
  Introduction 

 For a very long time, human communities have faced periodic threats such as 
disease, violent attacks, terrorism, economic threats, and fi nancial crises. There is 
considerable research which shows that people facing threats demand that those 
in authority exhibit strength and a forceful commitment to protecting the pub-
lic ( McCann, 1997 ;  Doty, Peterson, & Winter, 1991 ). In sum, threats drive the 
public to demand protection ( Feldman & Stenner, 1997 ; Feldman, this volume). 
Long before the term populism became popular, the role of  collectivizing emotions
in driving public reactions to social events has long been a concern for democratic 
governance ( Weiner, 2012 ;  Jasper, 1998 ;  Jasper, 2011 ;  Barsade & Knight, 2015 ; 
see also Golec de Zavala, this volume). But which emotions drive social solidar-
ity? And as group integrity is a variable, what role do emotions play in reducing 
group cohesion? 

 The emotion that connects threat to the threat response is widely claimed to be 
fear. It has long been believed that fear signals the presence of threat and increases 
support for strong, even authoritarian, parties, leaders, and their programs ( Nuss-
baum, 2018 ;  Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003 ; see also Kruglanski, this 
volume). This straightforward argument is presented in Figure 5.1. A corollary 
holds that some are more sensitive to disorder than others. This individual dif-
ference then informs where on the ideological spectrum people align ( Adorno, 
Frenkel-Brunswick, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950 ;  Castano et al., 2011 ). The long 
lineage of this story has encased it in invisible certitude. 

 The belief that fear drives the threat response is very ancient. A famous line in 
Psalm 23 extolls the faithful to “fear no evil: for thou art with me; thy rod and thy 
sta�  they comfort me.” Hobbes in  The Leviathan  ( 196 8 , p. 186) states that “where 

  5 
 THE RISE OF POPULISM 

 The Politics of Justice, Anger, and Grievance 

  George E. Marcus  



82 George E. Marcus

FIGURE 5.1 The standard view. 

every man is enemy to every man” life is “worst of all, continual fear, . . . solitary, 
poor, nasty, brutish, and short.” Absent sovereign authority, nature and human 
nature combine to generate a world of perpetual fear. The idea that fear identifi es 
threat and in turn drives the response to threat has been the predominant account 
for millennia well, before it received scientifi c a�  rmation ( Robin, 2004 ). The 
scientifi c literature on threat includes alternative accounts, among them: Terror 
Management Theory ( Burke, Koslo� , & Landau, 2013 ); the incivility literature 
( Gervais, 2019 ); and the authoritarianism and threat literature ( Feldman & Sten-
ner, 1997 ). None of these, to date, have had much purchase in the public forum 
or our understanding of political processes. 

 My argument is that fear is not the sole emotion linked to threat, and that 
threat-induced fear is often not the principal cause of people o� ering submis-
sive fi delity to authority, generally, or specifi cally to authoritarian programs and 
leaders. This standard account is largely wrong because it ignores the infl uence of 
anger as a fundamental element in the evaluation of threat and political behavior. 

  What Is at Stake 

 First, addressing the public’s fear is a viable solution to threats only if it is true that 
threat engenders fear and fear alone. If not, then the common political response 
of e� orts to “keep the public safe” is likely to prove ine� ective because other fac-
tors are in play. 

 Second, the public’s susceptibility to passion has long been a central charge 
in anti-democratic critiques. Indeed, the fi rst aristocratic critique of democracy, 
as too often besotted by passion and opinion to make legitimate decisions, was 
birthed shortly after democracy was invented by the Athenians ( Plato, 1974 ). 
Of late, it has again become a popular claim ( Caplan, 2007 ;  Brennan, 2017 ). 
It is argued by some that only the “epistemically able” should command public 
authority ( Davies, 2019 ). 

 The presumption of reason’s position as the highest achievement of the human 
species rests on the belief that rationality is and should be the sole foundation 
for making wise choices. Thus, reason alone can produce fairly, expressly, and 
accurately calculated judgments ( Kahneman, Slovic,  & Tversky, 1982 ). It has 
long been preached that the subordination of reason to emotion is irrational and 
detrimental.   
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  Testing the Standard Account 

 The primacy of fear account has considerable evidence to sustain it ( Jost et al., 
2003 ;  Jost, Stern, Rule, & Sterling, 2017 ;  Onraet, Alain, & Cornelis, 2013 ), yet 
much recent research also challenges this account ( Skitka, Bauman, Aramov-
ich, & Morgan, 2006 ;  Marcus, Valentino, Vasilopoulos, & Foucault, 2019 ). What 
explains this discrepancy? The following results suggest that the standing view is 
sound but only when anger is ignored. 

 Nick Valentino, Pavlos Vasilopoulos, Martial Foucault, and I use two matched 
studies of the 2017 national elections in France and Germany to examine the 
roles of fear and anger on voting preferences ( Marcus et al., 2019 ;  Vasilopoulos, 
Marcus, Valentino, & Foucault, 2019 ). Survey participants were asked how they 
felt about: the state of the nation; the state of the economy; the political system; 
and the state of immigration. We then examined how these feelings impacted 
on the probability of voting for Le Pen in 2017 and voting for the far-right 
party, Alternative for Germany (AfD), in the 2017 German national parliamen-
tary election. While populism is a confounded complex cluster of elements, these 
two far-right parties serve, by most accounts, as exemplars of the phenomenon 
( Wuttke, Schimp, & Schoen, 2020 ; see also Krekó, this volume). The results are 
shown in plots derived from multinomial logistic regressions models. Rather than 
focusing on fear associated with singular high-threat events, such as terror attacks 
( Finseraas & Listhaug, 2013 ;  Sniderman, Petersen, Slothus, Stubager, & Petrov, 
2019 ), we explored how feelings about recurring political topics infl uence voting 
preferences. As the results for the four targets are near similar, I show only two, 
that for the nation, a topic of general interest to all, and immigration, a topic that 
is of special interest to populist parties. 

 I begin by demonstrating that fear has indeed been shown to generate support 
for the far right, but only in analyses that fail to consider anger and focus solely 
on fear (Figure 5.2). All plots derived from: French Election Study, N = 6152; 
Germany IPSOS Pre-election Study, N = 633. Next, I show what happens when 
the infl uence of anger is taken into account in the usual way, by multivariate 
analyses (Figure 5.3). 

 The four plots shown, as well as those not shown, show greater fear leads to 
greater support for far-right parties. But the validity of this result is dependent 
on the unproven presumption that it is fear alone that is relevant to the public’s 
response. Figure 5.3 shows the infl uence of fear when anger is taken into account. 

