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Throughout Europe and North America, mainstream political parties have ceded electoral support to
antiestablishment parties from the far left and far right. We investigate the hypothesis that individual
differences in system justification—the psychological tendency to defend and justify the overarching social
system—would be negatively associated with antiestablishment voting, even among citizens who would
otherwise be inclined to support radicalism. In three large, nationally representative surveys conducted in
France (N = 14,432), Germany (N = 1,168), and the United Kingdom (N = 2,337), we observed that system
Justification was positively associated with voting for establishment parties and negatively associated with
antiestablishment voting. System justification was associated with reduced support for antiestablishment
parties on the right and left—even among respondents who were high on ethnic intolerance, opposition to
the European Union, economic distress, and support for income redistribution. Thus, all other things being
equal, system-justification tendencies reinforce political moderation, establishment voting, and therefore
social stability.

KEY WORDS: ideology and public opinion, system justification, voter dissatisfaction, antiestablishment parties,
mainstream politics

Throughout much of Europe and the Americas, establishment center-left and center-right
parties that dominated electoral competition for decades have been losing electoral support to
parties coming from both the far left and the far right. Especially in Europe, minor political
parties and new political coalitions previously on the fringes of the political system have in-
creasingly shaken up the status quo and become dominant players in countries such as France,
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2 M. Langer et al.

Germany, Austria, Finland, Spain, and Greece (Gougou & Persico, 2017; Halikiopoulou, 2018;
Hobolt & Tilley, 2016; Hutter et al., 2018; Mudde, 2014).

Social scientists typically attribute the rise of the far right to changing demographics
and backlash against cultural and economic changes associated with increasing globaliza-
tion (Kriesi et al., 2008; Lubbers et al., 2002; Lucassen & Lubbers, 2012; Van der Brug
& Fennema, 2007). Far-right parties play on public dissatisfaction with immigration, in-
tolerance toward outgroups, and perceived erosion of national sovereignty by participation
in international organizations. Throughout Europe, far-right parties draw electoral support
from citizens with low occupational skills, low life satisfaction, and negative views of glo-
balization, immigration, and Islam (Algan et al., 2017; Ford & Goodwin, 2010; Kriesi et
al., 2008; Lubbers et al., 2002; Lucassen & Lubbers, 2012; Rydgren, 2008; Van der Brug &
Fennema, 2007, Gougou & Persico, 2017; Mayer, 2013, 2014; Mayer & Perrineau, 1992;
Vasilopoulos & Lachat, 2018).

At the other end of the ideological spectrum, new far-left parties have threatened establish-
ment politics in France, Spain, and Greece (Orriols & Cordero, 2016; Ramiro, 2016; Stavrakakis
& Katsambekis, 2014; Vasilopoulos et al., 2015). Unlike the far right, parties on the far left
typically appeal to low-income and dissatisfied, yet highly educated, cosmopolitan, and post-
materialist segments of the electorate that are concerned with rising income inequality and the
lack of economic redistribution (Algan et al., 2017; Beaudonnet & Gomez, 2017; March &
Rommerskirchen, 2015; Mayer, 2011; Rooduijn et al., 2017; Vasilopoulos et al., 2015; Visser
et al., 2014).

In the present research program, we propose that in addition to heightened perceptions
of cultural and economic threats, an important variable that explains support for mainstream
versus radical parties is the extent to which individuals are motivated to defend and justify the
social system in general. Furthermore, we investigate how system justification interacts with
the motivation exerted by life dissatisfaction, certain political attitudes (e.g., anti-immigration
sentiment or support for redistribution), and negative economic evaluations on support for anti-
establishment candidates. In the context of the 2017 presidential election in France, 2017 federal
elections in Germany, and the 2015 general election in the United Kingdom, we investigated the
possibility that system justification—defined as the psychological tendency to support the soci-
etal status quo—would attenuate support for antiestablishment candidates, even after adjusting
for demographic and other factors. Our results suggest that system justification is negatively
associated with voting for antiestablishment parties of the far left and the far right, even among
voters who would otherwise be inclined to support antiestablishment parties because of their
attitudinal orientations.

System Justification Theory

According to system justification theory, individuals differ in their tendency to defend,
bolster, and legitimize the societal status quo. Among other things, system justification is a
means of coping with one’s dependency on existing social, economic, and political arrange-
ments (Jost, 2020). While some individuals—especially those who are chronically low in
epistemic, existential, and relational needs to reduce uncertainty, threat, and social discord—
may be motivated to criticize and challenge the status quo, others are motivated to defend and
uphold it in order to maintain a subjective sense of certainty, security, and shared reality. The
latter orientation brings with it palliative effects such as increased positive affect, decreased
negative affect, and satisfaction with one’s life situation (Bahamondes-Correa, 2016; Harding
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Mainstream Politics 3

& Sibley, 2013; Jost & Hunyady, 2003; Suppes et al., 2019; Vasilopoulos & Brouard, 2020).
These affective consequences, in turn, are associated with decreased motivation to engage
in social protest and collective efforts to reform the status quo (Jost et al., 2017; Wakslak et
al., 2007).

These palliative effects extend not only to those who are generally advantaged by the status
quo, but also to those who are disadvantaged by it. To the extent that disadvantaged individu-
als engage in system justification, they experience a stronger subjective sense of control and
mastery over future outcomes (Laurin et al., 2011; McCoy et al., 2013; Rankin et al., 2009).
Furthermore, a stronger sense of personal agency and control, especially in political contexts, is
associated with greater happiness (Schlenker et al., 2012).

Because system justification is negatively associated with the motivation to seek social
change (Cichocka et al., 2018), we hypothesized that it would be associated with support for
antiestablishment candidates. System justification is typically associated with political con-
servatism, insofar as it reflects a motivational tendency to defend and justify the way things
are (Jost, 2020). A notable exception is France, where—in keeping with a Republican tra-
dition that promotes an assimilationist model of immigration and egalitarian values backed
by social welfare programs—system justification is associated with a liberal-leftist political
orientation (Langer et al., 2020). At the same time, we hypothesize that system justification
should be associated with preferences for mainstream—as opposed to radical—policies, par-
ties, and candidates, all other things being equal. Consistent with this notion, Vasilopoulos
and Jost (2020) observed that system justification was negatively associated with the en-
dorsement of populist attitudes such as those espoused by far-left and far-right parties in
France.

In the present research program, we focused on empirical relations among system justifi-
cation, political attitudes, life satisfaction, evaluations of the economy, and support for estab-
lishment versus antiestablishment candidates in France, Germany, and the United Kingdom.
We predicted that citizens who were higher on general system justification would prefer
mainstream candidates on the left and right. That is, we hypothesized that stronger system-
justifying attitudes would be negatively associated with support for: (a) Mélenchon and Le
Pen in France, (b) the “Alternative for Germany” (AfD) (far-right) and Die Linke (far-left)
parties in Germany, and (c) the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) in the United
Kingdom.

Furthermore, we expected that system justification would attenuate the effects of dissatis-
faction on vote choice. Previous research has documented the links between deteriorating living
conditions and support for antiestablishment parties (Algan et al., 2017; Hobolt & Tilley, 2016).
However, we expected that system justification would serve as a social psychological buffer
and that even dissatisfied citizens would be less likely to support radical political parties to the
extent that they endorsed system-justifying attitudes. In a conservative test of our hypothesis, we
predicted that high system justifiers would be less likely to vote for antiestablishment candidates
even if they were low in life and/or financial satisfaction.

Likewise, we predicted that high system justifiers would be less likely to vote for the radical
right even if they possessed high levels of ethnic intolerance (Study 1), anti-immigrant sentiment
(Studies 2 and 3), and Euroskepticism (Study 3). Conversely, we hypothesized that high system
justifiers would be less likely to vote for the radical left even if they possessed strong prefer-
ences for income redistribution (Studies 1 and 2). In all analyses, we statistically adjusted for
demographic and other variables (including political ideology) that are associated with support
for and opposition to establishment parties and candidates.
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4 M. Langer et al.

STUDY 1: THE 2017 FRENCH PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION
Background

The 2017 presidential election in France signaled the decline of mainstream politics that
had dominated the political situation since the 1960s. Far-left and far-right representatives of the
French antiestablishment enjoyed unprecedented electoral gains, jointly earning over 40% of the
vote at the expense of center-left and center-right candidates.

The far-left candidate Jean-Luc Mélenchon combined anticapitalist rhetoric with calls for
radical reform, including limitations on presidential power and a direct form of democracy in-
volving a new constitutional assembly. His campaign focused on income inequality and the need
for redistribution of wealth, regulation of financial markets, and transition to an environmentally
sustainable economy. In the end, he received 19.6% of the vote—the highest electoral share for
a far-left candidate since 1965. The far-right candidate, Marine Le Pen, played up the National
Front’s emphasis on opposition to immigration and the European Union and the preservation of
French identity against globalization and Islam (see Mayer, 2013). She qualified for the second
round by gaining 21.3% of the first-round vote, a share that was significantly higher than the
16.9% that advanced her father Jean-Marie Le Pen to the second round of the presidential elec-
tion in 2002.

Campaigning against the far-left and far-right candidates were three establishment can-
didates, representing the center-left, center-right, and center-moderate, respectively. Benoit
Hamon, the former minister of education, was the candidate of the incumbent (center-left)
Socialist Party. His platform focused on the preservation of the French social model, including
the 35-hour working week, while abolishing the controversial 2016 labor law that deregulated
work relations. His campaign focused on long-term challenges for French society. He called
for a transformation of the economy to address climate change and the automatization of pro-
duction. Even with the support of the incumbent party, he received a feeble 6.4%, and was out-
flanked by Mélenchon to his left and Emmanuel Macron to his right.

Francois Fillon was the candidate of Les Republicains, France’s establishment center-right
party (known prior to 2015 as the UMP, the Union for a Popular Movement). Having served in
several posts, including prime minister, Fillon was the candidate with the most political expe-
rience. He presented a vision of a France in decline and in need of conservative (i.e., neolib-
eral) economic reforms. He advocated a series of procapitalist economic initiatives aimed at
diminishing the protectionist spirit of French economic policy, including the end of the 35-hour
working week, the retrenchment of universal health care, and a vast reduction in the number of
public servants. At the same time, he appeared tough on questions of law and order and favored
restrictions on immigration.

The eventual winner of the election, Emmanuel Macron, a former economic minister, ran as
an outsider without the support of any established party. He campaigned on a centrist platform
that combined moderately conservative economic reforms with center-left policies on cultural
issues and a strong commitment to European integration. By presenting himself as a unifying
candidate who was neither left nor right, he sought to attract mainstream voters (Cole, 2018).
His newly formed political party La République En Marche (REM) ultimately drew voters from
the center left and center right. Despite efforts to dissociate himself from traditional French party
lines, his program was deemed “conservative” because it lacked qualitative institutional reforms
and because Macron, in contrast to the other candidates, “fully subscribed to the French fifth
republic’s institutions” (Mény, 2017, p. 271).
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Mainstream Politics 5

Data and Measures

Data for Study 1 came from the 2017 French Election Study (Enquéte Electorale Frangaise),
a panel study using a large, nationally representative sample (N = 24,369) that was surveyed
monthly from November 2015 to June 2017, when the French elections took place. The study
was conducted by IPSOS. In total, 14,432 respondents answered all waves reported here. The
dependent variable is vote intention in the first round of the 2017 French presidential election,
measured in April 2017, a few days before the election.'

