidates was significantly stronger in 2016 than in 2012. Xenophobic attitudes were a stronger influence when determining the predicted probability of a vote for Trump than when determining the predicted probability of a vote for a Tea Party candidate, while controlling for alignment with Tea Party political positions. In concrete terms, voters who identified with the type of xenophobia propagated in Trumpism were more likely to vote for Trump than the Tea Party, regardless of their alignment with Tea Party policies. 
	For the reasons discussed in the anti-elitism analysis, the model repeats this linear regression while changing the dependent variable for the 2012 data set from a vote in the primary for Ron Paul, Michelle Bachmann, and Herman Cain to whether a respondent indicated “strong support” for the Tea Party among seven options ranging from “strong opposition” to “strong support.” The results are found in figure 2A. This model tells us that, for the 2012 primary election, there was no significant relationship between xenophobic attitudes and support for the Tea Party. However, the “x_greedy:version2016” variable, which a linear hypothesis test confirms is statistically significant, is very similar to the initial analysis of the xenophobia variable. Here, when changing from the 2012 to the 2016 primary, a one unit increase in the “x_greedy” variable is now associated with a 21.3 percentage point decrease in the intercept. This coefficient suggests that the conclusions from this initial analysis, in which the relationship between xenophobic attitudes and the vote share of populist candidates was considerably stronger in 2016 than in 2012, hold even after addressing the complications of classifying Tea Party presidential candidates as populist candidates. 
Difference 3: Populist Leaders in Tea Party Populism and Trumpism
	The presence of a populist leader is the third difference that will be examined. As discussed in chapter one, the leader of a populist movement embodies “the people,” and in doing so, ensures unity within the movement. While Donald Trump fulfilled this role within Trumpism, the Tea Party lacked a clear leader. This lack of a leader could have impacted the electoral success of the Tea Party, as compared to the Trump campaign, through a variety of mechanisms. For example, the absence of a single representative of the Tea Party in the primary election may have produced disagreement among local Tea Party groups as to who they should support, which in turn prevented them from using their grassroots organizing tactics to effectively support a presidential candidate. However, because this study focuses on the discursive and ideological differences between these two movements and their impact on electoral success, an accompanying model should analyze how the populist leader’s role within populist discourse and ideology influences populist movements’ appeal to voters. From this perspective, the appeal of a populist leader to voters should come from their unifying role. A strong leader that is able to unify their party and speak for “the people” appeals to those who harbor strong authoritarian attitudes, as those with strong authoritarian attitudes tend to display “a greater need for order and, conversely, less tolerance for confusion or ambiguity” as well as a “propensity to rely on established authorities to provide that order[footnoteRef:126]. The populist leader satisfies this need for order through their clear and simplistic role as the embodiment of “the people” that those with strong authoritarian attitudes can obey. Thus, voters with strong authoritarian attitudes should have voted for Trump in the 2016 primary election at a higher rate than they did for any of the Tea Party presidential candidates in the 2012 primary election. [126:  Marc J. Hetherington and Jonathan Daniel Weiler, Authoritarianism and Polarization in American Politics (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 34. ] 

Again, this claim is evaluated using a linear regression test where the dependent variable is whether a respondent voted for a candidate associated with either populist movement, the independent variable is a voters’ level of authoritarian attitude, and additional variables accounting for standard explanations for vote choice are added. The authoritarian attitude variable employs a scale measuring authoritarian attitudes developed by Hetherington and Weiler in Authoritarianism and Polarization in American Politics. This scale combines four questions on child-rearing in the ANES survey, which ask a respondent to choose one of two qualities as more desirable in children: “independence” or “respect for elders,” “obedience” or “self-reliance,” “curiosity” or “good manners,” and “being considerate” or “being well behaved.” The selection of “respect for elders,” “obedience,” “good manners,” and “being well behaved” are the choices that correspond with an authoritarian attitude[footnoteRef:127]. This method of measuring authoritarian attitudes has been shown to be accurate and is widely used among political scientists. The results of the model are found in figure 3. [127:  Id. 48. ] 

Similar to the analysis of anti-elitist attitudes, the “auth_greedy” variable, which corresponds with authoritarian attitudes, is not statistically significant, meaning that for the 2012 primary election, there was no statistically significant relationship between authoritarian attitudes and the vote share of populist candidates. Thus, for the “auth_greedy:version 2016” variable, which represents the change in the relationship between authoritarian attitudes and a vote for a candidate associated with a populist movement while shifting from the 2012 to the 2016 primary election, a linear hypothesis test is necessary. Executing this test confirms that the effect of authoritarian attitudes on the vote share of populist candidates in the 2016 primary is significantly different from zero. 