 Across the board, controlling foranger fl attens—one even reverses—the slopes 
(compare the slopes in Figure 5.2 to those in Figure 5.3). But anger does more than 
reduce the infl uence of fear. It has its own e� ect on voting for the far right (Figure 5.4). 

 Greater anger clearly generates robust support for Le Pen and for the AfD. This 
is hardly the fi rst analysis to show that ignoring anger leads to the wrong conclu-
sion about what fear does ( MacKuen, Wolak, Keele, & Marcus, 2010 ). 
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 In sum, a fear-only account of how people respond to threat misses the robust 
infl uence of anger. Also, the fear-only account misattributes e� ects of anger to 
fear, and so misrepresents what threat-elicited fear actually does. Anger’s robust 
infl uence challenges the common understanding of populism as being driven by 
fear. Anger is the collectivizing emotion, not fear. 

 Inattention to anger is, in part, a result of the common presumption that peo-
ple, at any given moment, feel but one dominant emotion. Hence, if people are 
fearful, then they are only fearful. And, so, anger does not need to be considered. 
But that presumption has been repeatedly shown to be false, as in most circum-
stances people report, when the methods enable, multiple emotions ( Abelson, 
Kinder, Peters, & Fiske, 1982 ;  Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988 ).  

  When Under Threat: Should We Look to the 
Past or to an Unknown Future? 

 Much of the early work on emotion in psychology began with the presump-
tion that perception preceded cognition and that in turn informed emotion 
( Schachter & Singer, 1962 ). This understanding of perception has been a crucial 
foundation of cognitive appraisal theories. It places emotion as a consequence 
of both perception and cognition. On the other hand, the theory of A� ective 
Intelligence has been expressly premised on the recognition that multiple precon-
scious a� ective appraisals provide swift ongoing vital strategic and actionable anal-
yses ( Marcus, Neuman, & MacKuen, 2000 ;  Marcus, 2002 ). This theory has been 
the dominant account of emotion in political science and political psychology 
for some decades. It should not be confused with the similar sounding but not 
comparable concept of emotional intelligence familiar to psychologists. A� ective 
appraisals are a primary feature of preconscious neural processes (Siegel, Worm-
wood, Quigley, & Barrett, 2018). In sum, AIT describes emotions as strategic and 
contemporaneous appraisals that precede and guide seeing, thinking, and acting. 

 Consciousness does not see the world as it is. Populist thinking, as is true for 
all political thinking, often contains a measure of irrationality (see also Krekó; 
Golec de Zavala; Forgas & Lantos, this volume). The brain presents the world 
in conscious awareness as the brain constructively interprets it. Central to these 
interpretive processes are a� ective processes. To accomplish successful engage-
ment with the world and with others, the brain has access to multiple systems of 
memory, one of which, procedural memory, makes available the rich complexity 
of past experiences. Additionally, the brain relies on emotional and propriocep-
tive information to manage our actions. 

 Although cognitive appraisal accounts presume that a� ect comes at the end of 
the cognitive assessment of the perceived world, there is considerable evidence 
to challenge this view ( Zajonc, 1980 ;  2000 ;  Maratos, Senior, Mogg, Bradley, & 
Rippon, 2012 ; see also Golec de Zavala, this volume). Studies show that a� ec-
tive appraisals produce a correct decision well before consciousness ( Bechara, 
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Damasio, Tranel,  & Damasio, 1997 ;  Gelder, De Haan,  & Heywood, 2001 ). 
Often, the a� ective reaction is primary and essential to choosing correctly, while 
cognition is not. The swift preconscious role of emotion also applies to politi-
cal assessments ( Spezio et al., 2008 ;  Todorov, 2017 ) and moral decisions ( Haidt, 
2001 ). 

  Human Brains Evolved a Specifi c Solution to the 
Lack of Foresight 

 Psychology has largely focused its considerable attention on uncertainty ( Kahne-
man et al., 198 2 ). In this fashion, the disciple has acknowledged that humans lack 
foresight. Here, foresight is understood as having certain knowledge of the future. 
The conventional focus of social psychology has long been on human bias and has 
neglected to consider whether such biases may be instrumental in how human 
manage the lack of foresight. 

 The evidence is abundant that the ever-changing world poses deadly threats 
to entire species, including the human species ( Darwin, 1966 ;  Diamond, 2005 ). 
Because of the absence of certain knowledge of what is to come, humans have 
found a number of ways of managing, such as the active use of imagination to 
anticipate possible actions and their possible consequences (Hippel, 2019). Also 
among them are institutions that regularize the world into predictive patterns. 
The practice of science and the rule of law are important examples. 

 But, far earlier, human brains evolved another means to address our lack of 
foresight. We learned to switch between holding tightly to long-held practices or 
shifting to devising new ones. When we adopt the view “today is like yesterday,” 
it follows that what worked yesterday will likely produce equally good outcomes 
tomorrow. But, when we accept “today is unlike yesterday,” we must instead rely 
on individual and collective deliberation to generate more promising solutions. 
The fi rst approach rests on the powerful role that habituated thought and action 
play in human life ( Bargh & Pietromonaco, 1982 ;  Bargh & Chartrand, 1999 ). But 
the soundness of this option is based on the expectation that habits will repro-
duce past results in situations that match those previously experienced. Populist 
programs are typically premised on the universal soundness of that expectation. 

 But if today is not su�  ciently similar to the past, the predicted outcomes are 
far less likely. A better outcome might result from putting aside our habitual ways 
of evaluating a course of action. A better result might come from rejecting the 
vast inventory of proven practice, so we are free to seek out and then deliber-
ate on the options advanced by others. Still, putting aside received wisdom may 
not necessarily lead to a better outcome ( Scott, 1998 ). Since we lack foresight, 
whether we choose to keep to our habits of thought and action or reject them in 
favor of considering other options, we are making a most consequential bet, the 
outcome of which we hope we can survive to judge. 
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 The Enlightenment project looked on reason as central to the success of the 
world that would emerge after the constraining grip of rigid hierarchies of faith, 
tradition, and monarchical rule was ended. That new order would be revealed 
by increasing numbers of autonomous reasoning individuals ( Kant, 1970 ). Such 
individuals would, by relying on freely and rationally formed assessments, create a 
more commodious, cosmopolitan, peaceful, and democratic social world (Smith, 
1986;  Pinker, 2018 ). 