In all analyses we adjusted for demographic variables (age, gender, income, level of ed-
ucation), all measured in Wave 1 (November 2015), as well as respondents’ ideological self-
placement on the left-right scale, which is considered the prime psychological anchor of the
French voter (Belanger et al., 2006; Lewis-Beck, 1984; Lewis-Beck et al., 2012). Ideology was
measured in Wave 13 (April 2017) with an item asking respondents to place themselves on a
scale ranging from O (Left) to 10 (Right).

System justification was measured in Wave 1 using a French translation of the general sys-
tem justification scale (Kay & Jost, 2003). The scale includes eight items requiring respondents to
indicate their level of agreement with statements such as “In general, you find society to be fair,”
“Society is set up so that people usually get what they deserve,” and “Everyone has a fair shot at
wealth and happiness.” The scale exhibited good reliability, Cronbach’s a =0.73. Life satisfaction
was measured in Wave 5 (June 2016) with a single item asking respondents the extent to which they
felt satisfied with their lives on a scale ranging from O (not at all satisfied) to 10 (extremely satisfied).

To measure attitudes that, based on past research, are linked to voting for the far right,
we administered five items pertaining to ethnic intolerance, all measured using 5-point scales,
requiring respondents to indicate how much they agreed or disagreed with the following state-
ments: “Islam is a threat to the West,” “Children of immigrants born in France are as French
as anyone else” (R), “Immigration is a source of cultural enrichment” (R), “The French should
have priority over immigrants on employment,” and “There are too many immigrants in France”
(Cronbach’s @ = 0.87). To measure attitudes associated with the far left, respondents were asked
about economic redistribution: “In terms of social justice, we should take from the rich and give
to the poor.” All variables were recoded to range from 0 to 1. Summary statistics and correlations
among key variables are provided in the appendix, Tables Al and A2.

Results

Because our dependent variable was categorical, we employed multinomial logistic re-
gression, a suitable method for analyzing vote choice in multiparty electoral systems (Dow
& Endersby, 2004). We began by assessing the effects of demographic factors, political atti-
tudes, system justification, and life satisfaction on voting in the first round of the 2017 French
presidential election.” Results are summarized in Table 1. The reference category was voting

'The same questions were not repeated in every wave. Rather, the panel structure allowed researchers to ask key questions at
different time points and made it possible to measure independent variables in different waves than dependent variables.
’Research by Cichocka et al. (2018) suggests that civic participation may be greatest at intermediate levels of system
justification, insofar as people who are extremely low in system justification are unlikely to trust the system enough to
participate in it, whereas people who are extremely high in system justification would see no need to participate because
they are already satisfied with the status quo. Consistent with this hypothesis, we did observe (based on analyses of
quadratic trends) that voting abstention rates were higher at extremely high and low levels of system justification in
France. That is, French respondents were most likely to vote when their system-justification scores were in the interme-
diate range. However, we did not observe the same pattern in Germany or the United Kingdom.
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6 M. Langer et al.

Table 1. Effects of Ideology, Ethnic Intolerance, Life Satisfaction, and System Justification on Candidate Choice in
the First Round of the 2017 French Presidential Election (Multinomial Logistic Regression)

Mélenchon Hamon Fillon Le Pen Other Abstain
Age —0.027%*%* —0.071 %% 0.027%#* —0.01%#* —0.01%* —0.027%#*
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Female 0.05 0.50% % 0.08 —(0.22%#* -0.03 -0.10
(0.06) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10)
Middle education -0.03 0.04 0.01 —0.29%#% -0.07 -0.22
(0.11) (0.15) (0.12) (0.11) (0.13) (0.16)
Higher education —0.32%#* -0.01 0.06 —0.78%%#% —0.28%* —0.55%#*
(0.10) (0.14) (0.11) 0.11) (0.12) (0.16)
Farmers -0.13 0.68 1.47 %% 0.50 0.46 0.80
(0.45) (0.48) (0.42) (0.46) (0.48) (0.52)
Self-employed -0.27 —-0.10 0.37* -0.20 0.24 -0.43
(0.22) (0.29) 0.21) (0.23) (0.22) (0.36)
Managers —0.48%#* -0.17 0.02 —0.84%* —0.59%#* —0.38%*
(0.11) (0.13) (0.12) (0.14) (0.14) 0.17)
Middle-level —-0.18* -0.02 0.04 —(0.32%#* —-0.13 —-0.18
professionals (0.10) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.16)
Manual workers 0.14 0.01 0.03 0.15 0.06 -0.13
(0.15) 0.21) (0.20) (0.17) (0.18) (0.24)
Pensioners —(0.39%% -0.19 0.22% —0.60%:* —(0.37%%% -0.27
(0.12) (0.15) (0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.19)
Other nonlabor —0.19%* -0.12 0.29%* -0.15 -0.11 —-0.00
force (0.11) (0.14) (0.14) (0.13) (0.14) (0.17)
Left-right scale —4 93k —3.64%** 6.75%#** 5.93 %% 1.74%%% 1.42%%%
(0.18) (0.23) 0.21) (0.21) 0.21) 0.27)
Life satisfaction —1.12%%* —1.20%%* —0.89%k#* =171 —1.207%#* —1.77%%*
0.17) 0.21) (0.19) (0.19) (0.20) (0.26)
System —2.34%% 0.02 —0.79%#* —2.63%#** —2.85% % —2.52%#%
justification (0.24) (0.30) 0.27) (0.28) (0.29) (0.38)
In favor of 1.08%#* 0.88##* —1.56%%* 0.327%* -0.07 -0.04
redistribution (0.13) 0.17) (0.13) (0.14) (0.15) (0.20)
Ethnic intolerance ~ —0.15 —1.24%%% 1.76%%* 5.62%%:% 2.3 %% 1.35%:%
(0.15) (0.19) (0.18) (0.21) (0.19) (0.25)
Constant 3.85%#* 1.26%:* —5.37 %% —4.29%:% -0.50 0.41
(0.27) (0.35) (0.32) (0.34) (0.33) (0.42)
Pseudo R* 0.26
Observations 12,154

Note: Entries are unstandardized logit coefficients (with standard errors in parentheses). The reference category is voting
for Macron. Therefore, a negative coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for Macron, whereas a
positive coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for the alternative candidate named in each column
(or abstaining).

*p<.1; ¥¥p<.05; ¥*¥¥*p<.01.

for Macron. The model compares Macron voters with supporters of Mélenchon, Hamon,
Fillon, Le Pen, any other candidate, and abstainers. Negative coefficient values indicate an
increased probability of voting for Macron, whereas positive values indicate an increased
probability of either abstaining or voting for an alternative candidate (named in each
column).

Results show that Macron appealed to a centrist electorate. His voters were less in favor of
income redistribution compared to supporters of Mélenchon, Hamon, and Le Pen and more in
favor of redistribution than Fillon’s supporters. Macron voters were less ethnically tolerant than
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Figure 1. System justification is positively associated with voting for establishment candidates and negatively
associated with voting for antiestablishment candidates in France (Study 1). This figure was generated based on the
model presented in Table 1. It illustrates the marginal effect of system-justifying attitudes (X axis) on the probability
of voting for each candidate in the first round of the French presidential election versus not voting for this candidate (Y
axis), adjusting for demographic factors and ideology.

Hamon voters but more tolerant than supporters of the right and far-right candidates. With re-
spect to ideological self-placement, Macron voters placed themselves to the right of Mélenchon
and Hamon voters and to the left of Fillon and Le Pen voters.

In terms of life satisfaction, Hamon and the two antiestablishment candidates, Le Pen and
Meélenchon, attracted the most dissatisfied voters. Life satisfaction was more strongly associated
with support for Macron than Fillon, the other mainstream candidate. There was an especially
strong association between ethnic intolerance and voting for Le Pen, revealing a clear demarca-
tion between far-right voters and the rest of the electorate. The analysis also yielded a significant
effect of the desire for income redistribution on voting for Mélenchon, the far-left candidate.

We now turn to tests of the main hypotheses concerning system justification and voting
preferences. To facilitate the interpretation of results, Figure 1 illustrates the marginal effect
of system justification on voting for each of the five major candidates in the first electoral
round. The figure shows the probability of voting versus not voting for each of the candidates
(that is, either abstaining or voting for a different candidate). Even after adjusting for several
relevant factors, including key political attitudes, the effect of system justification on voting
preferences was powerful. In line with the first hypothesis, system justification positively
predicted voting for all three of the establishment candidates, namely Hamon, Fillon, and
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8 M. Langer et al.

Macron. Of the three, the effect was especially strong for Macron, suggesting that his cau-
tious, moderate proposals for reform mobilized high system justifiers more than any other
major candidate did. The effect of system justification was not stronger for rightist versus
leftist establishment parties in general. As hypothesized, system-justifying attitudes were
negatively associated with the probability of voting for the two antiestablishment candidates,
Le Pen and Mélenchon.

We now turn to the question of whether system justification was associated with decreased
support for the two extreme candidates even among those scoring low on life satisfaction and
holding attitudes that would otherwise dispose them to vote for these candidates. We predicted
that system justification would attenuate the effects of dissatisfaction on voting for antiestab-
lishment candidates. To investigate these hypotheses, we graphically illustrate the association
between system justification and voting for those who scored high (dashed red line) and low
(solid blue line) on life satisfaction. We sought to determine whether those scoring low on life
satisfaction would be less likely to vote for radical candidates as their system-justification levels
increased.

Figure 2 illustrates the association between system justification and the probability of vot-
ing (vs. not voting) for each of the five major candidates, comparing those scoring one standard
deviation above and below the mean of life satisfaction.’ As hypothesized, we observed that
system justification was associated with a decreased likelihood of voting for Mélenchon and Le
Pen even among respondents who were low in life satisfaction.

In France, ethnic intolerance is typically the strongest predictor of voting for the far
right (Mayer, 2013, 2014; Mayer & Perrineau, 1992; Vasilopoulos & Lachat, 2018), whereas
support for income redistribution predicts support for the far left (Vasilopoulos et al., 2015).
The analysis in Table 1 confirms both trends with respect to the 2017 presidential election.
We hypothesized that system justification would be associated with a decreased probability
of voting for the far right even among respondents who scored high in ethnic intolerance and
with a decreased probability of voting for the far left even among respondents who favored
economic redistribution.