With the linear hypothesis test satisfied, this second variable means that a one unit increase in the “auth_greedy” variable is associated with a 12.2 percentage point increase in the intercept when changing from the 2012 primary to the 2016 primary. While in the 2012 primary, authoritarian attitudes did not exert a statistically significant effect on the predicted probability of voting for a Tea Party candidate, in 2016, an increase in authoritarian attitudes is associated with an increase in the predicted probability of voting for Trump. In other words, authoritarian attitudes were a greater influence on the predicted probability of voting for a candidate associated with a populist movement in the 2016 primary than in the 2012 primary. 
Repeating this analysis while changing the dependent variable for the 2012 data set to general Tea Party support yields nearly identical results. As can be seen in figure 3A, there is no statistically significant relationship between authoritarian attitudes and support for the Tea Party in the 2012 primary. When shifting from the 2012 primary to the 2016 primary, the variable measuring authoritarian attitudes is now associated with a 12.3 percentage point increase in the intercept. Accordingly, the weak association between Tea Party presidential candidates and Tea Party populism is unlikely to be solely responsible for the observed relationship between authoritarian attitudes and populist vote share over the course of the 2012 and 2016 primary elections.
Difference 4: The Host Ideologies of Tea Party Populism and Trumpism
	The final topic addressed will be the difference in host ideology between the two movements. Trumpism adopts the host ideology of ethnonationalism while occasionally departing from Republican orthodoxy. The Tea Party’s supported policies reflect traditional economic conservatism, such as reductions in welfare programs, regulations, and the size of government. Generally, while the Tea Party has clear policy stances, the ethnonationalism of Trumpism is colored by vague generalities (for example, “Build the Wall” or “Make America Great Again”) instead of being defined by specific policy positions. 
	Scholars who utilize the ideational approach to populism, and who have studied the relationship between populist movements, host ideologies, and voter behavior, have found that populist attitudes only predict vote choice for a populist party when an individual with strong populist attitudes and the populist party are ideologically proximate[footnoteRef:128]. This approach dictates that the host ideologies of Tea Party populism and Trumpism should impact vote choice; voters whose political positions were better aligned with one of the movement’s host ideologies may have voted for this movement in one primary election but not the other movement in the other primary election. Specifically, voters with relatively low alignment with the strict conservatism of the Tea Party but with strong populist attitudes may have voted for Trump but may have not voted for Tea Party candidates, as the Tea Party’s host ideology may have been too distant to activate these voters’ populist attitudes.  [128:  Kirk Hawkins and Levente Littvay, Contemporary U.S. Populism in Comparative Perspective (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 32.] 

	This proposition has already been partially tested. As mentioned in the first chapter, anti-elitism is a significant element of populism, meaning that the group of voters with strong anti-elitist attitudes likely includes voters with strong populist attitudes. While not all individuals with strong anti-elitist attitudes also have strong populist attitudes, virtually all individuals with strong populist attitudes will have strong anti-elitist attitudes. Thus, the analysis of the effects of anti-elitist attitudes on the vote share of populist candidates, while controlling for support for Tea Party policies, also provides a rough estimate of how populist attitudes affect the vote share of populist candidates while controlling for alignment with Tea Party political positions. These results suggest that, controlling for the effects of support for Tea Party policies, there would not be a significant relationship between populist attitudes and the predicted probability of voting for a Tea Party candidate, but there would be a significant relationship between populist attitudes and the predicted probability of voting for Trump. 