 However, some psychologists have come to the conclusion that reasoning is 
most commonly used in a biased manner described as “motivated reasoning” 
( Kunda, 1990 ;  Mercier  & Sperber, 2017 ). The motivated reasoning model of 
human consciousness presents a dismal view of human capacity. According to 
the Wikipedia entry on motivated reasoning (searched 2020): “Motivated rea-
soning  .  .  . stands in contrast to critical thinking where beliefs are approached 
in a skeptical and unbiased fashion.” If that is commonly the case, reason seems 
ill-suited to serve as the foundation for a more enlightened world but well suited 
to populist movements. 

 Many will be familiar with the dual process model of judgment ( Chaiken & 
Trope, 1999 ). Psychologist Daniel Kahneman’s popular book,  Thinking, Fast and 
Slow , draws attention to this feature of human nature ( Kahneman, 2011 ). Basi-
cally, one mode of judging and acting, “thinking fast,” describes how humans 
rely on fast intuitive means to produce e� ective results ( Gigerenzer, Todd,  & 
Group, 1999 ;  Haidt, 2001 ). One the other hand, it has long been understood that 
humans can also avail themselves thinking harder, slower, and deeper when they 
are so motivated ( Petty & Cacioppo, 1986 ). While there is general agreement 
on the features of the two decision orientations, scholars have o� ered di� ering 
accounts of this dual capacity ( Sherman, Gawronski, & Trope, 2014 ;  Van Bavel, 
Xiao, & Cunningham, 2012 ). 

 Recent work on A� ective Intelligence theory holds that humans evolved these 
two states of consciousness to make life without foresight more manageable ( Mar-
cus, 2002 ).  Motivated reasoning  is not a case of “irrationality,” but rather should 
be understood as an adaptive response in many, perhaps most, common circum-
stances of life. Neuroscientist Je� rey Gray identifi ed the neural mechanisms that 
enabled  both  reliance on what was previously learned via habituation  and  what 
can be acquired through fresh deliberative analyses ( Gray, 1987 ). That is to say, 
humans have the ability to rely on what they have previously learned  and  the 
ability to set aside old lessons to generate new solutions when new solutions are 
needed. And, to do so, they must engage a second state of conscious awareness, 
motivated deliberation . As I  shall show below, fear and anger play guidance as to 
which of these states of consciousness we present. And these orientations then 
shape how people respond to political threats. 

 It is fear’s fundamental task to select the state of consciousness best suited to the 
moment ( Marcus, 2002 ). When fear is low, we comfortably rely on habituated 
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thoughts and actions that in familiar circumstances yield expected results. How-
ever, when we are more fearful, relying on learned and trusted habits of thought 
and action is not likely to produce predicted results, so we turn to motivated 
deliberation ( Marcus & MacKuen, 1993 ;  Brader, 2006 ). Here, the human capac-
ity to engage the active use of imagination, speculation, and contemplation—
both private and public—becomes the means to fi nding new solutions, new 
allegiances, and new outcomes. Fear weakens our reliance on standing practices, 
thereby setting the stage for new collective ventures. 

 The ability to have a vivid representation in one’s mind enables it to be self-
consciously viewed and then shared with others via words and pictures. It is 
such explicit shared representations that enable democracy to serve as a collective 
error correcting space. Public deliberation is constrained if thought and action 
are tightly interwoven and embedded in deeply engrained partisan habits. When 
consciousness is in its “error-correcting” mode ( Gray, 2004 ), human judgment 
turns to reliance on deliberate consideration and refl ection. Diverse refl ections 
on alternative understandings is democracy’s principal advantage over more rigid 
regimes ( Ober, 2008 ). 

 The availability of dual processing is advantageous for evolutionary fi tness, 
especially with regard to managing threat. What does this new psychology of 
perception o� er to our understanding of the role of fear and anger in populism 
and political behavior? 

 I turn to answering that question in the section that follows.   

  The Theory of A� ective Intelligence and Threat 

 The theory of A� ective Intelligence addresses the two alternating states of con-
sciousness,  motivated reasoning  and  motivated deliberation . The fi rst of these, moti-
vated reasoning, is familiar to psychologists. The second, motivated deliberation, 
is roughly comparable to motivated cognition as, for example, described by the 
elaboration likelihood model ( Petty & Cacioppo, 1986 ). The common treatment 
of greater or less open attentiveness and refl ection are too often described as 
spatial metaphors (higher and lower, inside or outside). AIT holds that temporal 
descriptions are more apt, early and later. The two states are briefl y described in 
Table 5.1. 

 There is an important distinction between A� ective Intelligence theory and 
the cognitive appraisal school. AIT presents emotion as involved in the precon-
scious processing of sensory and soma-sensory information, while the cognitive 
appraisal school focuses on the conscious experience of emotion. AIT predicts 
that  unconscious  emotional appraisals are not hiding  beneath  the surface of con-
scious awareness; they function hiding  before  conscious awareness. Preconscious 
systems operate constantly and concurrently as they swiftly monitor potential 
threats, deploying anger and fear to direct the most apt response. 
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 The rules of social interaction and exchange are well understood, most often 
grasped intuitively (Haidt, 2001). These are well described in the many books 
by Erving  Go� man (1959 ,  1971 ,  1981 ). Changing levels of anger refl ect chang-
ing levels of norm violation. For a minor breach, people might display disdain 
towards o� ending persons. For more serious breaches, people may shun those 
believed responsible or demand serious punishments ( Skitka et al., 2006 ;  Giner-
Sorolla & Maitner, 2013 ). Populists, leaders and followers alike, see injustice all 
around them ( Norris & Inglehart, 2018 ). And injustice fuels anger, and anger 
strengthens the inclination to  engage  in motivated reasoning. The greater our 
anger, the more robust the spontaneous defense of collective convictions. Anger 
serves as the watchdog of justice and, as such, is a foundational antecedent of 
populist movements. 

 Anger, then, is focused on the perception of norm violation. Fear, on the 
other hand, identifi es threats that are unexpected or unfamiliar. And it is here we 
fi nd another contrast between how fear is understood with the cognitive appraisal 
school and how it is understood within AIT. The cognitive appraisal school holds 
that fearful people seek to avoid risky choices. This interpretation of fear has a 
long tradition ( Kahneman et al., 1982 ;  Lerner & Keltner, 2001 ;  Lerner, Gonza-
lez, Small, & Fischho� , 2003 ). 

