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MEASURING POPULISM
IN NEW ZEALAND

Lara Greaves and Jack Vowles

If populism is a coherent, underlying set of attitudes that is present in
the minds and emotions of voters, it should be measurable by asking
people questions in surveys (Geurkink, Zaslove, Sluiter & Jacobs, 2019).!
Indeed, using somewhat different approaches, various efforts have been
made to measure populist public attitudes within and across nations
(Gidron & Bonikowski, 2013; Norris & Inglehart, 2019; Roodujin,
2018; see also Castanho Silva, Jungkunz, Helbling & Littvay, 2019). In
this chapter, we consider two alternative ways of measuring populism
using questions from the 2017 New Zealand Election Study (NZES),
some of which form part of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems
(CSES) (Module 5) (CSES, 2019) designed to measure populism, and
others that are specific to the NZES.? Following Mudde (2004), the CSES
questions were principally designed to estimate exclusionary populism
and comprise three core domains: antipathy towards elites, representative
democracy and outgroups (Hobolt, Anduiza, Carkoglu, Lutz & Sauger,
2016). As explained in Chapter 1, we argue that an exclusionary form of

1 It is necessary to provide a brief note on some terminology used in this chapter (see De Vaus
[2014] for further information). We aim to measure populism and authoritarianism through survey
questions. In survey research and scale development, researchers aim to measure an underlying latent
construct through survey questions (sometimes called ‘items’). Multiple questions comprise a scale,
which can be defined as a set of questions that work together to measure an underlying construct.

2 Charles Crothers contributed to an earlier version of this chapter—we acknowledge and thank
him for his work and comments on the final draft.
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populism provides too narrow a definition, regardless of context; defining
populism in such terms is even more problematic in (post)colonial
societies such as New Zealand.> Drawing on some CSES questions and
other questions specific to the NZES, we instead develop two scales,
following Norris and Inglehart (2019), which split populism away from
authoritarianism. We then analyse scores on this measure of populism
and authoritarianism across a range of demographics, to investigate who
is more likely to endorse populism and authoritarianism.

Populism in the Comparative Study of
Electoral Systems and the New Zealand
Election Study

The CSES is a collaborative project that includes more than 60 election
studies worldwide. Participating nations run the same module of questions,
alongside some other core questions and demographics, to allow for
the creation of a cross-national, open-access dataset. The latest module,
included in the 2017 NZES, examines populism. For the purposes of
the CSES module, populism was defined as ‘citizens™ attitudes towards
political elites, majority rule and outgroups in representative democracy’

(Hobolt et al., 2016, p. 3) (see Figure 3.1).

The set of 17 questions was conceptualised as a triangle. The corners
represent three key aspects of populism: attitudes towards political elites,
attitudes towards majority rule and representative democracy and attitudes
towards the out-group (assumed to be immigrants). In the following
sections, we present the questions and the percentages of participants
who agreed with them, alongside a discussion of how these relate to the
measurement of populism in New Zealand.

3 Some would label New Zealand as a postcolonial nation; that is, we experienced colonisation.
However, many Maori academics argue that the nation is not postcolonial because Maori are szill
experiencing colonisation and its effects (Smith, 2012).
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Figure 3.1: The components of populist attitudes.
Source: Reproduced from Hobolt et al. (2016).

The Components of Populism in
New Zealand?: Attitudes towards
Political Elites

A core element of exclusionary or authoritarian populism is the creation
of contrast between ‘us’ (the pure, regular, ordinary people) and ‘them’
(the corrupt, untrustworthy, polluted elites) (Mudde, 2007; Mudde
& Kaltwasser, 2012). This contrast positions elites as uncaring and
untrustworthy: a ‘problem’ for ordinary New Zealanders. To assess
attitudes towards elites, participants were asked to rate the following
questions on a scale from 1 (‘strongly agree’) to 5 (‘strongly disagree’):

*  ‘Most politicians do not care about the people’ (31 per cent agreed or
strongly agreed)

*  ‘Most politicians are trustworthy’ (in this case, 36 per cent disagreed
or strongly disagreed)*

* ‘Politicians are the main problem in New Zealand’ (20 per cent agreed
or strongly agreed).

4 Inscale development, it is best practice to include a balanced number of negatively and positively
worded items, to avoid agreement bias—the tendency to agree with survey items and statements in

general (De Vaus, 2014).
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One aspect of this anti-elite component of populism is the idea that, if
one perceives elites as untrustworthy, it follows that they also engage in
corruption. An additional question, rated on a scale of 1 (‘very widespread’)
to 4 (‘very unusual’), asked participants about the extent to which they
perceive that corruption is a regular part of politics:

* ‘How widespread or unusual do you think corruption such as bribe-
taking is among politicians and public servants in New Zealand?’
(22 per cent felt it was ‘very or ‘quite’ widespread).