	Unfortunately, a lack of data in the 2012 ANES survey prevents an analysis of the relationship between populist attitudes and voting for populist candidates that uses the type of analysis performed earlier for anti-elitist attitudes. However, there is sufficient data to investigate how populist attitudes, while controlling for alignment with Tea Party positions, affects the predicted probability of a vote for Trump in the 2016 primary election. This investigation uses a linear regression model that includes a vote for Trump in the 2016 primary election as the dependent variable, alignment with Tea Party policies and affinity for populism as the two main independent variables, and standard explanations for voting behavior such as income, education, race, gender, and age.
The variable measuring support for Tea Party political positions is the same as in the previous analyses. The variable measuring populist attitudes combines the answers to seven different survey questions that capture the various aspects of the ideal type of populism. These questions are (1) “The people, and not politicians, should make our most important policy decisions,” (2) “The will of the majority should always prevail, even over the rights of minorities,” (3) “What our country really needs is a strong, determined leader who will crush evil and take us back to our true path,” (4) “What people call compromise in politics is really just selling out on one’s principles,” (5) “Most politicians do not care about the people,” (6) “ Most politicians care only about the interests of the rich and powerful,” and (7) “How widespread do you think corruption such as bribe taking is among politicians in the United States.” For questions (1) through (6), respondents were given options ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” 
	Question (1) gauges a respondent’s belief in popular sovereignty, as it essentially asks whether “the people” should rule. Question (2) evokes the pars pro toto logic of populism’s conception of “the people;” agreement with this question implies agreement with the proposition that a part of the population can act as the entirety of “the people.” Question (3) asks about the need for a strong leader to represent the movement and also the friend-enemy dichotomy between one’s own group and political opponents. A respondent who agrees with the need to “crush evil” likely holds a Manichean view of politics. The alignment between a respondent’s worldview and the friend-enemy dichotomy utilized by populism is also assessed by Question (4); one who views politics in this way would reject compromise. Finally, Questions (5), (6), and (7) target a respondent’s anti-elitism. They reference the key aspects of populist anti-elitism, including corruption within the elite and the violation of the people’s will by the elite. Together, these questions cover the main aspects of the ideal type of populism and should capture a respondent’s agreement with these core tenets of populism. The results of the model are found in figure 4. 
	First, the “p_greedy” variable, which is the populist attitude variable, is statistically significant with a value of 0.068, meaning that, while controlling for all other variables, a one unit increase in this variable is associated with a 6.8% increase in the intercept. Put differently, a one unit increase in populist attitude is associated with a 6.9% increase in the predicted probability of voting for Trump. Meanwhile, the “tp_greedy” variable, denoting the Tea Party policy alignment variable, is statistically significant with a value of 0.150, meaning that, while controlling for all other variables, a one unit increase in this variable is associated with a 15% increase in the intercept. In other words, a one unit increase in alignment with Tea Party policies is associated with a 15% increase in the predicted probability of voting for Trump. 
	Together, these conclusions demonstrate that both populist attitude and alignment with Tea Party political positions independently influence the predicted probability of voting for Trump. The relatively high value of the Tea Party policy variable is not surprising; given the similarities between Tea Party populism and Trumpism identified in the second chapter, it follows that Tea Partiers would be supportive of Trump. Importantly, the populist attitude variable indicates that, even without strong support of Tea Party policies, affinity for populism still influences voters’ decisions to vote for Trump. Thus, this variable supports the claim that voters who do not strictly adhere to traditional Republican orthodoxy, but who do harbor strong populist attitudes, gravitated towards Trump. 
	Between the earlier discussion of the interpretation of the anti-elitism analysis and this analysis of populist attitudes in the 2016 primary election, there is circumstantial evidence to support the overall theory. Further support can be found in other studies of Trumpism. A study by Kirk Hawkins and Levente Littvay in Contemporary U.S. Populism in Comparative Perspective follows a similar structure as this study, using 2016 ANES survey questions to investigate the relationship between populist attitudes and support for Trump. This study finds that “Trump’s populist appeal… was spread across the ideological and partisan spectra.”[footnoteRef:129]. Obviously, establishing the veracity of this theory with any certainty would require the type of temporal comparative analysis found in the analyses of the other differences between Tea Party populism and Trumpism. Nonetheless, there is still evidence that strongly suggests that the more ambiguous host ideology of Trumpism allowed it to appeal to a broader subset of voters than the Tea Party.  [129:  Hawkins and Littvay, Contemporary U.S. Populism in Comparative Perspective, 43.] 