 In contrast, AIT holds that the fundamental role of fear is to identify uncertain 
and unexpected circumstances. Fear then acts to inhibit spontaneous, and default, 
reliance on motivated reasoning and to shift the state of conscious awareness 
to deliberative thinking. The state of motivated deliberation enables more open 
consideration of options and coalitions best suited to address whatever the uncer-
tainty presents. Fear thus causes a radical attentional shift. In the absence of threat, 
we rely on our received learning that assures us of the safety of our status quo. But 
when threat triggers fear, we turn abruptly to active, engaged learning to see how 

 TABLE 5.1 Two motivated states of conscious awareness—an overview. 

 Two States of Mind 

  Motivated Reasoning    Motivated Deliberation  

 Default  Departure from default 
 Driven and executed by preconscious 

a� ective appraisals of enthusiasm and 
anger. 

 Driven by preconscious a� ective appraisal 
of fear. 

 To: achieve e�  cacious reliance on 
habits of thought and behavior 
(“Automaticity”, Bargh, 1999; James, 
1890). 

 To: engender a form of autonomous 
agency by increasing motivation for more 
information freed from reliance on habits 
of thought and action to instead rely on 
deliberation. 
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FIGURE 5.5 Research design—the shifting states of conscious awareness. 

we might obviate that threat ( Marcus & MacKuen, 1993 ;  Groenendyk, 2016 ; 
 Brader, 2006 ). Thus, the preconscious a� ective appraisals of anger and fear serve 
cognitive tuning functions ( Forgas, 2013 ). 

 In the next section, I  present three experiments to test whether fear and 
anger focus attention on di� erent features of threats. I also examine whether, as 
predicted by AIT, threat-elicited anger recruits motivated reasoning and threat-
elicited fear recruits  motivated deliberation .  

  Testing the Framework: States of Political Consciousness 
When Facing Menace 

Figure 5.5 displays a path model derived from A� ective Intelligence theory, here 
with Partisan Certitude as an operationalized facet of  motivated reasoning  and 
Political Open-Mindedness as an operationalized facet of  motivated deliberation . 
Included in the model is ideological identifi cation (conservatism/liberalism). This 
account builds on a longstanding view that conservatives evince a di� erent stance 
towards threat then do liberals ( Jost & Krochika, 2014 ;  Schreiber et al., 2013 ). 
However, as I shall show below, ideological identifi cation’s infl uence on populism 
and managing threat may well depend on whether or not the threat is one that 
has been politicized ( Petrocik, 1996 ;  Crawford, 2017 ). 

 To test this model, I and my colleagues, W. Russell Neuman and Michael B. 
MacKuen, chose three political threat topics well known to most Americans: 
terror attacks; an economic crisis that unfolded in 2006–2008; and food threat 
(stores selling contaminated foods). 

 The data come from two national surveys, each representing the broad diver-
sity of American adults, drawing on the GfK Custom Research’s sampling base. 
The fi rst survey collected in late 2009 (n = 1545) included study 1. The second 
set of data, collected late 2009 (N = 2,583), included studies 2 and 3. 

 Each study features three di� erent stimulus stories: one presenting the threat 
as benign; one emphasizing unknown and unpredictable elements; and a story 
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emphasizing key actors violating core norms. Figure  5.6 shows snippets of 
three of these nine stories (for the complete stories, see  https://www.research
wgate.net/publication/342919199_The_Rise_of_Populism_The_politics_
of_justice_anger_and_grievance/addSupplementaryResources ). 

 The two judgmental styles, motivated reasoning and motivated deliberation, 
were measured with two items each, averaged to create two simple summated 
scales. The items are listed in Table 5.2. 

 The two scales are very weakly correlated (r = .04; n = 4122). These orienta-
tions are not mutually exclusive ( MacKuen et al., 2010 ). Details of the validity 
and reliability of these items can be found in  Marcus, Neuman, and MacKuen 
(2017 ). 

 Fear and anger were measured using multiple indicators ( Marcus et al., 2017 ). 
After reading their assigned story, participants were asked: “How does what you 
have just seen make you feel?” This was followed by ten items in randomized 
order, with three measuring fear ( scared, worried , and  afraid , α =  .91) and four 
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 TABLE 5.2 Operationalizing motivated reasoning and motivated deliberation. 

Motivated Reasoning :  Partisan Certitude  (i.e., “my way is the only way”) 
 •  These issues and events provide no room for compromise. 
 • I am certain that my point of view on these issues and events is the right one. 
Motivated Deliberation:  Political Open-Mindedness  (i.e., “it takes a village”) 
 •  To solve these sorts of issues and events, everyone’s concerns should be heard. 
 •  These sorts of issues and events are best resolved by listening to everyone’s concerns. 

Note : Response options: extremely true; very true; moderately true; slightly true; or not at all true. 

measuring anger ( hateful, angry ,  bitter , and  resentful , α =  .90). The three other 
emotion indicators,  enthusiastic, hopeful , and  proud , were randomly interspersed, 
but as they do not impact on results below they will not be further discussed. 

 Relying on Andrew Hayes’s PROCESS procedure ( 201 8 ), path models were 
generated. I  report the standardized path coe�  cients in the following fi gures. 
I am grateful to Profs. Alan Lambert and Ken Savitsky for running these analyses. 
The experimental treatments serve as the independent variable (X). Partisan Cer-
titude and Political Open-Mindedness each serve as dependent measures, Y1 and 
Y2. The path models place two mediating variables, fear (M1) and anger (M2), 
between the experimental treatment and each of two dependent variables: Y1, 
Partisan Certitude; and, Y2, Political Open-Mindedness. Each fi gure presents the 
results of all three experiments to facilitate direct comparison. Figure 5.7 presents 
the mediation model with Partisan Certitude as the dependent variable (Y1). 
Figure 5.8 presents the mediation model with Political Open-Mindedness as the 
dependent variable (Y2). 

 The analyses answer particular questions that address the central claims of AIT: 

  (1)  Does anger promote greater steadfast reliance on partisan views? Figure 5.7 
shows these results. Panel A shows these results when the Normative Viola-
tion treatment is contrasted to the Benign treatment; Panel B shows these 
results when the Uncertainty treatment contrasted is contrasted to the Benign 
treatment; and Panel C shows these results when the Normative Violation 
treatment is contrasted to the Uncertainty treatment, i.e., when both fear 
and anger are  both  rampant. 

 (2)  Does fear initiate a willingness to listen to the voices of others outside one’s 
own partisan alignment? Figure 5.8 shows these results. Again, the three pan-
els show what happens with anger is heightened, when fear is heightened, 
and when both fear and anger are heightened.  