Results are illustrated in Figure 3. The left panel shows the marginal effect of support for
income redistribution on the probability of voting (vs. not voting) for Mélenchon (Y axis) at
different levels of system justification (X axis). Citizens who desired income redistribution were
more likely to vote for Mélenchon. However, even strong supporters of income redistribution
(red dashed line) were less likely to support him as system justification increased. The associa-
tion between desire for redistribution and far-left voting disappeared at very high levels of sys-
tem justification. The right panel shows the marginal effect of ethnic intolerance on the
probability of voting (vs. not voting) for Marine Le Pen (Y axis) at different levels of system
justification (X axis). Citizens who were intolerant of ethnic outgroups were more likely to vote
for Le Pen, but even those who were high in ethnic intolerance were less likely to support her as
system justification increased. These results support our third and fourth hypotheses,
respectively.4

3Figure 2 was generated based on a multinomial logistic regression model that included three interaction terms, adjusting
for demographic factors and ideological self-placement. The first interaction term was between life satisfaction and
system justification, the second between ethnic intolerance and system justification, and the third between favorable
attitudes toward income redistribution and system justification. Results of the full model are reported in Table A3.

“We also performed pairwise comparisons pertaining to the effects of system justification on voting intentions for estab-
lishment versus antiestablishment parties. As expected, voters of Le Pen and Melenchon scored lower in system justifi-
cation compared to the voters of all establishment parties.
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Figure 2. System justification and support for antiestablishment candidates in France among those scoring low and
high in life satisfaction (Study 1). This figure was generated based on the model presented in Table A2. It illustrates
the marginal effect of life satisfaction on the probability of voting for each candidate in the first round of the French
presidential election versus not voting for this candidate (Y axis) for different levels of system justification (X
axis).

In response to an insightful comment by an anonymous reviewer, we conducted robust-
ness tests by adjusting for two additional variables measuring specific and diffuse forms of
political trust, respectively, that might have accounted, at least in part, for the association
between system justification and antiestablishment voting. The first item, which was admin-
istered in January of 2017, asked respondents whether they were “generally satisfied or not
with the actions of the President of the Republic Francois Hollande” on a scale ranging from
0 to 10. The second item, which was administered in November of 2015, tapped general con-
fidence in politicians by asking respondents “In your opinion, do political leaders, in general,
care a lot, quite a bit, little or not at all at all what people like you think?” on a scale ranging
from 1 to 4. The results, which are summarized in Tables A4 and AS, show that the negative
effect of system justification on antiestablishment voting was indeed robust to political trust
as measured in these two ways.

In Study 1, we observed that there was a positive association between system justification
and voting for establishment candidates and a negative association between system justification
and voting for the two antiestablishment candidates. Furthermore, the effect of system justifica-
tion was potent even among those who scored high in life dissatisfaction, ethnic intolerance, and
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Figure 3. System justification, support for income redistribution on the left and ethnic intolerance on the right, and
support for antiestablishment candidates in France (Study 1). This figure was generated based on the model presented in
Table A2. The left panel illustrates the marginal effect of support for income redistribution on the probability of voting
for Mélenchon versus not voting for Mélenchon (Y axis) for different levels of system justification (X axis). The right
panel illustrates the marginal effect of ethnic intolerance on the probability of voting for Marine Le Pen versus not voting
for Le Pen (Y axis) for different levels of system justification (X axis).

support for income redistribution on support for antiestablishment candidates. Next, we investi-
gated the same hypotheses in the context of the 2017 German national election.

STUDY 2: THE 2017 GERMAN NATIONAL ELECTION
Background

As in France, the 2017 German federal election brought significant losses to the two es-
tablishment parties, which had formed a coalition following the 2013 election. The center-right
Christian Democratic Union of Germany/Christian Social Union in Bavaria (CDU/CSU), in
power since 2005, advocated moderate policies regarding European integration and the accep-
tance of refugees. Although the party managed to win the election, it suffered significant losses,
receiving only 32.9% of the vote (compared to 41.5% in 2013). Its coalition partner, the center-
left Social Democratic Party (SPD), welcomed refugees and supported an EU-wide refugee
policy. During the campaign, the SPD held the CDU/CSU party responsible for rising economic
inequality and the decline of purchasing power in Germany. The SPD ultimately received 20.5%
of the vote (down from 25.7% in 2013).
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As establishment parties lost support, the far right—and to a lesser extent the far left—gained
ground in the 2017 election. The far-right “Alternative for Germany” party (AfD) was created in
2013 as a promarket party that campaigned against the bailout of Southern European countries
during the Euro crisis. As a result of competition between the far right and more moderate factions
of the party in 2015, the AfD became more xenophobic (Berbuir et al., 2015; Goerres et al., 2017),
stressing the need to prevent the so-called “Islamization of Germany.” In 2017, it managed to win
12.6% of the vote (up from 4.7% in 2013). Although most social scientists locate the party on the
far right, the demographic characteristics of its voters differ from those of other far-right parties in
Europe, having a more mixed socioeconomic status, including high-income supporters (Goerres et
al., 2017). On the far left, Die Linke, an anticapitalist party that stresses issues of economic inequal-
ity, received 9.2% of the vote (up slightly from 8.4% in 2013). Their electorate consists of secular,
low-income voters who strongly support economic redistribution (Bowyer & Vail, 2011).

There were three aims of Study 2. First, we sought to investigate the extent to which establish-
ment (vs. antiestablishment) voting patterns could be explained by individual differences in system
justification, as in Study 1. Second, we sought to investigate whether system justification would
deter citizens with economic grievances (i.e., material hardship) from voting for antiestablishment
parties. In the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis, economic threat was identified as a factor that
led many voters to transfer their allegiance from establishment to antiestablishment parties (Hobolt
& Tilley, 2016). We therefore investigated the hypothesis that system justification would be nega-
tively associated with voting for antiestablishment candidates even when economic dissatisfaction
was high. We also investigated the hypothesis that system justification would be associated with
decreased support for the far-right even among citizens who expressed strong anti-immigrant senti-
ment. Unfortunately, the German survey lacked policy questions about income redistribution, so we
were unable to test the parallel hypothesis concerning support for the far left, although we were able
to examine the role of retrospective economic evaluations.

Data and Measures

We conducted a nationally representative survey of 1,168 German respondents in two
waves. The first wave took place two weeks before, and the second wave one week after, the
2017 election. One thousand respondents answered both waves of the survey. The study was
administered by YouGov. The dependent variable, which was measured during the second wave,
was self-reported vote choice.

The dataset included a standard set of demographic variables (age, gender, education, and in-
come). Our analyses adjusted for these factors as well as ideological self-placement on an 11-point
left-right scale that ranged from O (/eft) to 10 (right). As in Study 1, we administered the eight-item
Kay and Jost (2003) general system-justification scale. A factor analysis confirmed that all items
loaded onto a single factor, and the scale exhibited high reliability (Cronbach’s a = 0.83). To mea-
sure financial dissatisfaction, we asked respondents to indicate changes in their personal financial
situation over the previous year, using a 5-point scale ranging from “much worse” to “much better.”

We measured ethnic intolerance in terms of support for (1) “increased immigration into
Germany” (reverse-scored) (2) “limiting the number of refugees entering Germany,” and (3)
“focusing security attention on people of a certain ethnicity (or color) as a way to reduce terrorist
attacks.” All responses were provided on a scale ranging from 1 (fotally oppose) to 7 (totally
support). A factor analysis confirmed that all items loaded onto one factor. The scale exhibited
good reliability (Cronbach’s a = 0.80). Summary statistics and correlations among key variables
are provided in the appendix, see Tables A6 and A7.
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Results

In Table 2, we summarize the results of a multinomial logistic regression model that
treated voting for the incumbent center-right coalition involving the CDU and the Christian
Social Union (CSU) as the reference category. Negative values therefore indicate an in-
creased probability of voting for the center-right coalition, whereas positive values indicate
an increased probability of either abstaining or voting for a different party. As was the case
in France, ethnic intolerance was an especially strong predictor of support for the far-right
(AfD) party. The effect of retrospective economic evaluations indicated that worsening per-
sonal finances over the past year predicted an increased probability of voting for the far-left
Die Linke party. The association between increased financial hardship and voting for the
far-right AfD was positive but not statistically significant; this may be attributable to the
unusual economic composition of the party’s electoral base. This is graphically illustrated in
Figure 4. The left panel shows the marginal effect of deteriorating personal finances (X axis)
on the probability of voting for Die Linke versus not voting for Die Linke (Y axis). The right
panel shows the marginal effect of deteriorating personal finances (X axis) on the probability
of voting for the AfD versus not voting for the AfD (Y axis).

Regarding our key independent variable, results confirmed that system-justifying atti-
tudes played an important role, significantly predicting voting preferences in all party choice
comparisons. Figure 5 illustrates the marginal effect of system-justifying attitudes on the
probability of voting for each of the four major ideological parties in Germany: the center-
right CDU/CSU, the center-left SPD, the far-left Die Linke, and the far-right AfD. The refer-
ence category in each case is not voting for that party (combining abstentions and voting for
a different party). System-justifying attitudes strongly and positively predicted voting for the
incumbent center-right coalition. A one-unit increase in system justification was associated
with a greater than 50% increase in the probability of voting for the CDU/CSU (vs. not vot-
ing for this party). This corroborates the first hypothesis and conceptually replicates the
findings from France. However, we saw no association between system justification and
voting for the other establishment party, the SPD. This may be attributable to the party’s
strong emphasis on economic inequality and social justice during the campaign, which may
have appealed to some low system justifiers. The results are illustrated in Figure 5, which is
based on the model presented in Table 2. It illustrates the marginal effect of system-justifying
attitudes (X axis) on the probability of voting for each of the parties in the German federal
election versus not voting for them (Y axis). The negative association between system justi-
fication and voting for radical parties was observed for both the far-left Die Linke and the
far-right AfD.J

We now move on to consider the hypothesis that system-justifying attitudes would be nega-
tively associated with voting for antiestablishment parties even among those who were economi-
cally dissatisfied. As shown in Figure 6, which is based on the model presented in Table A8, this was
the case. The left panel illustrates the marginal effect of deteriorating finances on the probability of
voting (vs. not voting) for Die Linke (Y axis), at different levels of system justification (X axis). The
right panel illustrates the marginal effect of deteriorating finances on the probability of voting (vs.
not voting) for the AfD (Y axis) at different levels of system justification (X axis). Respondents who

SWe again performed pairwise comparisons concerning the effects of system justification on voting intentions for estab-
lishment versus antiestablishment parties and observed that voters of the AfD and Die Linke scored lower on system
justification than the voters of all establishment parties except for SPD.
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Table 2. Effects of Ideology, Ethnic Intolerance, Economic Evaluations, and System Justification on Party Choice in the 2017 German Federal Election (Multinomial Logistic