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Summary of Results
This study used the ideal type of populism to identify four essential ideological differences between the populism of the Tea Party and the populism of the Trump movement. First, the anti-elitism of Trumpism, centered on the concept of the “establishment,” is vaguer and more flexible than the anti-elitism of Tea Party populism, which is more narrowly focused on a liberal elite in power with specific qualities. Second, Trumpism defines the true American people by invoking the threat of various foreign enemies, while Tea Party populism constructs the true American people through a dichotomy between “productive citizens” and “freeloaders.” Third, Trumpism is led by a charismatic leader who embodies the entire movement and “the people,” while the Tea Party lacks a clear leader. Finally, the two movements differ in their host ideology, as Tea Party populism strictly adopts right-wing conservative positions on economic and social issues, while the ethnonationalism of Trumpism loosely adheres to Republican orthodoxy while maintaining a distinct vagueness in its political positions. 
	Attempts to analyze these differences’ impact on the electoral success of the two movements yielded the following: First, higher levels of both anti-elitist and xenophobic attitudes exerted a larger impact on the predicted probability of a vote for Trump in the 2016 Republican presidential primary election than the predicted probability of a vote for a candidate associated with the Tea Party in the 2012 primary election, even while controlling for alignment with Tea Party positions. These results suggest that voters with strong anti-elitist and xenophobic views that corresponded with the type of anti-elitism and xenophobia espoused by Trumpism were more attracted to Trump than the Tea Party, regardless of whether they were closely aligned with Tea Party political positions. Second, higher levels of authoritarian attitudes exerted a larger impact on the predicted probability of a vote for Trump in the 2016 Republican presidential primary election than the predicted probability of a vote for a candidate associated with the Tea Party in the 2012 primary. Here, voters with strong authoritarian attitudes appeared to gravitate towards Trumpism but not towards the Tea Party. Finally, this study found circumstantial evidence to support the assertion that the more ambiguous host ideology of Trumpism attracted a broader swath of voters. 
Weaknesses in the Study
	Before discussing the implications of these conclusions, weaknesses in the study will be addressed. The most obvious weakness concerns the choice of variables in the regression analysis. One could argue that this analysis has only established that Trump was more successful than the Tea Party in appealing to voters with anti-elitist, xenophobic, and authoritarian attitudes, and that it has not demonstrated that the populist nature of Trump campaign was responsible for this greater appeal. However, as demonstrated in the second chapter, the elements of the Trump brand of populism are not separable, but actually constitutive of the Trump campaign. The most prominent aspects of the Trump campaign, whether slogans such as “Build the Wall” and “Make America Great Again,” the relentless attacks on opponents, or Trump’s signature rallies, all implicitly or explicitly reflect the underlying populist logic of the movement. Therefore, if the Trump campaign was more appealing than the Tea Party to voters with anti-elitist, xenophobic, and authoritarian attitudes, then the populist logics, discourses, and ideologies of Trumpism played a significant role in this phenomenon. 
	A related argument concerning the choice of variables is that these variables merely capture voters’ affinities for the general components of the ideal type of populism. One could argue that this analysis only measures whether populist movements’ exhibition of these general components of the ideal type of populism is related to electoral success. This critique is valid for analysis of authoritarian attitudes, as it is intended to assess solely how the presence or absence of a populist leader, and hence the presence or absence of one of the components of the ideal type, affects voter behavior. However, an examination of the survey questions used to create the xenophobia and anti-elitism variables rebuts this argument for these two variables. Both of these variables were designed to specifically capture voters’ affinities for elements of Trumpism, meaning that they measure voters’ affinities for Trumpism’s adaptations of the components of the ideal type and not the general components outlined in the first chapter. For example, the xenophobia variable is supposed to measure how voters respond to Trumpism’s conception of the true American people that heavily utilizes xenophobia. It does not measure how voters respond to a populist movements’ use of a pars pro toto logic to construct a conception of the true people, which would be the general component of the ideal type. 