 Signifi cant path estimates (p < .05) are shown as bold. The thickness of the 
path lines, as one, two, or three points, indicates whether one, two, or all three 
experiments produced signifi cant results for that path. 
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FIGURE 5.7 The infl uence of fear and anger on Partisan Certitude. 

 The results across all three experiments are quite consistent. Exposure to a 
threat story activates both heightened anger and heightened fear. Heightened 
anger promotes reliance on motivated reasoning. The paths from anger to Parti-
san Certitude are signifi cant and robust in seven of the nine analyses. At least two 
of these paths are robust and positive in each of the three panes of Figure 5.7. 
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FIGURE 5.8 The infl uence of fear and anger on political open-mindedness. 

Fear does not seem to initiate a “rally to the group” orientation, as but three of 
the nine path analyses are signifi cant, two paths positive and one negative spread 
across the three studies. 

 Conservatives do tilt to Partisan Certitude, but only in the two partisan threat 
experiments, terror attacks and the economic crisis. It is worth further exploring 
whether partisan bias in judgment orientations may be evident only for topics 
that have previously been presented as partisan. To date, food safety has not been 
treated as a partisan issue in the United States. Moreover, there is precious little 
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evidence that conservatives are di� erent from liberals in their a� ective appraisals 
to each of the three experimental treatments. 

 In sum, though the nine stories are very di� erent, the evidentiary pattern is 
clear. When people are angry, their convictions are strengthened and they turn a 
deaf ear to “outside” voices. 

 Does uncertainty shape how people respond to threat? Figure 5.8 tells that 
tale. 

 Threat-elicited fear does initiate a shift to deliberative reasoning, as all nine 
path coe�  cients between fear and Political Open-Mindedness are statistically sig-
nifi cant, with but two of the nine paths from anger to Political Open-Mindedness 
signifi cant, but modest in impact. As to ideological identifi cation, liberals are 
more inclined to adopt Political Open-Mindedness, while conservatives are more 
resistant and this pattern is not driven by a� ective evaluations. Further, the liberal 
propensity to adopt Political Open-Mindedness is evident only for the two politi-
cized topics, terrorism and economic crisis. Liberals and conservatives appear 
equally likely to be moved to anger by Normative Violations and to be freed from 
their convictions by fear. 

 The results reported above are not defi nitive, as they must be replicated by 
other scholars and subjected to the full array of scientifi c challenge. I  believe, 
however, that they are su�  cient to assert that we indeed gain a better understand-
ing of how people identify and respond when under threat if we pay attention to 
how angry as well as to how fearful they are. Those who have become angry will 
show robust motivated reasoning ( Suhay & Erisen, 2018 ). On the other hand, 
those who fi nd themselves more fearful express greater willingness to adopt delib-
erative reasoning ( Marcus & MacKuen, 1993 ;  Brader, 2006 ). 

 Notwithstanding these further inquiries and what they may reveal, the com-
monly voiced claim that people experience fear and only fear when faced with 
threat and, further, that threat-driven fear accounts for how threatened people 
react is insu�  cient to understand the emotional predicates of populist thinking 
( Lambert et al., 2010 ;  Lambert, Eadeh, & Hanson, 2019 ).  

  Ramifi cations 

 I close by considering three topics for further consideration. Why have far-right 
parties and their charismatic leaders been gaining power? Second, how should 
the robust infl uence of preconscious a� ective appraisals modify our normative 
conceptions of democratic citizenship? And, third, perhaps unexpectedly, given 
the growing appeal of populism, what should be the role of justice in liberal 
societies? 

  Causes of the Rise of Populism 

 In the public arena, the dominant explanation of attraction of populist messages 
is that they are driven by fear: fear of immigrants; fear of economic loss; fear of 
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living in a dangerous world; and so on. The focus on fear is refl ected in our lan-
guage: xenophobia, i.e., fear of strangers, and homophobia, i.e., fear of gays. It is 
revealing that we don’t have proper words for threats that elicit anger. This may 
partly explain why so many accounts credit fear and not anger as the cause of the 
rise of populism and support for extreme candidates. 

 The robust infl uence of anger shown in these studies tells us that those moti-
vated to support populist parties are driven by grievances. And grievances do not 
fl ow from fears, but from a sense of injustice ( Norris & Inglehart, 2018 ;  Oesch, 
2008 ). Anger is the means by which we identify breaches in the web of deftly 
aligned behaviors that make a viable social order. 

 Ignoring anger generates a profound misunderstanding of how people respond 
to threats ( Petersen, 2010 ). Anger is not some extraneous irrational intrusion that 
disrupts our otherwise rational mind. Rather, it is the mechanism by which we 
gain swift preconscious warning that we face a direct challenge to norms that 
sustain the social order. The rapidity of that warning advances our evolution-
ary fi tness. But to the extent that fear is presented as the principal force in play, 
consideration of populist grievances will be absent in public discussions. And 
blindness to the importance of anger will prevent due consideration about which 
grievances are valid and how best to resolve them. Trying to calm people’s fears 
when we should be addressing their anger about grievances will leave the angry 
among us with an increasing sense that our leaders, and our governments, are 
“out of touch.” 

 Indeed, calming the public’s fear may prove to be detrimental, especially when 
a specifi c threat is largely unfamiliar. Novel threats are likely best dealt with by 
engaging the public in open inquiry rather than by seeking to calm their fears. 
A pernicious and often intentional consequence of calming a fearful public is to 
insulate authorities from public scrutiny and oversight.  

  Human Nature—Old and New 

 The ancient challenge to democracy, fi rst launched by  Plato (1974 ), is the claim 
that passions drive the public to irrational endorsement of charismatic lead-
ers. The Enlightenment proposed autonomous reason as the antidote to this 
fragility in human nature. The social sciences were tasked with mapping the 
anticipated success of enlightened modernity ( Marcus, 2008 ). This new venture 
predicted that society would become ever more populated by self-determining 
individuals. Modernity anticipated that people would willingly leave behind a 
world constructed to secure prosperity through reliance on stable hierarchies and 
well-practiced traditions. That many willingly valued social responsibility over 
individual autonomy was taken as evidence of human frailty ( Fromm, 1965 ). 

 A� ective Intelligence theory o� ers a new view of democratic citizenship ( Mar-
cus, 2002 ;  Marcus, 2013 ). Rather than adopting the Enlightenment model of 
people ruled by rationality, the theory of A� ective Intelligence describes people 
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making good use of their emotions and of their capacity to reason to address the 
challenges of an unseeable future. 