Regression)
SPD Die Linke AfD Greens FDP Other Abstained
Age 0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 —0.03%* —0.02%*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Female —0.43* —-0.03 —0.94 %% -0.22 -0.37 0.18 -0.50
(0.26) (0.34) (0.32) (0.38) (0.31) (0.45) (0.35)
High education -0.56* -0.28 -0.46 0.55 0.38 —1.75%* 0.36
(0.30) (0.39) (0.39) (0.38) (0.32) (0.79) (0.38)
1001-2000 -0.53 -0.20 -0.79* —1.03%* -0.15 —1.51%* —-0.46
(0.33) (0.42) 0.41) (0.51) (0.44) (0.66) (0.45)
2001-3000 -0.43 -0.45 -0.81% -0.21 0.25 -0.55 -0.26
(0.39) (0.53) (0.48) (0.51) (0.47) (0.70) (0.51)
3000 or more —1.16%* -0.72 -1.01* -1.01 0.07 0.01 -14.28
(0.54) (0.71) (0.60) (0.70) (0.55) (0.81) (414.99)
(Refused) -0.67 -0.32 -1.02% -0.71 -0.03 0.29 -0.35
(0.44) (0.56) (0.54) (0.64) (0.55) (0.61) (0.57)
Left-right scale —4.85%#% —8.06% 3.16%%** —2.99%:* -0.06 -1.40 -2.03*
(0.77) (1.04) (0.95) (1.19) (0.92) (1.40) (1.09)
System justification —4.56% % —6.97% % —6.49%:* —3.52 %% —3.49%#* —10.09%** —5.70%%#%
(0.71) (0.93) (0.90) (1.05) (0.85) (1.36) (1.00)
Ethnic intolerance -0.42 —1.99%# 6.1 1% —3.7 1k -0.77 —1.89%* -0.50
(0.61) (0.72) (1.28) (0.86) (0.75) (1.03) (0.86)
Deteriorating -0.75 1.08 0.55 -0.38 -0.22 0.01 -0.29
finances (0.64) (0.80) (0.74) (0.92) 0.77) (0.97) (0.83)
Constant 5.69%#% 6.89%## —3.28%* 5.72%%% 2.25%* 6.91 %% 4,98 %%
(0.87) (1.04) (1.50) (1.09) (1.05) (1.25) (1.12)
Pseudo R’ 0.23
Observations 727

Note: Entries are unstandardized logit coefficients (with their standard errors in parentheses). The reference category is voting for the CDU/CSU coalition. Therefore, a negative
coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for CDU/CSU, whereas a positive coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for the alternative party

named in each column (or abstaining).

*p<.1; ¥¥p<.05; ¥*¥*p<.01.
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Figure 4. Perception of deteriorating finances and support for Die Linke and the AfD. This figure was generated based
on the model presented in Table 2. The left panel illustrates the marginal effect of deteriorating personal finances (X
axis) on the probability of voting for Die Linke versus not voting for Die Linke (Y axis). The right panel illustrates the
marginal effect of deteriorating personal finances (X axis) on the probability of voting for the AfD versus not voting for
the AfD (Y axis).

perceived their economic conditions as having deteriorated (red dashed line) were less likely to vote
for either the far left or the far right as system-justification levels increased. Economic distress was
unrelated to support for either of the antiestablishment parties among high system justifiers.

Finally, we investigated the hypothesis that system justification would be negatively associ-
ated with voting for the far right even among citizens who were intolerant of ethnic outgroups.
As shown in Figure 7, which is based on the model in Table AS, this was the case. The figure
depicts the marginal effect of ethnic intolerance on the probability of voting (vs. not voting) for
the AfD (Y axis) at different levels of system justification (X axis). Ethnic intolerance was in-
deed associated with support for the AfD, but even among respondents who were high in ethnic
intolerance, the association was lower for participants who were higher on system justification.
These findings replicate those obtained in France.

In summary, Study 2 produced additional evidence of the association between system jus-
tification and voting for establishment (vs. antiestablishment) parties. In line with hypotheses,
system justification was positively associated with voting for the mainstream (center right)
Christian Democrats and negatively associated with voting for the two antiestablishment par-
ties (the far-right AfD and the far-left Die Linke). We also observed that system justification
undermined support for the far-left and far-right even among citizens who were economically
distressed and ethnically intolerant, respectively.
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Figure 5. System justification is positively associated with voting for the CDU/CSU establishment coalition and
negatively associated with voting for antiestablishment parties in Germany (Study 2). The figure was generated based on
the model presented in Table 2. It illustrates the marginal effect of system-justifying attitudes (X axis) on the probability
of voting for each of the parties in the German federal election versus not voting for these parties (Y axis).

STUDY 3: THE 2015 U.K. GENERAL ELECTION
Background

In contrast to the situations in France and Germany, establishment parties maintained elec-
toral support in the U.K. election of 2015. The center-right Conservative (Tory) Party achieved
a substantial victory, winning 36.8% of the vote and a second consecutive mandate. Their cam-
paign focused on decreasing the budget deficit by implementing conservative economic policies
such as cutting welfare benefits and inheritance taxes. The Tories also addressed disenchant-
ment with Britain’s membership in the European Union by proposing a national referendum on
the question. The Liberal Democrats—a party that has combined center-left-leaning economic
policies with the protection of civil liberties and the environment—apparently paid a price for
being the Tories’ coalition partner since 2010. By acceding to austerity policies and conservative
reforms, the Liberal Democrats lost much of their support on the left and received their lowest
vote total since 1959 (Cutts & Russell, 2015). They won only 7.9% of the vote, down from 23%
in the preceding election.

The major opposition party, the center-left Labour Party, won 30.4% of the vote, which
represented a slight increase of 1.5% over their showing in 2010. Under the leadership of Ed
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Figure 6. System justification, economic hardship, and support for antiestablishment parties in Germany (Study 2).
This figure was generated based on the model presented in Table A8. The left panel illustrates the marginal effect of
deteriorating finances on the probability of voting for Die Linke versus not voting for Die Linke (Y axis), for different
levels of system justification (X axis). The right side illustrates the marginal effect of deteriorating finances on the
probability of voting for the AfD versus not voting for the AfD (Y axis) for different levels of system justification (X
axis).

Miliband, the party distanced itself from the neoliberal “Third Way” politics that characterized
the party’s platform for over a decade. The Labour Party ran a campaign that highlighted the
negative consequences of austerity and proposed center-left policies such as increasing the min-
imum wage, reducing university fees, and increasing taxes for high earners. They also criticized
the Conservatives’ pledge to organize a referendum on “Brexit.”

Although the two largest parties retained supporters, the populist right United Kingdom
Independence Party (UKIP) attracted 12.6% of the vote in 2015. This party was founded
in 1993 by a group of Euroskeptic conservatives who disagreed with the decision to join
the EU. Leaders of UKIP pushed for an anti-EU platform and stressed the loss of na-
tional sovereignty and increased immigration. After the 2010 general election, UKIP com-
bined Euroskepticism, anxiety about immigration, and populist, antiestablishment politics
that appealed to those low in socioeconomic status (Ford & Goodwin, 2014a, 2014b). As
Dennison and Goodwin (2015) put it, the party discourse merged “Britain’s EU member-
ship, traditionally an issue that has been of low salience, with immigration, which since
the late 1990s had emerged as an issue of significant public concern” (p. 215). As with the
National Front in France, UKIP appeals to working class voters with low levels of education
who oppose immigration and the EU (Clarke et al., 2016; Ford & Goodwin, 2014a). In the
European Parliamentary elections of 2014, UKIP became the first British party to defeat
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Figure 7. System justification, ethnic intolerance, and support for the far right in Germany (Study 2). This figure
was generated based on the model presented in Table A8. It illustrates the marginal effect of ethnic intolerance on the
probability of voting for the AfD versus not voting for the AfD (Y axis) for different levels of system justification (X
axis).

the two establishment parties since 1906. The election was also characterized by significant
gains made by the Scottish National Party (SNP), which received 4.7% of the vote, building
on momentum from the 2014 Scottish independence referendum (Green & Prosser, 2016).
Historically, the SNP has pushed for Scottish independence from the United Kingdom and a
left-wing, antiausterity platform.

Data and Methods

In Study 3, we analyzed data from a four-wave panel study from July 2014 to June 2015 in-
volving a nationally representative sample of 3,848 U.K. citizens (2337 responded to all waves).
The survey was conducted by YouGov. The dependent variable was self-reported vote choice,
which was measured in Wave 4 (June 2015). We again administered Kay and Jost’s (2003) gen-
eral system-justification scale (a = 0.86).

As in the previous studies, we adjusted for key demographic variables (age, gender, educa-
tion, and income) and ideological self-placement on a left-right scale ranging from O (Left) to 10
(Right). Because our primary focus was on predictors of support for establishment versus anti-
establishment parties, we incorporated two variables pivotal to the rise of UKIP: anti-immigrant
sentiment and opposition to the European Union (measured in Wave 4). Respondents were asked
whether and how strongly (0—100) they agreed with the statements that “the number of legal im-
migrants to Britain should be greatly increased” (0) versus “legal immigration to Britain should
be greatly reduced” (100) and “Britain should develop stronger ties with the European Union”
(0) versus “Britain should leave the European Union” (100). Summary statistics of and correla-
tions between the study variables are presented in the appendix, Tables A9 and A10.
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Results

We hypothesized that system-justifying attitudes would be associated positively with
voting for establishment parties (Conservative, Labour, and Liberal Democrats) and nega-
tively with voting for the antiestablishment, far-right party (UKIP). We again employed mul-
tinomial logistic regression. The dependent variable was vote choice. We used Conservative
(Tory) voting as the reference category. Thus, negative coefficients indicate support for the
Conservative Party, and positive coefficients indicate either abstention or support for a dif-
ferent party (named in the table columns). Results are summarized in Table 3. As expected,
UKIP and Conservative voters identified as more right wing than other voters (and nonvot-
ers). Also unsurprisingly, UKIP supporters stood out as more opposed to the EU and immi-
gration, compared to other respondents.

System justification was strongly associated with vote choice. This is shown in Figure 8§,
which is based on the model in Table 3. It illustrates the marginal effect of system-justifying
attitudes (X axis) on the probability of voting for each of the parties in the U.K. general elec-
tion versus not voting for each of these parties (¥ axis). System justification was positively
associated with voting for the two establishment parties that formed the incumbent coalition
(Conservative Party and Liberal Democrats). As hypothesized, system justification was nega-
tively associated with voting (vs. not voting) for UKIP. System justification was unrelated to
voting for the Labour Party, possibly because it is a well-established political party, but at the
time of the election it also posed a leftist challenge to the incumbent government. We observed
a strong negative association between system justification and voting (vs. not voting) for the
Scottish National Party (SNP), which also challenged the status quo in significant ways. This
finding is in line with our hypothesis that system justification would be negatively associated
with voting for antiestablishment parties.

We hypothesized that system justification would be negatively associated with voting for
the UKIP even among voters who held anti-immigrant and anti-E.U. attitudes. This association
is illustrated in Figure 9, based on the model shown in Table All. The left panel shows the
marginal effect of attitudes toward the EU on the probability of voting (vs. not voting) for UKIP
(Y axis) at different levels of system justification (X axis). Results revealed that even citizens
who opposed the EU were significantly less likely to vote for UKIP at higher levels of system
justification. The right panel shows the marginal effect of attitudes toward immigration on the
probability of voting for UKIP (Y axis) at different levels of system justification (X axis). As
predicted, citizens who opposed immigration were less likely to vote for UKIP at higher levels
of system justification.