	Another potential critique focuses on the temporal aspect of the study. Is it possible that changes in American society, and not differences between Tea Party populism and Trumpism, are responsible for these results? Evidence suggests not. There were no cataclysmic events in American society, such as the 2008 financial crisis, that occurred between 2012 and 2016 and that could have been responsible for drastic shifts in voter behavior. Further, the time period is too short for long-term demographic and macroeconomic trends to have exerted massive effects on voters. Beyond these macro-level influences, the electorate did not simply become more populist between 2012 and 2016; the study by Hawkins and Littvay referenced in the third chapter finds that the overall level of populist attitudes in the United States were quite stable between 2012 and 2016[footnoteRef:130]. Of course, a variety of factors contributed to Trump’s electoral success, and undoubtedly some of these factors influence the dependent and independent variables in this analysis. The main point here is that there is little evidence to suggest that there is an alternate cause that can fully and independently explain the relationships observed in this study.  [130:  Hawkins and Littvay, Contemporary U.S. Populism in Comparative Perspective, 30.] 

A final weakness involves sampling. The ANES survey data used in this study employs a complex sampling design, meaning that the data includes weights to account for a variety of factors impacting the likelihood of selection among respondents. As noted by ANES, the necessity of these weights for regression analyses has been questioned, given that poststratification components of the weights, such as age and education, are typically included in the regression model[footnoteRef:131] (as they are in the models in this study). Nonetheless, ANES still recommends using the sample weights for regression models. Because the models used here combine ANES data from the 2012 and 2016 surveys, and these surveys use different complex sampling designs, they are unable to use the sampling weights. Therefore, the statistical significance of these results could be impacted by this omission; to fully verify these results, this study would have to be repeated with weighted data.  [131:  Matthew DeBell, “How to Analyze ANES Survey Data,” ANES Technical Report Series (American National Election Studies, Stanford University, May 2010).] 

Implications for American Politics
As a whole, the results of this study indicate that differences between Trumpism and Tea Party populism allowed Trumpism to better appeal to certain subsets of voters. Concomitantly, this conclusion indicates that, in the context of modern American politics, not all right-wing populist movements are created equal; based on the components of their populist ideology, some are more advantageously positioned for electoral success. This conclusion certainly has implications for a wide range of topics in American politics, including Trump’s electoral success, the trajectory of right-wing American populism, and the general state of populism in the nation.
The results of this study are consistent with current explanations for Trump’s electoral success but also offer new interpretations of these explanations. Among studies of societal factors contributing to Trump’s electoral success, two theories predominate. One suggests that Trump attracted working-class voters who had been harmed by globalization and neoliberalism and who desired a candidate ostensibly detached from the two mainstream political parties that had instituted such policies. The other argues that resentment over the proliferation of progressive values, and this proliferation’s subsequent effect on traditional institutions and social dynamics, fueled the support for Trump[footnoteRef:132]. Meanwhile, specialized studies of voter behavior found that populist, xenophobic, and authoritarianian attitudes were all correlated with voting for Trump[footnoteRef:133][footnoteRef:134][footnoteRef:135]. This study confirms the validity of these explanations, as it also finds that these three attitudes affected the predicted probability of voting for Trump. Furthermore, the investigation of the discursive and ideological elements of Trumpism in the second chapter indicates that Trumpism would have appealed to those harmed by recent economic policies, through its anti-elitism directed at those in power who were responsible for the imposition of neoliberal and globalist policies, and those resentful of shifting societal values, through its attachment of whiteness and Christianity to the conception of the true American people and its stated goal of restoring the nation to its former glory.  [132:  Hawkins and Littvay, Contemporary U.S. Populism in Comparative Perspective, 20-21.]  [133:  Wendy Rahn, “Populism in the U.S.: The Evolution of the Trump Constituency,” in The Ideational Approach to Populism, ed. Kirk Hawkins et al. (London: Routledge, 2018), 364.]  [134:  Beyza Buyuker et al., “Race Politics Research and the American Presidency: Thinking about White Attitudes, Identities and Vote Choice in the Trump Era and Beyond,” The Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 6, no. 3 (2021): 600–641, 606]  [135:  Lucian Gideon Conway and James D. McFarland, “Do Right-Wing and Left-Wing Authoritarianism Predict Election Outcomes?: Support for Obama and Trump across Two United States Presidential Elections,” Personality and Individual Differences 138 (February 2019): 84-87: 84.] 

