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Abstract On the one hand, political polarization is necessary for a plural democracy,
which must never be satisfied with a permanent lack of alternatives regarding its
central principles and values. On the other hand, polarization can become dysfunc-
tional for democracy when the absoluteness of the rejection of political opponents
leads to the endorsement of anti-democratic attitudes and measures, when politics
is seen as a zero-sum game and the diversity of legitimate opinions, attitudes, and
identities is neglected. The identity of democracy is to prevent this in the long run
and to balance competing elements instead. Based on this premise, the article aims
to explain why the extent of affective polarization in established democracies varies
greatly, using Norway and Italy as two case studies according to the most similar
case design. Accordingly, it argues for a holistic view of a country’s political cul-
ture that takes into account historical path dependencies and upheavals and thereby
reveals whether a democratic society is more or less willing to accept and balance
competing conceptions of democracy.
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S. Bein

Affektive Polarisierung und demokratische Identitéit: Italien und
Norwegen im Vergleich

Zusammenfassung Politische Polarisierung ist einerseits notwendig fiir eine plu-
rale Demokratie, die sich niemals mit dauerhafter Alternativlosigkeit hinsichtlich
ihrer zentralen Prinzipien und Werte zufriedengeben darf. Andererseits kann Po-
larisierung dann fiir die Demokratie dysfunktional werden, wenn die Absolutheit
der Ablehnung politischer Gegner in der Befiirwortung antidemokratischer Einstel-
lungen und MaBinahmen miindet, wenn Politik als Nullsummenspiel gesehen wird
und die Vielfalt legitimer Meinungen, Einstellungen und Identititen ausgeblendet
wird. Die Identitit der Demokratie ist es, dies auf Dauer zu verhindern und statt-
dessen konkurrierende Elemente auszubalancieren. Ausgehend von dieser Praimisse
will der Artikel anhand der zwei Fallbeispiele Norwegen und Italien nach dem most
similar case design erkldren, warum das Ausmal affektiver Polarisierung in den
etablierten Demokratien starke Unterschiede aufweist. Dementsprechend wird fiir
einen ganzheitlichen Blick in die politische Kultur eines Landes plddiert, der his-
torische Pfadabhidngigkeiten und Umbriiche beriicksichtigt und dadurch zeigt, ob
eine demokratische Gesellschaft mehr oder weniger zu Akzeptanz und Ausgleich
konkurrierender Vorstellungen von Demokratie bereit ist.

Schliisselworter Demokratische Identitét - Italien - Norwegen - Pluralismus -
Affektive Polarisierung

1 Introduction

Research on the crisis of democracy is in relative agreement that Western democra-
cies found themselves in an age of populism and polarization (Arbatli and Rosenberg
2021; Bernhard 2020; Schéfer and Ziirn 2021; Svolik 2019). Affective polarization
can be defined as “the extent to which partisans view each other as a disliked out-
group” (Iyengar et al. 2012, p. 406). Affective polarization is thus related to issue-
based (cognitive) polarization, but it is not the same thing (Bernaerts et al. 2023,
p. 159). Wagner specifies affective polarization in this sense: “More specifically,
the term captures the distance between the sympathy individuals hold towards their
in-party and the animosity they hold towards out-parties” (2024, p. 379). Affective
polarization is increasing in nearly all democratic societies (see Fig. 1).

However, there are also considerable differences between the individual democ-
racies (see Fig. 2). Regarding twenty-two selected cases from Europe, Northern
America and Asia, Slovenia has the highest affective polarization. Italy and France
are ranking next with still a noticeable level of polarization. In Norway, affective
polarization is very low and can be classified as predominantly absent for the year
2023. To sum up, there are strong differences and by no means all established
democracies presented here are equally affected by the phenomenon of polarization.
How can we explain these differences?