 Discourse on citizenship has focused on two seemingly mutually exclusive and 
antagonistic conceptions. Some argue that deliberation is the sole proper norma-
tive basis for citizenship ( Benhabib, 1996a ,  1996b ;  Fishkin, 2009 ). Other equally 
confi dent voices claim that democratic citizens are best served steadfast com-
mitment to collective action ( Sanders, 1997 ;  Shapiro, 1999 ). While each stance 
has particular benefi ts, the protean capacity to shift from one and back in the 
circumstances best suited to each o� ers greater evolutionary fi tness than would a 
singular reliance on either.  

  Justice in the Liberal Project 

 The infl uence of anger suggests that creating a just society is a task profoundly central 
to the enduring ability of social life to sustain community. This task has long been 
understood as central to ensuring a stable liberal democratic order. The American 
Founders placed task by design in the Constitution’s fi rst words, in the Preamble: 

  We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect 
Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the com-
mon defense, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Lib-
erty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution 
for the United States of America.  

 The Preamble begins by stating its goal: to create a more perfect union. What 
follows is a list of actions necessary to achieve it, arranged in proper order, each 
necessary for the execution of the next: only by establishing Justice is a society 
able to insure domestic Tranquility. Domestic tranquility then makes it possible 
for society to provide for the common defense, which in turn enables the govern-
ment to promote the general Welfare. Only such a government can then secure 
the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity. 

 Creating a more just society must have an enduring place on the public agenda 
of the enlightened world. Living in an ever-changing world inexorably presents 
new challenges to existing conceptions and practices of justice. At any given 
moment, justice must be directed towards a continuing past  and  an emergent 
future. Some will favor the forms of justice that protect and seek to extend the 
past into the future. Anger that urges us to defend traditional practices provides 
an important foundation for such endeavors. Some will be more open to seeking 
approaches to justice best adapted to our evolving society. And here, fear provides 
a foundation for more open consideration of both old and new claims. Emotion 
serves both approaches to justice. 

 Doing justice in large, diverse democratic societies requires that we confront 
confl icting views of justice. What exactly is the “just order” and where oppression 
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remains will remain topics for ardent debate ( Young, 1990 ). And doing so e� ec-
tively requires taking the hidden and making it visible. Fear, rather than anger, is 
best suited to awaken a sleeping, complacent, and self-satisfi ed public. Creating 
justice is a never-ending obligation for democratic citizens. 

 In the e� ort to establish a more just society, both motivated reasoning and 
motivated deliberation each have their distinct advantages and their distinct 
vulnerabilities. The fi rst tilts human judgment to defend practices that have 
proven  worth. The second encourages the reconsideration of settled practices. 
Each stance has its fallibilities. It is useful that each is available in circumstances 
best suited to its strengths. Grasping the di� erent contributions of fear and 
anger, and how each checks the fallibilities of the other, leads to better under-
stand when and why the public and their leaders give voice to their fears and 
to their angers. Philosopher David Hume put forward a famous thesis ( Hume, 
1984 , p. 462): “Reason is, and ought only to be the slave of the passions, and 
can never pretend to any other o�  ce than to serve and obey them.” Humans 
make better use of reason by having anger and fear direct to what purpose 
reason is put.   

   References 

 Abelson, R. P., Kinder, D. R., Peters, M. D., & Fiske, S. T. (1982). A� ective and semantic 
components in political personal perception.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology , 
42 (4), 619–630.  

 Adorno, T., Frenkel-Brunswick, E., Levinson, D., & Sanford, R. N. (1950).  The authoritar-
ian personality . New York: Harper and Row.  

 Bargh, J. A., & Chartrand, T. L. (1999). The unbearable automaticity of being.  American 
Psychologist ,  54 (7), 462–479.  

 Bargh, J. A., & Pietromonaco, P. (1982). Automatic information processing and social per-
ception: The infl uence of trait information presented outside of conscious awareness 
on impression formation.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology ,  43 (3), 437–449.  

 Barsade, S. G., & Knight, A. P. (2015). Group a� ect.  Annual Review of Organizational Psy-
chology and Organizational Behavior ,  2 , 21–46.  

 Bechara, A., Damasio, H., Tranel, D., & Damasio, A. R. (1997, 28 February). Deciding 
advantageously before knowing the advantageous strategy.  Science ,  175 , 1293–1295.  

 Benhabib, S. (1996a).  Democracy and di� erence: Contesting the boundaries of the political . 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.  

 Benhabib, S. (1996b). Toward a deliberative model of democratic legitimacy. In S. Ben-
habib (Ed.),  Democracy and di� erence: Contesting the boundaries of the political  (pp. 67–94). 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.  

 Brader, T. (2006).  Campaigning for hearts and minds: How emotional appeals in political ads 
work . Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

 Brennan, J. (2017).  Against democracy . Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.  
 Burke, B. L., Koslo� , S., & Landau, M. J. (2013). Death goes to the polls: A meta-analysis 

of mortality salience e� ects on political attitudes.  Political Psychology ,  34 (2), 183–200.  
 Caplan, B. D. (2007).  The myth of the rational voter: Why democracies choose bad policies . 

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.  



The Rise of Populism 101

 Castano, E., Leidner, B., Bonacossa, A., Nikkah, J., Perruli, R., Spencer, B. et al. (2011). 
Ideology, fear of death, and death anxiety.  Political Psychology ,  32 (4), 601–621.  

 Chaiken, S., & Trope, Y. (Eds.). (1999).  Dual process models in social psychology . New York: 
Guilford Press.  

 Crawford, J. T. (2017). Are conservatives more sensitive to threat than liberals? It depends 
on how we defi ne Threat and conservatism.  Social Cognition ,  35 (4), 354–373.  

 Darwin, C. (1966).  The origin of species . Cambridge: Harvard University Press.  
 Davies, W. (2019).  Nervous states: Democracy and the decline of reason  (1st ed.). New York: 

W.W. Norton & Company.  
 Diamond, J. M. (2005).  Collapse: How societies choose to fail or succeed . New York: Viking.  
 Doty, R. M., Peterson, B. E., & Winter, D. G. (1991). Threat and authoritarianism in the 

United States, 1978–1987.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology ,  61 (4), 629–640.  
 Feldman, S., & Stenner, K. (1997). Perceived threat and authoritarianism.  Political Psychol-

ogy ,  18 (4), 741–770.  
 Finseraas, H., & Listhaug, O. (2013). It can happen here: The impact of the Mumbai terror 

attacks on public opinion in Western Europe.  Public Choice ,  156 (1–2), 213–228.  
 Fishkin, J. S. (2009).  When the people speak: Deliberative democracy and public consultation . 

Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.  
 Forgas, J. P. (2013). Don’t worry, be sad! On the cognitive, motivational, and interpersonal 

benefi ts of negative mood.  Current Directions in Psychological Science ,  22 (3), 225–232.  
 Fromm, E. (1965).  Escape from freedom . New York: Avon Publishers.  
 Gelder, B. D., De Haan, E. H. F., & Heywood, C. A. (2001).  Out of mind: Varieties of 

unconscious processes . Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.  
 Gervais, B. T. (2019). Rousing the partisan combatant: Elite incivility, anger, and antide-

liberative attitudes.  Political Psychology ,  40 (3), 637–655.  
 Gigerenzer, G., Todd, P. M., & Group, A. B. C. R. (1999).  Simple heuristics that make us 

smart . New York: Oxford University Press.  
 Giner-Sorolla, R., & Maitner, A. T. (2013). Angry at the unjust, scared of the powerful: 

Emotional responses to terrorist threat.  Personality and Social Psychological Bulletin ,  39 (8), 
1069–1082.  

 Go� man, E. (1959).  The presentation of self in everyday life . Garden City, NY: Doubleday & 
Company.  

 Go� man, E. (1971).  Relations in public . New York: Basic Books, Inc.  
 Go� man, E. (1981).  Forms of talk . Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.  
 Gray, J. A. (1987).  The psychology of fear and stress  (2nd ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-

versity Press.  
 Gray, J. A. (2004).  Consciousness: Creeping up on the hard problem . Oxford and New York: 

Oxford University Press.  
 Groenendyk, E. W. (2016). The anxious and ambivalent partisan: The e� ect of incidental 

anxiety on partisan motivated recall and ambivalence.  Public Opinion Quarterly ,  80 (2), 
460–479.  

 Haidt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its rational tail: A social intuitionist approach to 
moral judgment.  Psychological Review ,  108 (4), 814–834.  

 Hayes, A. F. (2018).  Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: 
A regression-based approach  (2nd ed.). New York: Guilford Press.  

 Hippel, W. V. (2018).  The social leap: The new evolutionary science of who we are, where we 
come from, and what makes us happy  (1st ed.). New York: Harper Wave, an Imprint of 
HarperCollins Publishers. 

 Hobbes, T. (1968).  Leviathan . London: Penguin Books.  



102 George E. Marcus

 Hume, D. (1984).  A treatise of human nature . London: Penguin Books.  
 James, W. (1890).  The principles of psychology . Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.  
 Jasper, J. M. (1998). The emotions of protest: A� ective and reactive emotions in and 

around social movements.  Sociological Forum ,  13 (3), 397–424.  
 Jasper, J. M. (2011). Emotions and social movements: Twenty years of theory and research. 

Annual Review of Sociology ,  37 , 285–303.  
 Jost, J. T., Glaser, J., Kruglanski, A. W., & Sulloway, F. J. (2003). Political conservatism as 

motivated social cognition.  Psychological Bulletin ,  129 (3), 339–375.  
 Jost, J. T., & Krochika, M. (2014). Ideological di� erences in epistemic motivation: Impli-

cations for attitude structure, depth of information processing, susceptibility to per-
suasion, and stereotyping. In  Advances in motivation science  (pp.  181–231). London: 
Academic Press.  

 Jost, J. T., Stern, C., Rule, N. O., & Sterling, J. (2017). The politics of fear: Is there an 
ideological asymmetry in existential motivation?  Social Cognition ,  35 (4), 324–353.  

 Kahneman, D. (2011).  Thinking, fast and slow  (1st ed.). New York: Farrar, Straus and 
Giroux.  

 Kahneman, D., Slovic, P., & Tversky, A. (1982).  Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and 
biases . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

 Kant, I. (1970). Idea for a universal history with a cosmopolitan purpose (H. B. Nisbet, 
Trans.). In H. Reiss (Ed.),  Kant’s political writings  (pp. 41–53). Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.  

 Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reason.  Psychological Bulletin ,  108 (3), 480–498.  
 Lambert, A. J., Eadeh, F. R., & Hanson, E. J. (2019). Chapter  3: Anger and its con-

sequences for judgment and behavior: Recent developments in social and political 
psychology. In J. Olsen (Ed.),  Advances in experimental social psychology  (Vol. 60, pp. 103–
173). London: Elsevier.  

 Lambert, A. J., Scherer, L. D., Schott, J. P., Olson, K. R., Andrews, R. K., O’Brien, T. C. 
et al. (2010). Rally e� ects, threat, and attitude change: An integrative approach to under-
standing the role of emotion.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology ,  98 (6), 886–903.  

 Lerner, J. S., Gonzalez, R. M., Small, D. A., & Fischho� , B. (2003). E� ects of fear and 
anger on perceived risks of terrorism: A national fi eld experiment.  Psychological Science , 
14 (2), 144–150.  

 Lerner, J. S., & Keltner, D. (2001). Fear, anger, and risk.  Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology ,  81 (1), 146–159.  

 MacKuen, M. B., Wolak, J., Keele, L., & Marcus, G. E. (2010). Civic engagements: Reso-
lute partisanship or refl ective deliberation.  American Journal of Political Science ,  54 (2), 
440–458.  

 Maratos, F. A., Senior, C., Mogg, K., Bradley, B. P., & Rippon, G. (2012). Early gamma-
band activity as a function of threat processing in the extrastriate visual cortex.  Cognitive 
Neuroscience ,  3 (1), 62–69.  

 Marcus, G. E. (2002).  The sentimental citizen: Emotion in democratic politics . University Park, 
PA: Pennsylvania State University Press.  

 Marcus, G. E. (2008). Presidential address—blinded by the light: Aspiration and inspiration 
in political psychology.  Political Psychology ,  29 (3), 313–330.  

 Marcus, G. E. (2013).  Political psychology: Neuroscience, genetics and politics . New York: 
Oxford University Press.  

 Marcus, G. E., & MacKuen, M. B. (1993). Anxiety, enthusiasm and the vote: The emo-
tional underpinnings of learning and involvement during presidential campaigns. 
American Political Science Review ,  87 (3), 688–701.  