Importantly, these existing explanations for Trump’s success can be reinterpreted in consideration of this study. First, these different explanations can be understood as related in the sense that they reflect different aspects of the overarching populist ideology of Trumpism; hence, they are not oppositional but instead complementary. Second, the temporal context is relevant. Because this study demonstrates that Trumpism was better able to appeal to certain groups of voters than Tea Party populism, this study subsequently raises an interesting question: Does this conclusion hold for the existing scholarship on the electoral success of Trump? In other words, were the factors identified by studies of the electoral success of Trump relatively stable between the 2012 and 2016 elections, and is the reason for Trump’s greater success due to his greater ability to take advantage of those factors than the Tea Party? Both of these re-interpretations of existing scholarship invite further investigation. 
Moving forward, Trumpism has obtained control of much of the Republican party, meaning that some form of Trumpism is likely to be dominant in the party for the next election cycle. As many politicians, such as Senator Josh Hawley, Senator Ted Cruz, and Governor Ron DeSantis, seek to replace or succeed Trump as the leader of this populist Republican Party, they will presumably expand upon Trumpism and tailor it to their personal worldviews. This analysis suggests that such modifications may impact their electoral success. For example, a candidate who pursues an internal distinction in defining the true American people may perform worse than one who utilizes the conception of the true American people found in Trumpism. Thus, the modifications that these politicians make to Trumpism may provide clues as to who will ultimately succeed Trump.
In a broader sense, the fact that these right-wing American populist movements can evolve to become more successful suggests that, absent proactive measures to counteract populist movements and address the root causes of populist support, populism will continue to pervade the right for the foreseeable future. In other words, an approach of simply waiting for populism to fade may not be a tenable solution for American democracy. Political scientists working on solutions to combat populism must act accordingly. 
Implications for the Study of Populism
	This study affirms that the relationship between populist ideology and electoral success is a fruitful area of research. Within the field of scholarship on populism, there is a new and burgeoning focus on the electoral performance of populist movements. Beyond the macro-level explanations of the conditions that facilitate the rise of modern populist movements, new studies have investigated particular factors that impact the electoral success of populist movements, such as the intersection of majoritarian electoral systems with inter-regional disparities[footnoteRef:136] and the messaging of moderate political parties[footnoteRef:137]. Other studies have employed comparative analyses between temporally and geographically similar populist movements, with the aim of explaining differential levels of electoral success. Such studies cover left- and right-wing populist “protest parties” in Sweden[footnoteRef:138] and the Five-Star Movement and the League in Italy[footnoteRef:139]. This study contributes to this body of scholarship and suggests that differences in the ideologies and discourses of populist movements are both an important factor influencing the electoral success of populist movements and an area worthy of future investigation. New topics arising from this study, and that could be pursued further, include examining whether certain components of the ideal type of populism influence electoral success more than others and investigating which groups of voters respond best to modifications to populist ideologies.
 [136:  Jason S. Spicer, “Electoral Systems, Regional Resentment and the Surprising Success of Anglo-American Populism,” Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy, and Society 11, no. 1 (March 2018).]  [137:  Timo Lochocki, “The Unstoppable Far Right?: How Established Parties’ Communication and Media Reporting of European Affairs Affect the Electoral Advances of Right-Populist Parties” (German Marshall Fund of the United States, January 1, 2014).]  [138:  Paul Taggart, The New Populism and the New Politics : New Protest Parties in Sweden in a Comparative Perspective (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1996).]  [139:  Manuela Caiani, “The Populist Parties and Their Electoral Success: Different Causes behind Different Populisms? The Case of the Five-Star Movement and the League,” Contemporary Italian Politics 11, no. 3 (July 2019): 236–50.] 
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