This question refers to the level of perceived corruption—here, there
exists an inherent assumption that very little aczual corruption occurs in
many established democracies (Kaufmann, Kraay & Mastruzzi, 2007;
Zirker & Barrett, 2017). Therefore, the question is intended to measure
the perception that elites are corrupt, rather than experiences of actual
corruption. Indeed, New Zealand ranks highly in the 2018 Transparency
International anti-corruption index, ranking second of 180 nations
(Transparency International, 2018). Despite this relatively high ranking,
the level of agreement to the corruption question demonstrates that
approximately one in every five participants feels that corruption is ‘very’
or ‘quite’ widespread.

Finally, a question was designed to specifically index left-wing populism
(Hobolt et al., 2016), tapping into the idea that large corporations wield
some control over politicians, because political elites ally with the interests
of such groups rather than everyday people:

*  ‘Most politicians care only about the interests of the rich and powerful’
(35 per cent agreed or strongly agreed).

Together, this group of questions creates an index of views regarding
political elites and their role: as caring and trustworthy or uncaring ‘sell-
outs’, only interested in helping the rich and powerful. However, herein lies
a problem that has been highlighted by various critics (see, e.g. Geurkink
etal., 2019). Some of these questions are very close, in conceptual terms,
to questions used to estimate external political efficacy. External political
efficacy is defined as the sense that politicians are responsive to the
demands of public opinion or, more specifically, the wishes of the person
being surveyed or interviewed (Craig & Maggiotto, 1982; Easton, 1965,
1975; Norris, 2011). If elites are indeed unresponsive, and voters perceive
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them to be so, does this make the people, by definition, populist? Further,
if a specific group of voters feels particularly ignored, does this make them
more populist?

Two key efforts have been made to address this potential problem: using
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis,’ researchers have found
sufficient separation between sets of questions relating to external efficacy
and to populism (Geurkink et al., 2019). However, this is not the case for
the CSES instruments. Indeed, the efficacy question defined by Geurkink
etal. is very close to the first CSES populism question listed above as part of
‘attitudes to elites and another addresses trust in politicians. In the article
in question, this forms another measurable dimension that is distinct from
populism. Indeed, almost all the CSES ‘attitudes to elites’ questions can
be criticised as relating to external political efficacy. A better approach is
to identify more deep-seated populist attitudes and distinguish these from
short-term responses to ‘representation gaps that affect political efficacy
(Kaltwasser, Vehrkamp & Wratil, 2019). Fortunately, the CSES contains
two other questions that may be used together as an alternative estimate
of external efficacy (Ikeda, Kobayashi & Hoshimoto, 2008). These ask
participants to rate: (a) ‘who is in power’ and (b) ‘voting’ on a 1-5 scale,
where 1 is that it will not make any difference and 5 is that it makes a ‘big’
difference (see Vowles, 2016).

Challenges to Representative Democracy

Another component of the CSES version of populism concerns
majoritarian political values, coupled with dislike of the current system of
representative democracy (Hobolt et al., 2016; Kriesi, 2014). This scale
positions the ‘regular people’ (as opposed to the elites) as the majority, who
are viewed as those who should be making the decisions in a democracy.
Higher endorsement of this dimension could lead to support for changes
to the system, to include a more direct link between political decisions
and the people, in part by removing the power of politicians. The first

5  These are statistical techniques that allow researchers to determine which survey questions tap
into the same underlying latent construct as other questions. They allow researchers to see which
questions ‘hang together’, or have similar ‘factor loadings’, to create a scale (De Vaus, 2014).

6 ‘Politicians are not interested in what people like me think’ and ‘Political parties are only
interested in my vote, not my opinions’.
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question can be interpreted as favouring greater use of direct democracy,
rather than representative democracy (rated on a scale from 1 [‘strongly
agree’] to 5 [‘strongly disagree’]):

* “The people, and not politicians, should make our most important
policy decisions’ (51 per cent agreed or agreed strongly).

This suggests that New Zealanders tend to support the use of direct rather
than representative democracy and decision-making through referenda or
other methods by which regular, everyday people may have their voices
heard on policy matters. Work with survey data in New Zealand has
shown that support for referenda has increased over time and may now
be as high as 70 per cent (Bowler, Donovan & Karp, 2007; Greaves &
Milne, 2019).7

The next question investigates the notion of compromise. In politics,
particularly in a mixed member proportional (MMP) system, compromise
is part of the decision-making process, whether it be with coalition
partners or other groups (Church & McLeay, 2003; McLeay & Vowles,
2007). This question indicates the extent to which participants disagree
with compromise, which inevitably moderates any ideologically motivated
policy that they might support, and also tests ‘anti-pluralism’:

*  “What people call compromise in politics is really just selling out on
one’s principles’ (38 per cent strongly agreed or agreed).