Thus, the results from the United Kingdom closely paralleled those from France and
Germany. System justification was associated with decreased support for UKIP even among
citizens who opposed immigration and scored high on Euroskepticism, just as system justifica-
tion was associated with decreased support for far-right parties in France and Germany even
among citizens high on ethnic intolerance. Thus, in all three national contexts, system justifica-
tion was associated with a preference for establishment over antiestablishment parties even
among 6voters who held attitudes that were otherwise congruent with the antiestablishment
parties.

®Once again, we performed pairwise comparisons to examine the effects of system justification on voting intentions,
comparing support for UKIP with that for the other parties. Results indicated that UKIP voters had lower levels of sys-
tem justification than voters of all the mainstream parties except for Labour and the SNP.
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Table 3. Effects of Demographic, Attitudinal, and Ideological Variables on Party Choice in the 2015 U.K. General Election (Multinomial Logistic Regression)

Labour Lib Dems UKIP SNP Other Abstain
Age -0.01 —-0.00 -0.01 -0.01 —0.02%* —0.03%*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Female 0.21 -0.09 —0.68%** -0.20 -0.23 -0.06
(0.23) (0.27) (0.30) (0.34) 0.27) (0.45)
Middle income —0.53%* -0.43 -0.16 -0.23 —-0.50* 0.05
(0.26) (0.31) (0.32) (0.37) (0.30) (0.51)
High income —0.62%* -0.16 -0.00 -0.79%* —0.88%* -0.07
(0.31) (0.33) (0.40) (0.47) (0.36) (0.61)
High education -0.37 0.66%* -0.10 -0.43 -0.13 -0.50
(0.24) (0.29) (0.28) (0.35) (0.28) (0.45)
Anti-immigration 0.00 -0.01 0.02%: -0.00 0.00 —0.02%*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Against U.K. membership —0.02%:* —0.0] % 0.06%#* —0.02%#* —0.01%* 0.00
in the EU (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Left-right ideology —0.17%%% —0.08 % —0.04%#* —0.15%#* —0.16%#* —0.10%#*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
System justification —4.49%#% —1.64%* —4.70%%%* —7.53%%% —6.18%#* —7.16%%**
(0.75) (0.80) (0.89) (1.04) (0.85) (1.36)
Constant 11.88%#:* 5.19%%:% -2.03* 10.71%#%* 11.61%%%* 9.15%#
(0.89) (0.93) (1.12) (1.08) (0.95) (1.36)
Pseudo R’ 0.34
Observations 1333

SONI[0J WEATISUIRIA]

Note: Entries are unstandardized logit coefficients (with their standard errors in parentheses). The reference category is voting for the Conservative (Tory) Party. Therefore, a
negative coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for the Conservatives, whereas a positive coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for the
alternative party named in each column (or abstaining).

*p<.1; ¥¥p<.05; ¥*¥*p<.01.
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Figure 8. System justification is positively associated with voting for the establishment coalition and negatively
associated with voting for UKIP in the United Kingdom (Study 3). The figure was generated based on the model
presented in Table 3. It illustrates the marginal effect of system-justifying attitudes (X axis) on the probability of voting
for each of the parties in the U.K. general election versus not voting for these parties (Y axis).

General Discussion

In political science, vote choice is typically treated as the product of some synergistic com-
bination of long-term partisan and ideological identifications and short-term economic evalu-
ations and issue preferences (Campbell et al., 1980; Lewis-Beck & Stegmaier, 2007; Marcus
et al., 2000; Nadeau et al., 2013). Accordingly, support for the far right in Europe has typically
been explained in terms of life dissatisfaction and hostility toward outgroups. Support for the far
left has been explained by economic hardship and demands to reduce inequality. Thus, political
competition on the right is seen as operating on a social or cultural dimension, whereas compe-
tition on the left is seen as operating on economic concerns.

Our research indicates that personal—including economic—dissatisfaction does indeed
play a meaningful role in voting for radical, antiestablishment parties and candidates in France,
Germany, and the United Kingdom (Hobolt & Tilley, 2016). We found that ethnic intolerance,
opposition to immigration, and concerns about national sovereignty were indeed associated with
support for the far right, whereas demands for economic redistribution were associated with sup-
port for the far left. Nevertheless, we observed that a broader disposition to defend the status quo
undermined support for antiestablishment politics even among those who were otherwise sus-
ceptible to extremist tendencies. Specifically, we identified a psychological factor—individual
differences in system justification (Jost, 2020; Kay & Jost, 2003)—that attenuated support for
antiestablishment parties and candidates across the board.
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Figure 9. System justification, attitudes toward the EU and immigration, and voting for UKIP (Study 3). This figure
was generated based on the model presented in Table A11. The left panel illustrates the marginal effect of attitudes
toward the EU on the probability of voting for UKIP versus not voting for UKIP (Y axis) for different levels of system
justification (X axis). The right panel illustrates the marginal effect of attitudes toward immigration on the probability
of voting for the UKIP versus not voting for UKIP (Y axis) for different levels of system justification (X axis).

Furthermore, in a conservative test of our hypothesis, we observed that higher levels of system
justification were associated with lower levels of support for antiestablishment politics even among
those who, given their attitudes and levels of dissatisfaction, would otherwise be susceptible to
extremist tendencies. Presumably, citizens with high levels of tolerance (for immigrants, the EU,
their own economic situation, and so on) are already at low risk of casting their vote for antiestab-
lishment parties. Thus, the impact of system justification is especially consequential when it comes
to those citizens who are otherwise predisposed to support antiestablishment parties.

One limitation of our research program is that we were only able to administer the general
(or diffuse) system-justification scale developed by Kay and Jost (2003). It would be useful
to know whether the patterns with respect to system justification in other domains (e.g., race,
gender, and economics) would be similar or different. For example, a 2016 study conducted in
the United States found that in a multivariate model general system justification was negatively
associated with support for Donald Trump, but economic and gender-specific forms of system
justification were both positively associated with support for Trump (Azevedo et al., 2017). It is
conceivable that in the European context supporters of far-right antiestablishment parties would
be low in terms of general system justification but relatively high on system justification in
domains of race, gender, and with respect to the capitalist economic system, as supporters of
President Trump were in the U.S. study. Conversely, supporters of far-left antiestablishment
parties may also be low in terms of general system justification but higher in justification of the
socialist system (and lower in justification of the capitalist system).
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In general, there is reason to think that system justification in the political domain may be
linked to implicit and explicit levels of trust in government, as Intawan and Nicholson (2018) ob-
served, and it might steer citizens away from extreme options for this reason. At the same time,
our findings were not substantially altered when we adjusted for political trust in the statistical
models. The results of our studies may have implications for understanding the role of economic
considerations on voting behavior. When levels of system justification are low, voters may be
highly sensitive to economic performance, but when system justification is high, the impact of
economic distress on support for antiestablishment parties and candidates may be attenuated.
Future research would do well to explore this possibility in more detail.

The upshot of our research program is that specific social and political attitudes, including
antipathy toward immigrants and ethnic outgroup members and preferences for income redis-
tribution, do not automatically translate into electoral support for antiestablishment politics, as
has sometimes been assumed. We have identified a heretofore neglected psychological variable
that seems to mitigate the motivating effects of cultural and economic grievances on ideological
extremism. System justification lends legitimacy and stability to established parties and, con-
sequently, to modern democratic political systems in general (see also Cichocka et al., 2018;
Jost, 2020). In the present set of studies, we have observed that, for better or worse, system
justification serves the interests of ideological moderation and the defense of mainstream,
establishment-oriented politics.

It follows from our analysis that the relatively recent resurgence in popularity of antiestab-
lishment parties from the far left and far right is attributable not only to the salience of specific
issues such as economic inequality, immigration, national sovereignty, and globalization, but also
to a broader trend in which more and more voters question the legitimacy of the status quo. In
other words, we may be witnessing the political consequences of a relative breakdown in system
justification—that is, the erosion of the historically stable consensus that Western democratic so-
cieties are fair and just. The major political implication of our findings, then, is that establishment
leaders who wish to dissuade voters from switching to more radical, antiestablishment parties on the
left or right must work to convince citizens that existing institutions, procedures, and outcomes are
fair and legitimate (e.g., Tyler, 2010), even if they acknowledge room for improvement. The key is
for establishment parties and politicians to insure that people do not entirely reject the legitimacy of
the status quo, for this seems to be when they are most susceptible to ideological extremism.

We offer this implication speculatively and tentatively because the cross-sectional nature
of our studies is unsuitable for making causal claims. The hope is that future research based on
experimental or longitudinal methods will directly examine the potential of system justification
motivation to undermine, attenuate, or otherwise act as a buffer against support for antiestablish-
ment parties, including the effects of specific grievances on support for the far right and far left.
The results we have observed thus far are consistent, at least, with the idea that system justifica-
tion is a powerful stabilizing force contributing to the stability of mainstream politics, but causal
pathways have yet to be demonstrated. If our theoretical logic is correct, the total absence of
system justification creates a dangerous political environment, for this is when the possibility of
upheaval arises—as radical, antiestablishment actors seize the opportunity to fill the ideological
void left by the delegitimation of the status quo.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Department of Psychology,
Lancaster University, Lancaster LA1 4YF, UK. E-mail: m.langer @lancaster.ac.uk

1pUOD) pue SWIR], 3y 2§ *[720T/1 1/20] U0 Areiqr autjuQ Lafip 182, £q 098¢ 1°sdod/ [ 11°01/10p/wiod" Kajim: Kreiqrjaurjuoy/:sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘1Z76L9% 1

sdny)

110)/W00" K31

P

2SUL0I] suowwoy) aanear) a[qesrjdde ay) Aq pauIdA0S a1k SI[ONIE () 2SN JO SA[NI 0] ATRIQIT AUI[UQ AI[IA UO (


mailto:m.langer@lancaster.ac.uk

Mainstream Politics 23

REFERENCES

Algan, Y., Beasley, E., Foucault, M., Senik, C., & Vertier, P. (2017). Bien-étre et vote. Note de I’Observatoire du Bien-
Etre, 2. Centre pour la Recherche Economique et ses Applications.

Azevedo, F., Jost, J. T., & Rothmund, T. (2017). “Making America great again”: System justification in the 2016 U.S.
presidential election. Translational Issues in Psychological Science, 3, 231-240.

Bahamondes-Correa, J. (2016). System justification’s opposite effects on psychological wellbeing: Testing a moderated
mediation model in a gay men and lesbian sample in Chile. Journal of Homosexuality, 63(11), 1537-1555. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2016.1223351

Beaudonnet, L., & Gomez, R. (2017). Red Europe versus no Europe? The impact of attitudes towards the EU and the
economic crisis on radical-left voting. West European Politics, 40(2), 316-335.