Polarization is not a new phenomenon for democracies and, from a pluralist
or agonist perspective, is even a necessary component of democratic competition
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Fig. 1 Affective polarization in Western democracies since 1950. Source: V-Dem, Political polarization

(v2cacamps). Question: Is society polarized into antagonistic, political camps? Variable type: Original
scale (0—4). Higher values indicate higher polarization. Own illustration
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Fig. 2 Affective polarization in selected democracies in 2023. Source: V-Dem, Political polarization
(v2cacamps). Question: Is society polarized into antagonistic, political camps? Variable type: Original
scale (0—4). Higher values indicate a higher polarization. Own illustration

(Fraenkel 2011; Mouffe 2005). It has also recently been pointed out that the prob-
lem is not the competition between political or other social group identities as
such (Gutmann 2003; Schubert and Schwiertz 2021). By establishing links to po-
litical parties and supporting organizations, collective identities have always been
a necessary component of social groups and milieus in the political system (Mair
2006). The emancipatory identity politics of the 1960s also show that marginalized
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groups and poorly represented interests can make legitimate demands for participa-
tion (Susemichel and Kastner 2018).
However, under certain conditions, polarization becomes a danger for democracy:

“When politics becomes an identity-based struggle against depraved oppo-
nents—when ideals and policies matter less than dominating foes—the govern-
ment becomes dysfunctional. Viable political strategies focus less on policy-
based arguments and more on marginalizing the opposition, with false smears
and antidemocratic tactics if necessary” (Finkel et al. 2020, p. 536).

Henceforth, many authors have pointed out major negative consequences of cer-
tain forms of affective polarization for the functioning of democracy. Levitsky and
Ziblatt (2018), for instance, show how the exaggeration of political conflicts and the
violation of generally valid and long standing democratic rules can even lead to the
‘death’ of democratic orders. Arbatli and Rosenberg (2021, p. 288) figure out that
polarization leads to intimidation and rejection of the government by the opposition,
which in turn causes greater tolerance of electoral manipulation and the violations of
political and civil rights and liberties for the sake of short term political success. In
summary, the connection between polarization and endangered democracies exists
when political conflicts are played out as a zero-sum game, when political majorities
in favor of another political camp are seen as an existential threat rather than as the
democratic norm and when conflict thus becomes an end in itself (McCoy et al.
2018, p. 26).

Identity-based affective polarization is thus linked to the loss of democratic quality
and dysfunctional democratic decision-making mechanism (Somer et al. 2021). The
decisive factor here is the shift from a democratic orientation toward compromise,
both among citizens and the political elite, to a perception of threat and a view
of political dispute as a zero-sum game (McCoy et al. 2018, p. 25). I thus argue
that a main topic of affective polarization recently is the controversial nature of the
concept of democracy itself.

There are different ideas about what constitutes democracy and how a democratic
political order should be organized (Gagnon 2018; Held 1987; Osterberg-Kaufmann
et al. 2023). This can first be noted as a fundamental characteristic of a pluralis-
tic democracy: Ernst Fraenkel (2011), among others, has pointed out that in a free
society there can never be a homogeneity of interests between the people and their
representatives. However, the more recent phenomenon of political polarization is
often attributed precisely to this: In democracy, groups, and milieus, who under-
stand democracy to mean different things, are increasingly confronting each other.
“With the increase in the polarization of a society even in seemingly consolidated
democracies [...] it is reasonable to assume that these different groups also differ
substantially in their ideas of democracy” (Osterberg-Kaufmann 2023, p. 314).

But this overlooks, first, the fact that these different conceptions of democracy
have always existed and, second, that the extent of political polarization varies
greatly in democracies. So, the question is under which conditions different concep-
tions of democracy lead to an unhealthy, dysfunctional form of affective polarization
and under which conditions, in contrast, this diversity can be transformed into a func-
tional form of balance. It is precisely this process of balancing, of simultaneously

@ Springer



Affective polarization and democratic identity: a comparison of Italy and Norway

enabling and keeping under control competing conceptions of democracy and their
political implications, that can be called the identity of democracy (Hidalgo 2020)
or democratic identity (Bein 2022b, 2023).

This article aims to contribute to answering this question by first presenting the
premise of a democratic identity theoretically and integrating it into the context of
the polarization literature. Subsequently, the empirical section aims at testing the
postulated connection between political polarization and democratic identity on the
basis of two selected case studies. For this purpose, insights into the case-specific
conditions of both selected democracies follow: Italy with high polarization rates
and Norway as democratic society with very low polarization rates. Finally, we
conclude with some theoretical implications for the causes and consequences of
dysfunctional polarization in established democracies.