There also exists a question regarding protecting the rights of minorities,
which is worded using very broad language that could include a range of
groups. Attitudes towards minority rights have been linked to exclusionary
populism; diverse groups, based on gender, sexuality, ethnicity, religion
or culture, have been framed as receiving a disproportionate amount
of power. In the case of New Zealand, this manifests in relation to
a cisgender,® straight, Pakeha, ‘Kiwi’ and secular (or Christian) majority
(Plattner, 2010). However, this statement received a relatively low level
of support:

* “The will of the majority should always prevail, even over the rights
of minorities’ (28 per cent strongly agreed or agreed).

7 'This high level of support includes favouring referendums in general, so including advisory
referendums, not necessarily binding ones, both of which are features of New Zealand politics.

8  People whose gender identity matches what their culture expects their gender to be, based on
their biological sex at birth.
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Populists may also wish to bypass traditional representative democracy via
a strong leader who can act as a conduit between the will of the people
and political decisions (Canovan, 1999; Gidron & Bonikowski, 2013;
Tonescu & Gellner, 1969). This hypothetical strong leader would possess
the power to override typical policy processes and ignore other politicians
and the media (Hobolt et al., 2016; Kriesi, 2014). A notable recent
example of this is Donald Trump’s announcements of policy, and various
other communications, via Twitter (Norris & Inglehart, 2019). The
survey asked a question regarding support for the idea of such a strong
leader, rated on the same 1 (‘strongly agree’) to 5 (‘strongly disagree’) scale:

* ‘Having a strong leader in government is good for New Zealand, even
if the leader bends the rules to get things done’ (43 per cent agreed
or strongly agreed).

These results are striking; however, they should be interpreted with some
caution. This question is double-barrelled: it indicates support for both
a strong leader in government and a leader who bends rules. Therefore,
some people may have disagreed regarding rule-bending but nevertheless
selected ‘agree’ due to their strong desire for a strong leader. Regardless
of how people read this question, the results indicate that nearly half the
participants feel that such a leader would be a good thing for New Zealand.

Attitudes towards Outgroups

Finally, to create the ‘pure’ authentic, real people under the CSES working
definition of populism, there exists a dimension of opposition towards ‘the
other’, the out-group (Hobolt et al., 2016). However, besides excluding
those ‘elites’ (investigated in the first dimension), the out-group must be
defined. This is where the CSES approach to populism encounters the
greatest difficulty in the New Zealand context. The classic outgroup targets
of populism are generally immigrants, particularly those from ethnic
minority groups, religions or cultures that are viewed as distant from, or
threatening towards, the majority (Mudde & Kaltwasser, 2012; Norris &
Inglehart, 2019; Zaslove, 2008). However, how does this component of
the scale, or working definition, fit in the context of a vocal, indigenous
minority? In the New Zealand context, many of these questions lack
applicability because they mix concepts.
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To use a cliché, New Zealand is a land of immigrants, at least relative to
most European nations. The majority group in New Zealand (European,
also called Pakeha) only became the majority approximately six to seven
generations ago (in about 1860). Indeed, many Pakeha are more recent
immigrants than this (Phillips, 2015). As of the 2018 New Zealand Census,
people of European descent comprise the majority of the population
(70.2 per cent), followed by indigenous Maori peoples (16.5 per cent),
those of Asian descent (15.1 per cent; largely those of Chinese, Filipino
and Indian ethnicities), Pacific peoples (8.1 per cent; more than two-
thirds of whom are New Zealand—born) and other ethnicities such as
Middle Eastern, African and Latin American peoples (2.7 per cent). The
2018 Census also showed that 27 per cent of the population were born
outside New Zealand (Statistics New Zealand, 2019).

There is still considerable debate regarding New Zealand national identity
and the extent to which it includes elements of Maori versus European
cultures (biculturalism) and/or multiculturalism (see, e.g. Bell, 2009, 2014;
MclIntosh, Liu, McCreanor & Teaiwa, 2005). For the CSES definition of
populism to gain leverage, national identity must be defined in such a way
that distinguishes between insiders and outsiders (Hobolt et al., 2016).
In the broader literature, this component of populism has been called
‘nativism’; this is yet another concept that is difficult to define. In one line of
thinking, nativism has been defined as opposition to minority groups within
one’s country due to their foreign connections (Higham, 2002). However,
Mudde has described nativism as ‘an ideology which holds that states should
be inhabited exclusively by members of the native group’ (2007, p. 19).
There are clear problems with applying the concept of nativism to New
Zealand, where the majority group have colonised an indigenous group that
still comprise a large, vocal and politically conscious minority. Therefore, a
problem is posed regarding defining ‘the other’.