Belanger, E., Lewis-Beck, M. S., Chiche, J., & Tiberj, V. (2006). Party, ideology, and vote intentions: Dynamics from the
2002 French electoral panel. Political Research Quarterly, 59(4), 503-515.

Berbuir, N., Lewandowsky, M., & Siri, J. (2015). The AfD and its sympathisers: Finally a right-wing populist movement
in Germany? German Politics, 24(2), 154—178.

Bowyer, B. T., & Vail, M. 1. (2011). Economic insecurity, the social market economy, and support for the German left.
West European Politics, 34(4), 683-705.

Campbell, A., Converse, P. E., Miller, W. E., & Stokes, D. E. (1980). The american voter. University of Chicago Press.

Cichocka, A., Gorska, P, Jost, J. T., Sutton, R., & Bilewicz, M. (2018). What inverted U can do for your country: A
curvilinear relationship between confidence in the social system and political engagement. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 115, 883-902.

Clarke, H., Kellner, P., Stewart, M., Twyman, J., & Whiteley, P. (2016). Austerity and political choice in Britain. Springer.

Cole, A. (2018). Crowning Jupiter: The 2017 French electoral series in perspective. Parliamentary Affairs, 71, 501-520.

Cutts, D., & Russell, A. (2015). From coalition to catastrophe: The electoral meltdown of the Liberal Democrats.
Parliamentary Affairs, 68(Suppl. 1), 70-87.

Dennison, J., & Goodwin, M. (2015). Immigration, issue ownership and the rise of UKIP. Parliamentary Affairs,
68(Suppl. 1), 168-187.

Dow, J. K., & Endersby, J. W. (2004). Multinomial probit and multinomial logit: A comparison of choice models for
voting research. Electoral Studies, 23(1), 107-122.

Ford, R., & Goodwin, M. (2014b). Understanding UKIP: Identity, social change and the left behind. The Political
Quarterly, 85(3), 277-284.

Ford, R., & Goodwin, M. J. (2010). Angry white men: Individual and contextual predictors of support for the British
National Party. Political Studies, 58(1), 1-25.

Ford, R., & Goodwin, M. J. (2014a). Revolt on the right: Explaining support for the radical right in Britain. Routledge.

Goerres, A., Spies, D. C., & Kumlin, S. (2017, March). The electoral supporter base of the Alternative for Germany:
An analysis of a panel study of German voters 2015-16. Paper for the annual conference of the Specialist

Group on Political Economy of the German Political Science Association (DVPW) at the WSI Diisseldorf,
30-31 March 2017.

Gougou, F., & Persico, S. (2017). A new party system in the making? The 2017 French presidential election. French
Politics, 15(3), 303-321.

Green, J., & Prosser, C. (2016). Party system fragmentation and single-party government: The British general election
of 2015. West European Politics, 39(6), 1299-1310.

Halikiopoulou, D. (2018). A right-wing populist momentum? A review of 2017 elections across Europe. JCMS: Journal
of Common Market Studies, 56(S1), 63-73.

Harding, J. F., & Sibley, C. G. (2013). The palliative function of system justification: Concurrent benefits versus
longer-term costs to wellbeing. Social Indicators Research, 113(1), 401-418. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1120
5-012-0101-1

Hobolt, S. B., & Tilley, J. (2016). Fleeing the centre: The rise of challenger parties in the aftermath of the Euro crisis.
West European Politics, 39(5), 971-991.

Hutter, S., Kriesi, H., & Vidal, G. (2018). OId versus new politics: The political spaces in Southern Europe in times of
crises. Party Politics, 24(1), 10-22.

Intawan, C., & Nicholson, S. P. (2018). My trust in government is implicit: Automatic trust in government and system
support. The Journal of Politics, 80, 601-614.

Jost, J. T. (2020). A theory of system justification. Harvard University Press.

1pUOD) pue SWIR], 3y 2§ *[720T/1 1/20] U0 Areiqr autjuQ Lafip 182, £q 098¢ 1°sdod/ [ 11°01/10p/wiod" Kajim: Kreiqrjaurjuoy/:sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘1Z76L9% 1

sdny)

110)/W00" K31

P

2SUL0I] suowwoy) aanear) a[qesrjdde ay) Aq pauIdA0S a1k SI[ONIE () 2SN JO SA[NI 0] ATRIQIT AUI[UQ AI[IA UO (


https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2016.1223351
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2016.1223351
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-012-0101-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-012-0101-1

24 M. Langer et al.

Jost, J. T., Becker, J., Osborne, D., & Badaan, V. (2017). Missing in (collective) action: Ideology, system justification,
and the motivational antecedents of two types of protest behavior. Current Directions in Psychological Science,
26(2), 99-108. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417690633

Jost, J. T., & Hunyady, O. (2003). The psychology of system justification and the palliative function of ideology.
European Review of Social Psychology, 13, 111-153.

Kay, A. C., & Jost, J. T. (2003). Complementary justice: Effects of “poor but happy” and “poor but honest” stereotype
exemplars on system justification and implicit activation of the justice motive. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 85(5), 823-837.

Kriesi, H., Grande, E., Lachat, R., Dolezal, M., Bornschier, S., & Frey, T. (2008). West European politics in the age of
globalization. Cambridge University Press.

Langer, M., Vasilopoulos, P., McAvay, H., & Jost, J. T. (2020). System justification in France: Liberté, égalité, fraternité.
Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 34, 185-191.

Laurin, K., Fitzsimons, G. M., & Kay, A. C. (2011). Social disadvantage and the self-regulatory function of justice
beliefs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 100(1), 149-171.

Lewis-Beck, M. S. (1984). France: The stalled electorate. In R. J. Dalton, S. C. Flanagan, & P. A. Beck (Eds.), Electoral
change in advanced industrial democracies: Realignment or dealignment? (pp. 425-448). Princeton University
Press.

Lewis-Beck, M. S., Nadeau, R., & Belanger, E. (2012). French presidential elections. Macmillan.

Lewis-Beck, M., & Stegmaier, M. (2007). Economic models of voting. In R. J. Dalton & H.-D. Klingemann (Eds.), The
Oxford handbook of political behavior (pp. 518-37). Oxford University Press.

Lubbers, M., Gijsberts, M., & Scheepers, P. (2002). Extreme right-wing voting in Western Europe. European Journal of
Political Research, 41(3), 345-378.

Lucassen, G., & Lubbers, M. (2012). Who fears what? Explaining far-right-wing preference in Europe by distinguishing
perceived cultural and economic ethnic threats. Comparative Political Studies, 45(5), 547-574.

March, L., & Rommerskirchen, C. (2015). Out of left field? Explaining the variable electoral success of European radi-
cal left parties. Party Politics, 21(1), 40-53.

Marcus, G. E., Neuman, W. R., & MacKuen, M. (2000). Affective intelligence and political judgment. University of
Chicago Press.

Mayer, N. (2011). Why extremes don’t meet: Le Pen and Besancenot voters in the 2007 French presidential election.
French Politics, Culture, & Society, 29, 101-120.

Mayer, N. (2013). From Jean-Marie to Marine Le Pen: Electoral change on the far-right. Parliamentary Affairs, 66(1),
160-178.

Mayer, N. (2014). The electoral impact of the crisis on the French working class. In N. Bermeo & L. Bartels
(Eds.), Mass politics in tough times: Opinions, votes and protest in the great recession (pp. 266—-296). Oxford
University Press.

Mayer, N., & Perrineau, P. (1992). Why do they vote for Le Pen? European Journal of Political Research, 22(1),
123-141.

McCoy, S. K., Wellman, J. D., Cosley, B., Saslow, L., & Epel, E. (2013). Is the belief in meritocracy palliative for
members of low status groups? Evidence for a benefit for self-esteem and physical health via perceived control.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 43(4), 307-318.

Mény, Y. (2017). A tale of party primaries and outsider candidates: The 2017 French presidential election. French
Politics, 15(3), 265-278.

Mudde, C. (2014). Fighting the system? Populist radical right parties and party system change. Party Politics, 20,
217-226.

Nadeau, R., Lewis-Beck, M. S., & Bélanger, E. (2013). Economics and elections revisited. Comparative Political
Studies, 46(5), 551-573.

Orriols, L., & Cordero, G. (2016). The breakdown of the Spanish two-party system: The upsurge of Podemos and
Ciudadanos in the 2015 general election. South European Society and Politics, 21(4), 469-492.

Ramiro, L. (2016). Support for radical left parties in Western Europe: Social background, ideology and political orien-
tations. European Political Science Review, 8(1), 1-23.

Rankin, L. E., Jost, J. T., & Wakslak, C. J. (2009). System justification and the meaning of life: Are the existential bene-
fits of ideology distributed unequally across racial groups? Social Justice Research, 22(2), 312-333.

Rooduijn, M., Burgoon, B., Van Elsas, E. J., & Van de Werthorst, H. G. (2017). Radical distinction: Support for radical
left and radical right parties in Europe. European Union Politics, 18(4), 536-559.

1pUOD) pue SWIR], 3y 2§ *[720T/1 1/20] U0 Areiqr autjuQ Lafip 182, £q 098¢ 1°sdod/ [ 11°01/10p/wiod" Kajim: Kreiqrjaurjuoy/:sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘1Z76L9% 1

sdny)

110)/W00" K31

P

2SUL0I] suowwoy) aanear) a[qesrjdde ay) Aq pauIdA0S a1k SI[ONIE () 2SN JO SA[NI 0] ATRIQIT AUI[UQ AI[IA UO (


https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417690633

Mainstream Politics 25

Rydgren, J. (2008). Immigration sceptics, xenophobes or racists? Radical right-wing voting in six West European coun-
tries. European Journal of Political Research, 47(6), 737-765.

Schlenker, B. R., Chambers, J. R., & Le, B. M. (2012). Conservatives are happier than liberals, but why? Political
ideology, personality, and life satisfaction. Journal of Research in Personality, 46(2), 127-146. https://doi.
org/10.1016/J.JRP.2011.12.009

Stavrakakis, Y., & Katsambekis, G. (2014). Left-wing populism in the European periphery: The case of SYRIZA.
Journal of Political Ideologies, 19(2), 119-142.

Suppes, A., Napier, J. L., & van der Toorn, J. (2019). The palliative effects of system justification on the health and hap-
piness of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender individuals. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 45(3),
372-388. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218785156

Tyler, T. R. (2010). Why people cooperate: The role of social motivations. Princeton University Press.

Van der Brug, W., & Fennema, M. (2007). Causes of voting for the radical right. International Journal of Public Opinion
Research, 19(4), 474-487.

Vasilopoulos, P., Beaudonnet, L., & Cautres, B. (2015). A red letter day: Investigating the renaissance of the French far-
left in the 2012 presidential election. French Politics, 13(2), 121-140.