The Rise of Populism 103

 Marcus, G. E., Neuman, W. R., & MacKuen, M. B. (2000).  A� ective intelligence and political 
judgment . Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

 Marcus, G. E., Neuman, W. R.,  & MacKuen, M. B. (2017). Measuring emotional 
response: Comparing alternative approaches to measurement.  Political Science Research 
and Methods ,  5 (4), 733–754.  

 Marcus, G. E., Valentino, N. A., Vasilopoulos, P., & Foucault, M. (2019). Applying the 
theory of a� ective intelligence to support for authoritarian policies and parties.  Advances 
in Political Psychology ,  40 (S1), 109–139.  

 McCann, S. J. H. (1997). Threatening times, “strong” presidential popular vote winners, and 
the Victory Margin, 1924–1964.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology ,  73 (1), 160–170.  

 Mercier, H., & Sperber, D. (2017).  The enigma of reason . Cambridge, MA: Harvard Uni-
versity Press.  

 Norris, P., & Inglehart, R. (2018).  Cultural backlash: Trump, Brexit, and the rise of authoritarian-
populism . New York: Cambridge University Press.  

 Nussbaum, M. C. (2018).  The monarchy of fear: A philosopher looks at our political crisis . New 
York: Simon & Schuster.  

 Ober, J. (2008). What the ancient Greeks can tell us about democracy.  Annual Review of 
Political Science ,  11 , 67–91.  

 Oesch, D. (2008). Explaining workers’ support for right-wing populist parties in Western 
Europe: Evidence from Austria, Belgium, France, Norway, and Switzerland.  Interna-
tional Political Science Review ,  29 (3), 349–373.  

 Onraet, E., Alain, V. H., & Cornelis, I. (2013). Threat and right-wing attitudes: A cross-
national approach.  Political Psychology ,  34 (5), 791–803.  

 Petersen, M. B. (2010). Distinct emotions, distinct domains: Anger, anxiety and percep-
tions of intentionality.  Journal of Politics ,  72 (2), 357–365.  

 Petrocik, J. R. (1996). Issue ownership in presidential elections, with a 1980 case study. 
American Journal of Political Science ,  40 (3), 825–850.  

 Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986). The elaboration likelihood model of persuasion. 
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology ,  19 , 123–205.  

 Pinker, S. (2018).  Enlightenment now: The case for reason, science, humanism, and progress . New 
York: Viking, an imprint of Penguin Random House LLC.  

 Plato. (1974).  The republic  (D. Lee, Trans., 2nd ed.). New York: Penguin.  
 Robin, C. (2004).  Fear: The history of a political idea . New York: Oxford University Press.  
 Sanders, L. M. (1997). Against deliberation.  Political Theory ,  25 (3), 347–377.  
 Schachter, S., & Singer, J. E. (1962). Cognitive, social, and physiological determinants of 

emotional state.  Psychological Review ,  69 (5), 379–399.  
 Schreiber, D., Fonzo, G., Simmons, A. N., Dawes, C. T., Flagan, T., Fowler, J. H. et al. 

(2013). Red brain, blue brain: Evaluative processes di� er in democrats and republicans. 
PloS One ,  8 (2), e52970.  

 Scott, J. C. (1998).  Seeing like a state: How certain schemes to improve the human condition have 
failed (Yale agrarian studies The Yale ISPS series) . New Haven: Yale University Press.  

 Shapiro, I. (1999). Enough of deliberation: Politics is about interests and power. In S. 
Macdo (Ed.),  Deliberative politics: Essays on democracy and disagreement  (pp. 28–38). New 
York: Oxford University Press.  

 Sherman, J. W., Gawronski, B., & Trope, Y. (Eds.). (2014).  Dual-process theories of the social 
mind . New York: The Guilford Press.  

 Siegel, E. H., Wormwood, J. B., Quigley, K. S., & Barrett, L. F. (2018). Seeing what you 
feel: A� ect drives visual perception of structurally neutral faces.  Psychological Science , 
29 (4), 496–503. 



104 George E. Marcus

 Skitka, L. J., Bauman, C. W., Aramovich, N. P., & Morgan, G. S. (2006). Confrontational 
and preventative policy responses to terrorism: Anger wants a fi ght and fear wants 
“them” to go away.  Basic and Applied Social Psychology ,  28 (4), 375–384.  

 Smith, A. (1986).  The wealth of nations . New York: Viking. 
 Sniderman, P. M., Petersen, M. B., Slothus, R., Stubager, R., & Petrov, P. (2019). Reac-

tions to terror attacks: A heuristic model.  Political Psychology ,  40 (S1), 245–258.  
 Spezio, M. L., Rangel, A., Alvarez, R. M., O’Doherty, J. P., Mattes, K., Todorov, A. et al. 

(2008). A neural basis for the e� ect of candidate appearance on election outcomes. 
Social and Cognitive A� ective Neuroscience ,  3 (4), 344–352.  

 Suhay, E., & Erisen, C. (2018). The role of anger in biased assimilation of political infor-
mation.  Political Psychology ,  39 (6), 793–810.  

 Todorov, A. B. (2017).  Face value: The irresistible infl uence of fi rst impressions . Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press.  

 Van Bavel, J. J., Xiao, Y. J., & Cunningham, W. A. (2012). Evaluation is a dynamic process: 
Moving beyond dual system models.  Social and Personality Psychology Compass ,  6 (6), 
438–454.  

 Vasilopoulos, P., Marcus, G. E., Valentino, N. A., & Foucault, M. (2019). Fear, anger, and 
voting for the far right: Evidence from the November 13, 2015 Paris Terror Attacks. 
Political Psychology ,  40 (4), 679–696.  

 Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief 
measures of positive and negative a� ect: The PANAS scales.  Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology ,  54 (6), 1063–1070.  

 Weiner, G. (2012).  Madison’s metronome: The constitution, majority rule, and the tempo of Amer-
ican politics . Lawrence: University Press of Kansas.  

 Wuttke, A., Schimpf, C., & Schoen, H. (2020). When the whole is greater than the sum 
of its parts: On the conceptualization and measurement of populist attitudes and other 
multidimensional constructs.  American Political Science Review ,  114 (2), 356–374.  

 Young, I. M. (1990).  Justice and the politics of di� erence . Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press.  

 Zajonc, R. B. (1980). Feeling and thinking: Preferences need no inferences.  American 
Psychologist ,  35 (2), 151–175.  

 Zajonc, R. B. (2000). Feeling and thinking: Closing the debate over the independence of 
a� ect. In J. Forgas (Ed.),  Feeling and thinking: The role of a� ect in social cognition . Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press. (pp. 31–58).        