Many of the questions in this scale domain could be understood by
respondents as a reference to outsiders or ethnic minority groups.
However, others more specifically mention ‘immigrants’ (again, rated on
a five-point agreement scale):

*  ‘New Zealand culture is generally harmed by immigrants’ (22 per cent
strongly agree or agree)

* ‘Immigrants increase crime rates in New Zealand’ (16 per cent strongly
agree or agree)

* ‘Immigrants are generally good for New Zealand’s economy’ (reverse-
worded; 15 per cent disagreed/strongly disagreed).
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The results demonstrate that a minority, albeit a substantial minority,
of participants (15-22 per cent) are comfortable expressing explicit
prejudice towards immigrants to New Zealand. It should be noted that
this attitudinal dimension is usually difficult to measure. Asking people
to indicate agreement with such explicit statements underestimates the
prevalence of these views due to social desirability bias.” People struggle to
accurately estimate their own prejudice; a degree of implicit or unconscious
bias is evident in the majority of people (for a summary that is relevant
to New Zealand, see Blank & Houkamau, 2017). Therefore, this set of
questions likely underestimates anti-immigrant prejudice.

In developing the populism scale, Hobolt et al. (2016) note that, across
nations, the most visible and controversial out-group is immigrants
(Zaslove, 2008). The questions allow the participants to transpose
their own ideas of who the ‘immigrants’ are onto the question. Most
immigrants to New Zealand comprise those from the ‘Anglosphere’
(Australia, the United Kingdom and the United States) and Europe
(Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment, 2016). While some
negativity exists regarding English ‘Pommie’ immigrants,' it is usually
comparatively inoffensive (NZPA, 2010). Scores on this dimension are
more likely to indicate prejudice towards immigrants from regions viewed
as having cultures dissimilar to New Zealand (e.g. Asia, India and the
Middle East). International testing of these questions has suggested that
endorsement of these statements is related to prejudice towards Muslim
immigrants, in particular (Hobolt et al., 2016). Further, in support of
these international findings, past national survey research has shown
that New Zealanders hold more anger and less warmth towards Arabs
and Muslims, as compared to other groups (Shaver, Sibley, Osborne &
Bulbulia, 2017; Shaver, Troughton, Sibley & Bulbulia, 2016).

While these first questions aim to detect direct, explicit prejudice towards
immigrants, other components (of the attitudes towards out-groups
questions) involve positioning national identity and what immigrants
(or others) must do to be a ‘New Zealander’. Exclusionary populists wish
to create a solid, national in-group identity, one that cannot be penetrated
by outsiders/immigrants. However, the existence of a relatively large and

9 ‘Social desirability bias’ is the idea that people want to present themselves in a positive light, even
in an anonymous questionnaire (De Vaus, 2014).

10 The term ‘Pommie’ is also found in South Africa and Australia—its origins are a contraction
of ‘pomegranate’, referring to the tendency of light-skinned people to suffer from acute sunburn.
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vocal indigenous group problematises the position of nativists. The New
Zealand national identity—the ‘we’ that populists attempt to define—is
altered by the (post)colonial context and the existence of a clear indigenous
minority group, members of which can assert a more authentic claim to
the national identity than those descended from later colonists. Indeed,
work on implicit association tests has shown that Pakeha New Zealanders
equally associate Pakeha and Maori symbols and faces to New Zealand,
whereas this was not the case in Australia with Indigenous Australians
(Sibley & Barlow 2009; Sibley, Liu & Khan, 2008).

Past research has documented several strategies that New Zealand nativists
have used to claim the ‘New Zealand’ identity. For example, some adopt
a superordinate ‘New Zealander’ category that includes certain tokenistic
aspects of Te Ao Maori (the Maori world) but not those more confronting
or demanding aspects such as reparations for past injustices (Sibley, 2010).
Symbolically, many embrace Maori culture as part of the national identity
with the use of the haka (ceremonial dance) in sports games or a powhiri
(welcome) to greet international guests. However, support for Maori
reparations by way of claims to redress past injustices is much weaker; for
example, in the 2017 NZES, 33 per cent of eligible voters were opposed
to legal recognition of the Treaty of Waitangi. Some opponents of
recognition of Miori rights seek to fast track the claims settlement process
while framing it as the “Treaty-grievance industry’ (Barnes et al., 2012;
Sibley 2010; Smith & Abel, 2015; see also Chapter 7). Such opponents
argue against claims to Maori sovereignty and self-determination and
continue to repeat calls to abolish the Maori electorates. The conservative
Pakeha approach, as explained in Chapter 1, is to postulate the existence
of only ‘one nation’ or ‘one people’, folding Maori into a superordinate,
inclusive New Zealander or ‘Kiwi’ category. Examples of people classifying
themselves into the superordinate ‘New Zealander’ category may be
observed in the inaugural parliamentary speeches of Maori members of
parliament (MPs) Winston Peters and Simon Bridges (Bridges, 2010).
Another example is the 2006 national census controversy, in which
430,000 people (11.1 per cent of the population) identified with the
‘New Zealander’ label regarding their ethnicity; later analyses showed that
almost all of these were of Pakeha descent (Kukutai & Didham, 2009). A

universal scale of populism is unlikely to draw out this complexity.