Vasilopoulos, P., & Brouard, S. (2020). System justification and affective responses to terrorism: Evidence from the
November 2015 Paris Attacks. Political Psychology, 41(3), 569-586.

Vasilopoulos, P., & Jost, J. T. (2020). Psychological similarities and dissimilarities between left-wing and right-wing
populists: Evidence from a nationally representative survey in France. Journal of Research in Personality, 88,
104004.

Vasilopoulos, P., & Lachat, R. (2018). Authoritarianism and political choice in France. Acta Politica, 53, 612-634.

Visser, M., Lubbers, M., Kraaykamp, G., & Jaspers, E. (2014). Support for radical left ideologies in Europe. European
Journal of Political Research, 53(3), 541-558.

Wakslak, C. J., Jost, J. T., Tyler, T. R., & Chen, E. S. (2007). Moral outrage mediates the dampening effect of sys-
tem justification on support for redistributive social policies. Psychological Science, 18(3), 267-274. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01887.x

Appendix A

Table A1. Summary Statistics for Key Variables in Study 1 (2017 French Presidential Election)

Variable Observations Mean Std. dev. Min Max
Left-right scale 13,665 0.54 0.26 0 1
Life satisfaction 19,383 0.59 0.20 0 1
System justification 24,325 0.39 0.14 0 1
In favor of redistribution 24,365 0.56 0.28 0 1
Ethnic intolerance 24,304 0.54 0.25 0 1

Table A2. Correlations Among Key Variables for Study 1 (2017 French Presidential Election)

System Left-right  Ethnic In Favor of Life
Justification Scale Intolerance Redistribution Satisfaction
System Justification 1
Observations 24,325
Left-right scale -0.16% 1
Observations 13,477 13,665
Ethnic intolerance -0.27* 0.53%* 1
Observations 24,304 13,470 24,304
In favor of redistribution —-0.02%* -0.37* -0.16* 1
Observations 24,321 13,489 24,302 24,365
Life satisfaction 0.27%* -0.02 -0.16%* —-0.10%* 1
Observations 19,088 13,158 19,077 19,108 19,383
Note: Entries are Pearson correlation coefficients.

#p<.01.
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Table A3. System Justification, Life Satisfaction, and Political Attitudes on Voting Preferences in the 2017 French
Presidential Election (Study 1)

Meélenchon Hamon Fillon Le Pen Other Abstain
Age —0.027%#* —0.01%** 0.027%#%%* —0.01%#* —0.01%* —0.027%#%
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Female 0.05 0.50%3#% 0.08 —(0.22%%* -0.04 -0.10
(0.06) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10)
Middle education -0.03 0.03 0.01 —0.29%* -0.07 -0.22
(0.11) (0.15) (0.12) (0.11) (0.13) (0.16)
High education —0.32%#* -0.01 0.06 —0.78 %% —0.28%* —0.55%#%*
(0.10) (0.14) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.16)
Farmers -0.10 0.66 1.43%%% 0.54 0.51 0.83
(0.45) (0.48) (0.42) (0.46) (0.48) (0.52)
Self-employed -0.26 -0.10 0.38* -0.19 0.25 -0.43
(0.22) (0.29) 0.21) (0.23) (0.22) (0.36)
Managers —0.48%#* -0.17 0.02 —0.83%#:* —0.58%#* —0.38%*
(0.11) (0.13) (0.12) (0.14) (0.14) (0.17)
Middle level professionals ~ —0.17* —-0.02 0.04 —0.32%* —0.13 -0.17
(0.10) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.16)
Manual workers 0.14 0.01 0.03 0.16 0.06 -0.12
(0.15) (0.21) (0.20) (0.17) (0.18) (0.24)
Pensioners —(0.39%:* -0.19 0.22% —0.60%* —0.36%* -0.27
(0.12) (0.15) (0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.19)
Other non-labor force -0.19%* -0.12 0.29%%* -0.15 -0.11 -0.00
(0.11) (0.14) (0.14) (0.13) (0.14) (0.17)
Left-right scale —4.,9 %% —3.65%%* 6.75%%:* 5.9 %% 1,745 1.42%%
(0.18) (0.23) (0.21) (0.21) 0.21) (0.27)
Life satisfaction -0.28 —1.24%* -0.33 -0.46 -0.21 -0.94
(0.45) (0.59) (0.50) (0.48) (0.51) (0.64)
System justification -0.15 -0.16 -0.19 -0.22 -1.55 0.13
(1.10) (1.36) (1.26) (1.46) (1.36) (1.70)
Life satisfaction x System -2.14% 0.09 -1.43 —3.56%** —2.97** -2.12
Justification (1.10) (1.36) (1.26) (1.28) (1.35) (1.69)
In favor of redistribution 1.55%% 0.75 -0.55 0.89%* 0.58 0.59
(0.36) (0.49) (0.37) (0.36) (0.38) (0.49)
In favor of redistri- -1.15 0.32 —2.63%#** -1.37 -1.70* -1.61
bution x System (0.87) (1.10) (0.92) (0.94) (0.99) (1.28)
Justification
Ethnic intolerance -0.03 —1.12%* 0.79 5.26%** 1.45%%% 1.56%*
(0.39) (0.53) (0.49) (0.53) (0.47) (1.03)
Ethnic intoler- -0.32 -0.34 2.54%* 0.93 2.47%* -0.66
ance x System (0.94) (1.25) (1.17) (1.41) (1.25) (1.56)
Justification
Constant 2.99%#% 1.36%* —5.58 %% —5.13%%% —0.98* -0.59
(0.50) (0.65) (0.57) 0.61) (0.58) (0.73)
Pseudo R? 0.26
Observations 12,154

Note: Entries are unstandardized logit coefficients (with their standard errors in parentheses). The reference category
is voting for Macron. Therefore, a negative coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for Macron,
whereas a positive coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for the alternative candidate named in
each column (or abstaining).
*p<.1; ¥¥p<.05; ¥*¥*p<.01.
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Table A4. Robustness Test: System Justification, Life Satisfaction, and Political Attitudes on Voting Preferences in the
2017 French Presidential Election Adjusting for Satisfaction with the President and Confidence in Politicians (Study 1)

Melenchon Hamon Fillon Le_Pen Other Abstain
Age —0.019%#* —0.012%** 0.019%%%* —0.016%** —0.012%%%* —0.022%%%*
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005)
Female 0.080 0.477%%* 0.145% —0.164%* -0.003 -0.025
(0.066) (0.084) (0.074) (0.080) (0.082) (0.107)
Middle education —-0.005 0.041 0.048 —0.284%* —-0.054 —-0.189
(0.111) (0.151) (0.122) (0.118) (0.130) (0.168)
Higher education —0.329%* —-0.051 0.015 —0.828 % —0.315%* —0.563%*%*
(0.104) (0.139) (0.113) (0.114) (0.123) (0.160)
Farmers -0.079 0.743 1.502%3#% 0.567 0.635 0.904*
(0.463) (0.483) (0.439) (0.471) 0.479) (0.523)
Self-employed —-0.355 —0.108 0.185 —-0.306 0.225 —-0.528
(0.230) (0.294) (0.226) (0.235) (0.228) (0.378)
Managers —0.508 % —-0.107 —0.048 —(.832%* —0.616%** —0.404%*
(0.112) (0.136) (0.129) (0.143) (0.142) (0.178)
Middle level -0.181* -0.016 0.003 —0.307%* -0.118 —-0.200
professionals (0.102) (0.128) (0.129) (0.128) (0.127) (0.167)
Manual workers 0.059 0.058 —-0.008 0.150 0.058 -0.107
(0.153) (0.212) (0.205) (0.171) (0.184) 0.241)
Pensioners —0.406%* -0.165 0.200 —0.589%:* —0.352% -0.278
(0.121) (0.153) (0.137) (0.141) (0.148) (0.198)
Other non-labor force ~ —0.227* —0.088 0.227 —0.188 -0.177 -0.012
(0.116) (0.149) (0.143) (0.135) (0.142) (0.173)
Left-right scale —5.473%%% —3.758%%#%* 5.378 %% 4.901%#%* 0.859%#%* 0.753%#%#%*
(0.197) (0.247) (0.224) (0.221) (0.220) (0.288)
Life satisfaction —0.916%** —1.205%#:* —0.705%** -1 55]%** —1.053%s#* —1.713%%*
(0.174) (0.219) (0.198) (0.199) (0.208) (0.265)
System justification —0.878%** —-0.135 1.041 %% —(0.934 %% —1.122%%% —1.573%%%*
(0.277) (0.351) (0.312) (0.321) (0.334) (0.438)
In favor of 1.162%%*%* 0.856%%#%* —1.220%#%  ().542%%* 0.125 0.069
redistribution (0.134) (0.172) (0.143) (0.146) (0.153) (0.202)
Ethnic intolerance —0.332%* —1.249%%* 1.270% %% S 171 1.889%:#* 1.021%#%%*
(0.154) (0.200) (0.193) 0.217) (0.200) (0.258)
Satisfaction with the —0.185%* 0.032 —0.397#%%  —0.240%** —0.221%#%* —0.153%%%*
President (0.015) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.025)
Politicians care about people like me (ref. not at all)
Much -0.171 —-0.290 -0.018 0.100 -0.373 0.233
(0.272) (0.337) (0.388) (0.374) (0.429) (0.459)
Somewhat —0.4171 %% 0.066 0.016 —0.098 —0.500%*%* 0.139
(0.119) (0.141) (0.157) (0.166) (0.170) (0.190)
A little —(0.224 %% —-0.032 0.164%%* —(0.235%% —0.340%%** -0.228*
(0.077) (0.104) (0.082) (0.087) (0.089) (0.120)
Constant 4.312%%* 1.353 %% —4.146%*% 3 33]%** 0.361 1.105%*
(0.287) (0.363) (0.345) (0.354) (0.350) (0.445)
Pseudo R’ 0.275
Observations 11,625

Entries are unstandardized logit coefficients (with their standard errors in parentheses). The reference category is voting
for Macron. Therefore, a negative coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for Macron, whereas a
positive coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for the alternative candidate named in each column

(or abstaining).