These issues surrounding national identity mean that it is difficult to
conceptualise a national identity with standardised comparative questions.

In the NZES, we used modified versions of the CSES questions.
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We measured the extent to which people believe that ‘to be a true New
Zealander it is important’ to abide by the following four statements
(rated on a 1 [‘very important’] to 4 [‘not important at all’] scale):

* “To have been born in New Zealand’ (47 per cent rated this as ‘fairly’
or ‘very’ important)

* “To have Maori ancestry’ (13 per cent rated this as ‘fairly’ or ‘very’
important)

* “To be able to speak English OR Maori’ (75 per cent rated this as
‘fairly’ or ‘very’ important)

* “To follow New Zealand customs and traditions’ (80 per cent rated
this as ‘fairly’ or ‘very’ important).

The results suggest that those who rated New Zealand birth and/or Maori
ancestry as important view immigrants as not fully meeting the criteria
of a ‘true New Zealander’, thereby rendering them less strongly identified
with the ‘New Zealander’ in-group. Endorsement of these ideas constitutes
what has been called nativism, or a preference for people born/from here.
However, translation of these concepts into the New Zealand context is
problematic. Both Maori, as tangata whenua (people of the land), and
tauiwi (those without iwi—non-Maori) may feel as though they are from
New Zealand; most New Zealand—born Pakeha have no citizenship rights
other than in New Zealand and some can claim New Zealand descent over
several generations. It would have been difficult to word the third question
in such a way as to make sense to participants regarding the nature of ‘New
Zealand ancestry’. Thus, we aimed to investigate the Pakeha heritage side
of ‘New Zealand ancestry’ with an additional question. Averaged together
with the Maori ancestry question, this possibly gives the most accurate
representation of this aspect of nativism:

* ‘For one’s grandparents to have been born in New Zealand’ (26 per cent
rated this as ‘very’ or ‘fairly’ important).

Leaving aside debates regarding what exactly constitutes New Zealand
customs (Bell, 2009, 2014; MclIntosh etal., 2005), the final question of this
component asks whether minorities should assimilate. Unlike questions
relating to in-group exclusivity, these are both components of national
identity that may be attained, albeit with some effort, by immigrants
(Humpage & Greaves, 2017):
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* ‘Minorities should adapt to the customs and traditions of the majority’
(38 per cent ‘strongly agreed” or ‘agreed’).

Again, in the New Zealand context, it is unclear how this question would
be read by participants. The Pakeha majority could read ‘minorities as
relating to both Maori and immigrants. Populist rhetoric in New Zealand
has often targeted Maori. This question was placed in the questionnaire
before questions on immigrants, which may have helped to mitigate
the conflation; however, it is still unclear whether this means one group
(Maori), the other (immigrants) or both.

To test how this scale ‘fits’ the New Zealand context (statistically),
we conducted an exploratory factor analysis on the CSES populism
questions. On CSES-based assumptions, there would be three underlying
factors; however, using the NZES data, we found five—the attitudes
towards out-groups questions split into three (see Table A3.1). We present
a visual representation of this in Figure 3.2. One of these factors
contained the immigration-related questions; another included the
questions relating to certain aspects of being a ‘true New Zealander’ that
were unobtainable to immigrants, such as being born in New Zealand,
having grandparents born here and having Maori ancestry (we can call
this ‘in-group exclusivity’ or simply nativism). A final factor—cultural
adaptation or conformity—related to those aspects of being a ‘true New
Zealander’ that were obtainable for more recent migrants: following
‘New Zealand customs and traditions’ (whatever they are) and being able
to speak English or te reo Maori (the Maori language). In summary, New
Zealand presents an intriguing case in relation to out-group attitudes; we
await further analysis of how these questions fit other colonised countries
when CSES data are collected and become available. Some preliminary
evidence is already available: compared to six alternative scales, the CSES
populism scale rates high on internal coherence and external validity
but low on conceptual breadth and cross-national validity—the latter is
a concern, given the comparative purpose of the CSES (Castanho Silva
et al., 2019). Meanwhile, the CSES anti-elitist populism scale correlates
(weakly) at r = —0.21, with a scale comprising the two external efficacy
questions discussed earlier.
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Figure 3.2: Five-factor structure underlying the CSES questions
in the NZES.

Source: Adapted and modified from Hobolt et al. (2016).

Given this, our ability to compare across countries is questionable. From
the first release of the CSES Module 5, available at the time of writing,
there were 13 other countries for comparison: eight European (Austria,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania and Montenegro),
three Asian (Hong Kong, South Korea and Taiwan), one North American
(the United States) and one South American (Chile) nation (CSES, 2019).

In our analysis of these data, based on the scales discussed above, New
Zealand scored lowest (was the least apparently populist) on two of the three
dimensions: anti-elite attitudes and attitudes to ‘out-groups’. The ‘out-
group’ finding is as expected; defining who is ‘out’ or ‘in’ is more difhicult
in New Zealand than elsewhere. The anti-elite finding is reinforced by
longitudinal analysis of external political efficacy in New Zealand, which
has continued to improve following a trough in the early 1990s (Vowles,
2018); however, this simply underpins our earlier scepticism regarding
at least one instrument included in the scale. New Zealand also scored
second lowest on negative attitudes to representative democracy. This is
despite high levels of support for direct democracy in New Zealand and
a relatively high desire for strong leadership. In summary, there are many
weaknesses associated with using the CSES populism scale in the New
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Zealand context and, indeed, elsewhere. There are more appropriate ways
to conceptualise populism in New Zealand. We now move on to attempts
to generate scales more consistent with our own theory, following the
approach of Norris and Inglehart (2019), which separates populism and

authoritarianism.

Populism and Authoritarianism

Ciritical examination of populist theory in Chapter 1 and the empirical
analysis presented above both confirm thatan alternative operationalisation
of the concept is required. As noted previously, it is necessary to isolate
exclusionary (anti-immigrant) components, particularly in the New
Zealand context. Norris and Inglehart develop separate estimates of
authoritarianism and populism, defining populism as ‘a style of rhetoric
reflecting first-order principles about who should rule, claiming that
legitimate power rests with “the people” not the elites’ (2019, p. 4). They
define authoritarianism as ‘a cluster of values prioritising collective security
for the group at the expense of liberal autonomy for the individual’ (p. 7).
We now present questions that could be used as proxy measures for these
concepts, drawing on those included in the 2017 NZES. We present the
source (either CSES or NZES) and the percentage of participants who
agreed or strongly agreed with the question in parentheses.

Populism

We estimated populist attitudes from six questions that position
‘the people’ as the legitimate source of power, versus ‘the elites’. These
were drawn from three CSES questions and three questions specific to the

NZES (o = 0.74):"

* “The people, and not politicians, should make our most important
policy decisions’ (CSES; 51 per cent strongly agreed or agreed)

*  ‘Most politicians care only about the interests of the rich and powerful’
(CSES; 35 per cent strongly agreed or agreed)

* ‘How widespread or unusual do you think corruption such as bribe-
taking is among politicians and public servants in New Zealand?
(CSES; 22 per cent selected ‘very’ or ‘quite’ widespread)

11 This estimate is derived from a Cronbach’s Alpha test. Generally, a score of 0.7 or above is
considered to indicate that an index reliably captures an underlying dimension.
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*  “What people call compromise in politics is really just selling out on
one’s principles’ (CSES; 38 per cent strongly agreed or agreed)

* “The New Zealand Government is largely run by a few big interests’
(NZES; 40 per cent strongly agreed or agreed)

* ‘Where 1 means government should listen more to experts and
5 means government should listen more to the public, where would
you put your view?’ (NZES; 43 per cent selected 4 or 5, indicating
that they believe that government should listen to the public more).

As previously examined during exploration of the CSES dimensions, we
note that several of these questions still overlap with external efficacy;
therefore, they could be estimating ecither short-term perceptions
generated by a highly unpopular government or other group-defined
perceptions of elite unresponsiveness. Indeed, our scale based on these
populism questions correlates at r = —0.15 (weakly) with a scale based on
the two efficacy questions, a better separation than that of the equivalent
CSES instrument. That scale also clearly appears as a separate factor when
added to our analysis—that is, as based on the two ‘who is in power/
voting makes a difference’ questions discussed earlier.

Authoritarianism

Next, we estimated authoritarianism from six questions (a0 = 0.72) that
prioritise group cohesion and conformity and seek collective security over
individual (and minority) rights and freedoms.

This scale related, in part, to the desire for a strong leader:

* ‘Having a strong leader in government is good for New Zealand, even
if the leader bends the rules to get things done’ (CSES; 43 per cent
strongly agreed or agreed)

* ‘A few strong leaders could make this country better than all the laws

and talk’ (NZES; 51 per cent strongly agreed or agreed).
Another two questions investigated attitudes towards majority rule:

* “The will of the majority should always prevail, even over the rights
of minorities’ (CSES; 28 per cent strongly agreed or agreed)

* ‘Minorities should adapt to the customs and traditions of the majority’
(CSES; 38 per cent strongly agreed or agreed).
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Last, we included questions regarding harsh punishment for breaking
rules:

e ‘The death penalty should be brought back for some murders
(NZES; 40 per cent strongly agreed or agreed)

* ‘“What young people need most of all is strict discipline by their
parents (NZES; 54 per cent strongly agreed or agreed).