*p<.1; ¥¥p<.05; ***p<.01.
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Table AS. Robustness Test. Interactive Effects: System Justification, Life Satisfaction, and Political Attitudes
on Voting Preferences in the 2017 French Presidential Election Adjusting for Satisfaction with the President and
Confidence in Politicians (Study 1)

Melenchon Hamon Fillon Le_Pen Other Abstain
Age —0.019%##* —0.01 2% 0.019%*%*  —0.017#*%*  —0.012%%*  —-0.023%***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005)
Female 0.079 0.475%%% 0.142%* —0.167** —-0.004 -0.026
(0.066) (0.084) (0.074) (0.080) (0.082) (0.107)
Middle education —-0.006 0.039 0.049 —0.28 1% —-0.050 -0.188
(0.111) (0.151) (0.122) (0.118) (0.131) (0.168)
High education —0.3307%%* -0.053 0.015 —0.823%#%  —(.3]1%** —0.563 %%
(0.104) (0.139) (0.114) (0.114) (0.123) (0.160)
Farmers -0.054 0.736 1.509%#*  0.589 0.661 0.928*
(0.463) (0.483) (0.440) (0.472) (0.480) (0.524)
Self-employed —0.348 —0.111 0.190 —-0.306 0.228 -0.525
(0.230) (0.294) (0.226) (0.235) (0.228) (0.378)
Managers —0.507%#%*%* -0.111 —-0.043 —0.824%**%  —0.609%**  —-0.402%*
(0.112) (0.136) (0.130) (0.143) (0.142) (0.179)
Middle level —-0.179* -0.019 0.004 —0.305%* -0.115 —-0.198
professionals (0.102) (0.128) (0.129) (0.128) (0.127) (0.167)
Manual workers 0.060 0.056 —-0.003 0.154 0.065 -0.103
(0.153) (0.212) (0.206) (0.171) (0.184) (0.241)
Pensioners —0.405%#* —-0.167 0.200 —0.586%**  —0.348%* -0.276
(0.121) (0.154) (0.137) (0.141) (0.148) (0.198)
Other non-labor force —-0.226% -0.090 0.226 -0.184 -0.175 -0.012
(0.116) (0.149) (0.143) (0.135) (0.142) (0.173)
Left-right scale —5.466%#* —3.768%*#* 5.383%%%  4.896%** 0.857%%%* 0.756%%*%*
(0.197) (0.248) (0.225) (0.221) (0.220) (0.288)
Life satisfaction —-0.201 —-1.193* —-0.266 -0.379 —-0.155 —-0.902
(0.472) (0.615) (0.526) (0.496) (0.527) (0.652)
System justification 1.182 0.022 1.413 1.371 0.025 0.981
(1.142) (1.407) (1.337) (1.499) (1.409) (1.724)
Life satisfaction x System  —1.833 -0.256 -1.122 —3.388%* -2.461% -2.134
Justification (1.148) (1.415) (1.337) (1.322) (1.394) (1.715)
In favor of redistribution 1.597#%%* 0.752 -0.607 0.875%* 0.502 0.652
(0.376) (0.509) (0.389) (0.367) (0.390) (0.498)
In favor of redistri- -1.096 0.239 -1.629% —-0.790 -0.977 -1.575
bution x System (0.898) (1.141) (0.970) (0.970) (1.020) (1.300)
Justification
Ethnic intolerance -0.123 —-1.067* 0.611 5.05 1% 1.384s#:#% 1.247%%*
0.411) (0.573) (0.520) (0.570) (0.504) (0.626)
Ethnic intoler- -0.539 —-0.455 1.752 0.331 1.472 —-0.646
ance x System (0.981) (1.302) (1.250) (1.451) (1.285) (1.585)
Justification
Satisfaction with the —0.185%:#* 0.031 —0.395%#%  —(0.240%**  —0.220%**  —(Q.]53%**
President (0.015) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.025)
Politicians care about people like me (ref. not at all)
Much —-0.136 -0.291 0.023 0.117 -0.329 0.265
(0.273) (0.338) (0.389) (0.377) (0.431) (0.459)
Somewhat —0.404%#%%* 0.070 0.044 —0.082 —0.470%**%  0.144
(0.119) (0.141) (0.158) (0.167) (0.171) (0.191)
A little —0.227%%%* —-0.031 0.161%* —0.236%#%  —(0.342%**  —-(.229*
(0.077) (0.104) (0.082) (0.087) (0.089) (0.120)

(Continues)
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Melenchon Hamon Fillon Le_Pen Other Abstain
Constant 3.502%%* 1.309* —4.289%%% 4 136%** -0.076 0.156
(0.519) (0.673) (0.598) (0.633) (0.599) (0.746)
Pseudo R 0.276
Observations 11,625

Note: Entries are unstandardized logit coefficients (with their standard errors in parentheses). The reference category
is voting for Macron. Therefore, a negative coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for Macron,
whereas a positive coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for the alternative candidate named in

each column (or abstaining).
*p<.1; ¥ p<.05; #*¥¥p<.01.

Table A6. Summary Statistics for Key Variables in Study 2 (2017 German Federal Election)

Variable Observations Mean Std. dev. Min Max
Left right scale 892 0.47 0.21 0 1
System justification 814 0.48 0.21 0 1
Ethnic intolerance 953 0.73 0.25 0 1
Deteriorating finances 994 0.53 0.22 0 1

Table A7. Correlations Among Key Variables in Study 2 (2017 German Federal Election)

Left-right Deteriorating
System Justification Scale Ethnic Intolerance Finances
System Justification 1
814
Left-right scale 0.09* 1
757 892
Ethnic intolerance -.017* 0.45% 1
792 864 953
Deteriorating finances ~ —0.27* 0.02 0.11* 1
809 888 948 994

Note: Entries are Pearson’s correlation coefficients.
*p<.05.
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Table A8. System Justification, Financial Dissatisfaction, Ethnic Intolerance, and Vote Choice in the 2017 German

Federal Election (Study 2)

SPD Die Linke  AfD Greens FDP Other Abstained
Age 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.03* —0.02%*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Female -0.43* -0.04 —(.94 %% -0.25 -0.37 0.24 -0.51
(0.26) (0.34) (0.32) (0.37) (0.31) (0.45) (0.35)
High education -0.55* -0.30 -0.48 0.55 0.38 —1.74%%  0.37
(0.30) (0.39) (0.39) (0.38) (0.32) (0.79) (0.38)
1001-2000 -0.55* -0.16 —-0.80* —1.01%** -0.15 —1.53%%  —0.46
(0.33) 0.42) (0.42) (0.51) (0.44) (0.66) (0.45)
2001-3000 —-0.46 -0.38 -0.81* -0.20 0.26 -0.57 -0.26
(0.39) (0.54) (0.48) (0.51) 0.47) (0.70) 0.51)
3000 or more —1.22%% -0.56 -1.03* -1.01 0.07 -0.03 -15.07
(0.55) 0.71) (0.60) (0.70) (0.55) (0.82) (606.91)
(Refused) -0.69 -0.32 —1.02% -0.71 -0.03 0.30 -0.36
(0.44) (0.56) (0.55) (0.64) (0.55) (0.61) 0.57)
Left-right ideology —4,89 ek —8.10%** 3.16%%* —2.93%* 0.01 —-1.41 —1.99*
(0.78) (1.06) (0.96) (1.20) (0.93) (1.41) (1.10)
System justification -3.04 -3.87 -8.54 -3.06 -4.67 -8.20% —6.60
(2.93) (3.32) (6.95) (3.52) (3.58) 4.71) (4.04)
Intolerance 0.49 —3.48%* 4.80 —4.81%** -1.04 -1.24 -0.61
(1.93) (2.07) (3.51) (2.39) (2.32) (2.43) (2.40)
SJ xintolerance -1.92 3.58 2.89 2.20 0.49 -2.60 0.20
(3.19) (3.78) (7.06) (4.12) (3.80) (5.35) (4.35)
Deteriorating -0.56 4,92%:% 1.22 1.44 -0.84 0.55 -0.58
finances (1.79) (2.02) (1.86) (2.50) (2.14) (2.24) (2.16)
SJ xdeteriorating -0.29 —9.53%* -1.46 -3.34 1.54 —-0.65 1.25
finances (3.30) (4.04) (3.99) 4.51) (3.92) (5.83) (4.45)
Constant 4,95%k% 5.54%% -2.34 5.40%s#:* 2.75 6.19%#%k 5 Q7%
(1.76) (1.89) (3.38) (2.04) (2.14) (2.22) (2.19)
Pseudo R 0.24
Observations 727

Note: Entries are unstandardized logit coefficients (with their standard errors in parentheses). The reference category is
voting for the CDU/CSU. Therefore, a negative coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for CDU/
CSU, whereas a positive coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for the alternative party named in
each column (or abstaining).
*p<.1; ¥*¥p<.05; ¥**p< .01,

Table A9. Summary Statistics for Key Variables in Study 3 (2015 UK General Election)

Variable Observations Mean Std. dev. Min Max

Against immigration 2409 61.59 25.40 0.00 100.00
Against EU 2374 47.36 30.92 0.00 100.00
Left-right scale 2235 44.38 22.66 0.00 100.00
System Justification 2507 0.43 0.18 0.00 1.00
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Table A10. Correlations Among Key Variables in Study 3 (2015 UK General Election)
Left-right
System Justification ~ Scale Against Immigration  Against EU
System Justification 1
Observations 2507
Left-right scale 0.37* 1
Observations 1670 2235
Against immigration 0.09% 0.54%* 1
Observations 1789 2205 2409
Against EU 0.11* 0.52% 0.63* 1
Observations 1759 2187 2344 2374
Note: Entries are Pearson’s correlation coefficients.
*p<.05.
Table A11. System Justification, Euroscepticism, Attitudes Toward Immigration, and Vote Choice in the 2017 UK
General Election (Study 3)
Labour LD UKIP SNP Other Abstain
Age -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01 —0.02%* —0.03**
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Female 0.22 —-0.08 -0.76** -0.18 -0.21 -0.07
(0.24) (0.27) (0.30) (0.34) (0.27) (0.45)
Middle income —0.54%* -0.44 -0.20 -0.26 -0.51* —-0.00
(0.26) (0.31) (0.32) (0.37) (0.30) (0.51)
High income —0.65%* -0.16 -0.05 -0.81% —0.91%* —-0.11
(0.31) (0.33) (0.40) 0.47) (0.37) (0.60)
High education —-0.40% 0.64%* -0.11 —-0.40 -0.15 -0.47
(0.24) (0.29) (0.28) (0.35) (0.28) (0.46)
Anti-immigration 0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 0.01 -0.03
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
System justification -3.92% -4.00 —15.62%%% 9 9Q*k*  —6,19%* —9.79%%
(2.30) (2.49) (5.12) (2.84) (2.49) (3.54)
Anti-immigration x System -0.02 0.03 0.14%* 0.02 -0.04 0.02
Justification (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) (0.07)
Against EU —-0.02 -0.02 0.06%* -0.03* -0.03* -0.01
(0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Against EU x System —-0.00 0.02 -0.01 0.03 0.04 0.03
Justification (0.03) (0.03) (0.06) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05)
Left—right ideology —0.17%%% —0.08*#* —0.04%#* —0.15%%%  —0.16%**  —0.10%%*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Constant 11.96%%#%* 6.47%%% 2.51 11.60%* 11.87#%%  10.24%%**
(1.38) (1.53) (2.35) (1.55) (1.45) (1.84)
Pseudo R’ 0.34
Observations 1333
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Note: Entries are unstandardized logit coefficients (with their standard errors in parentheses). The reference category
is voting for the Conservative (Tory) Party. Therefore, a negative coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of
voting for the Conservatives, whereas a positive coefficient indicates an increase in the probability of voting for the
alternative party named in each column (or abstaining).

*p<.1; #p<.05; #**p<.01.
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