Since their development nearly 70 years ago, definitions and
operationalisations of authoritarianism have been the subject of much
debate (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson & Sanford, 1950;
MacWilliams & Tillman, 2016). There exists general agreement that
authoritarianism is characterised by a strong desire to maintain social order
and conformity, at the expense of individual autonomy. One consistent
way that this has been investigated is by the centring of measurement on
attitudes to child-rearing practices (Feldman, 2003; Feldman & Stenner,
1997; Stenner, 2005). Disagreement emerges regarding measurements
that include attitudes that may be endogenous to what authoritarianism is
supposed to explain, such as support for the death penalty (as included in
the scale being used here). However, our selection of questions compares
favourably to those recently used by the British Election Study (BES) and
justified as useful, if not ideal (MacWilliams & Tillman, 2016). It may
be noted that, like ours, the BES questions also encounter the issue of
agreement bias (De Vaus, 2014).

Generally, political psychology research in New Zealand has measured
authoritarianism with the right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) scale
(Altemeyer, 1981, 1988, 2007), as part of a body of work driven by
social psychologists working on the dual process model of ideology and
prejudice (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). The model analyses
the personal and contextual factors that predict prejudice, including
RWA. A body of work using a short-form version of the scale has emerged
from the New Zealand Attitudes and Values Study, including exploring
the predictors of RWA and demonstrating how authoritarianism relates to
out-group prejudice in the New Zealand context (see e.g. Brune, Asbrock
& Sibley, 2016; Duckitt & Sibley, 2016; Satherley & Sibley, 2018; Sibley
etal., 2019).
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Although we operationalise authoritarianism in a slightly different way,
the scales broadly tap the same underlying construct—being motivated
by a desire to maximise social conformity. Since the 1990s, the NZES has
included three questions that measure authoritarian attitudes, included in
the scale explained earlier. Authoritarian attitudes have been particularly
useful in explaining opposition to the MMP electoral system (Lamare &
Vowles, 1996). Therefore, past work from other New Zealand studies in
the area of authoritarianism may inform our analysis. However, we are
aware of no past work that has assessed populism in New Zealand voters
as an attitudinal construct. Related work has investigated demographic
and political differences between supporters of New Zealand First or
related constructs such as nationalism, patriotism or different aspects of
the New Zealand identity (e.g. Greaves et al., 2015; Humpage & Greaves,
2017; Osborne, Satherley, Yogeeswaran, Hawi & Sibley, 2019; Satherley,
Yogeeswaran, Osborne & Sibley, 2019).

Our factor analysis supports the theoretical expectation that populism
and authoritarianism are distinct dimensions. The three-factor out-
groups dimensions also remain distinct in our alternative NZES approach
(see Table A3.2). We expected them to be significant, particularly for
opinion on immigration (see Chapter 5). However, populism and
authoritarianism do correlate moderately (r = 0.28). In other words,
a simple linear regression indicates that an extreme authoritarian is likely
to be 0.25 higher on the 0—1 populism scale than an extreme liberal,
with a constant term of 0.38, which indicates the extent to which the
most liberal person is closer to the elitist than the populist end of the
dimension. However, the variance explained is only approximately 8
per cent. Therefore, we argue that, while these two scales of populism
and authoritarianism could be improved, they represent a better
conceptualisation of these constructs than the CSES model and,
therefore, the best possible version, given that we are limited by those
questions present in the 2017 NZES. Nonetheless, these weaknesses
present opportunities to continue developing questions for later iterations

of the study.

87



88

A POPULIST EXCEPTION?

Social and Demographic Correlates of Populism
and Authoritarianism

Finally, we turn to the socio-demographic correlates of populism and
authoritarianism in New Zealand.'?> The multivariate analyses below use
ordinary least squares regression to control for the independent effects of the
different variables on populism and authoritarianism. To use an example,
we may find that residents of major urban centres are less populist than
those outside them; however, the effects may simply be driven by a third
variable, such as higher average level of education. Therefore, we analysed
each of the following while also controlling for each of the variables in
each analysis: generation (war and interwar, baby boomer, generation X,
millennial or generation Z), gender (binary: women or men), LGBT+
(identifying as gender- or sexuality-diverse), ethnicity (Maori, Asian
or Pasifika, allowing for multiple identities), occupational type (non-
manual, manual labour or farmer), assets owned (no assets, low-risk assets
or high-risk assets), household income in quintiles, whether someone
reported a religious denomination, whether they lived in a major urban
area (an area with population over 100,000) and education (whether
they held a university degree). We only briefly discuss gender and Maori
ethnicity because they are addressed in greater detail in Chapters 6 and 7,
respectively. Table A3.3 displays the coeficients and other details of the
model.

We report the data here in Figure 3.3. Each bar represents the probabilities
that the average person in the group in question will be populist (in the
first panel) and authoritarian (in the second), where the least populist/
authoritarian person scores 0 and the most scores 1. It also displays
95 per cent confidence intervals.

12 Throughout this work, we have replaced missing data (when people did not answer the question
or selected the ‘don’t know’ option) with the neutral/scale mid-point response to the question (where
such mid-points exist). While we cannot know how these participants truly scored on the measures
(although a ‘don’t know’ response can be argued to imply neutrality or at least indifference), we have
taken this standard approach for missing data throughout this chapter and the book as a whole.
Including ‘dont know’ responses, the questions had rates of missing data between 6 per cent (n = 214;
for the question regarding government listening to experts versus the public) and 16 per cent (n =
556; for the question regarding whether government is run by big interests); however, the rate of
missing data was at the lower end of this range for most questions. We re-ran the model reported
below, dropping all cases with missing values on the populist and authoritarian questions—results
were almost identical.
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Figure 3.3: Relative probabilities of being populist and authoritarian
by social groups.
Source: New Zealand Election Study (2017) (from Table A3.3).
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Generational Differences

Following the example of Norris and Inglehart (2019), participants were
split into different generations: the war and interwar generation (born
before 1945), baby boomers (born 1946-1964), generation X (born
1965-1979) and millennials (born 1980-1996). We also added a low
number of generation Z participants (born after 1997, aged 20 and under
at the time of the 2017 election). In theory, older generations should be
more authoritarian, whereas younger generations (generation X onwards),
who came of age during times of increased protest and counterculture,
should be less so (Norris & Inglehart, 2019). However, recall that our
populism questions still contain attitudes to elites often used to estimate
external political efficacy. The 2017 election marked the election of the
first millennial prime minister: Ardern was born in 1980. Indeed, it
produced a younger cohort of MPs overall; approximately 37 per cent
were under 45 years of age. This may represent a generational shift, as
political elites tend to be of the older generations (James, 2018), resulting
in a better relationship between elites and younger generations.

Figure 3.3 shows that the average person in the earliest generational group
is expected to score 0.46 on the populist scale, compared to a millennial,
who scores 0.53. The confidence intervals for these two groups do not
overlap; therefore, we can be reasonably sure that this constitutes a real
difference. Indeed, this pre-1945 generation exhibits both the lowest
populism and the highest authoritarianism. The generational pattern for
the populism measure shows increasing propensity towards populism in
recent generations, except generation Z. However, generation Z had the
lowest average score for authoritarianism, followed by baby boomers. The
timeline for generational change in authoritarianism and populism may
be different in New Zealand, as compared to other nations. Baby boomers
grew up in a time of increased unrest in New Zealand, in the face of Robert
Muldoon’s authoritarian style of leadership (see Chapter 1). Many were
coming of age in the 1970s, a period of political activism and mobilisation,
in tandem with a Maiori cultural renaissance (Walker, 2004): the issues
spanned Maori rights, second-wave feminism, environmentalism, anti-
nuclear campaigning and actions to support the anti-apartheid movement
in South Africa. For instance, in 1981, over 150,000 people took part in
protests against apartheid during the South African rugby team tour of
New Zealand (Chapple, 2014). The pattern of results for populism could
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relate to the closeness of the measure to external efficacy; however, adding
a control for this in an alternative version of our populist model makes
almost no difference to the results.

Gender and LGBT+

In this study, gender was coded as a woman/man binary, although
12 participants (0.4 per cent of the sample) identified as gender diverse.
Analysis of this group as a single category was undesirable due to the small
sample size and the likely diversity within, so we instead folded these
participants into the LGBT+ group (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender
and further rainbow community identities). The 2017 NZES included
sexual orientation for the first time. Participants could select from
heterosexual or ‘straight’, gay or lesbian, bisexual or bi-curious, pansexual
or open and asexual: for analysis, we included these categories together. Itis
crucial to investigate LGBT+ scores on the authoritarian dimension, as the
community is often a target of conservative rhetoric regarding changing
values (Pappas, Mendez & Herrick, 2009; Spierings, Lubbers & Zaslove,
2017). As far as we are aware, no prior research has analysed populism
in the LGBT+ community and very little has examined authoritarian-
type measures within this population (Pacilli, Taurino, Jost & van der
Toorn, 2011; Warriner, Nagoshi & Nagoshi, 2013). We would broadly
expect LGBT'+ people to score lower in terms of authoritarianism, as they
are less likely to endorse traditional roles and people that score higher
in authoritarian measures have been shown to be more homophobic/
heterosexist (Cowie, Greaves & Sibley, 2019; Pacilli et al., 2011).

Regarding gender, we found that women scored slightl