2 Polarization and democratic identity
2.1 Explaining polarization in the literature

McCoy et al. define polarization as “a process whereby the normal multiplicity
of differences in a society increasingly align along a single dimension, cross-cut-
ting differences become instead reinforcing, and people increasingly perceive and
describe politics and society in terms of ‘Us’ versus ‘Them’” (2018, p. 18). Af-
fective polarization occurs when group affiliations and emotional devaluations are
constructed based on political preferences in everyday life and in situations that are
actually nonpolitical. Family members, neighbors or work colleagues are no longer
perceived as such but are instead seen as either the ‘enemy’ or ‘one of us’ according
to their political convictions and partisan sympathies: “Rather than simply disagree-
ing over policy outcomes, we are increasingly blind to our commonalities, seeing
each other only as two teams fighting for a trophy” (Mason 2018, p. 4). The ab-
soluteness of the respective differences makes democratic debates difficult. In such
a debate, one would ideally recognize that sometimes one side wins, sometimes the
other, and that the interplay of electoral victory and defeat is part of the competition
(Przeworski 2020). In times of high affective and dysfunctional polarization, both
sides declare the other as the true ‘enemies of democracy’ and thus justify demands
for exclusion (Schedler 2023).

The literature suggests diverging and multiple explanations for increasing and
hostile affective polarization (Roose and Steinhilper 2022; Wagner 2024). Social
causes are primarily about the distribution and hardening of lines of conflict, so-
called cleavages. This causes not only an increasing polarization of party systems
(Dalton and Berning 2022) but also a relevant amount of social fragmentation. This,
in turn, strenghtens hostile attitudes toward political opponents (Klein 2021; Mason
2016). In a study for Germany, for example, it was shown that supporters of the
Greens and the Alternative fiir Deutschland—both parties are often treated as poles
of the new cultural cleavage—have very homogeneous circles of friends (Teichler
et al. 2023, p. 32). This consolidates their own opinions and viewpoints, while at the
same time, ignorance and hostility toward the other camp grow. Earlier sociological
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studies have already identified the lack of cross-cutting memberships as a reason for
social polarization and the hardening of conflicts (Eckstein 1966; Lazarsfeld et al.
1968).

In terms of institutional causes, there is no clear scientific evidence of correlations
with greater polarization. Many studies focus exclusively on the USA, and cross-
national analyses are much rarer. In a study of 40 democracies, however, it was
found that affective polarization toward parties is greater than that toward individual
members of the political elite: “Even if levels of partisan identification and party
membership have dropped, parties still invoke stronger feelings among voters than
leaders” (Reiljan et al. 2023, p. 14). However, the effect shifts toward a stronger
polarization concerning political leaders if the regime has performance problems in
the output area, particularly in terms of effectiveness. A growing number of studies
point in particular to the increasing influence of populist parties (McCoy and Somer
2019; Svolik 2019).

In addition, the media is also said to have a relevant influence on polarization, as
it specifically reinforces the affiliation of social identities and the demarcation from
others (Eilders et al. 2022) because “as people spend more time online and on social
network sites, they are more likely to be inadvertently exposed to polarizing content
by others in their network™ (Iyengar et al. 2019, p. 135).

Furthermore, other research has shown that consensus democracies, especially
democracies with proportional representation, exhibit lower polarization and thus
advise policy-makers “to create institutions that foster social connectedness, inclu-
sive decision-making, substantive and descriptive representation of and legitimacy
for all societal groups” (Bernaerts et al. 2023, pp. 163-164).

The interaction between elite polarization and social polarization is also exam-
ined. We can describe this as a top-down-effect of affective polarization. Polarization
within the political elite can reinforce political polarization within society, as numer-
ous studies from the American context but also from European democracies such
as Sweden show (Bick et al. 2023; Skytte 2021; Zingher and Flynn 2018). Huddy
and Yair (2021), for example, found in an experiment that affective polarization on
the part of voters can be reduced through more friendly and less hostile interactions
between politicians in political conflicts. Skytte (2021) shows how uncivilized and
hostile interactions between political elites have a negative impact on political trust.
To the contrary, the extent of substantive policy-differences between political actors
has no clear effect on the affective polarization of voters:

“The fact that citizens can cope with strong political disagreement without los-
ing faith in their elected politicians is good news for those who believe that
issue polarization is a valuable good in a democracy, and for those trying to
improve the level of civility in public debate” (Skytte 2021, p. 1473).

However, as far as I can see, there is no empirical study that specifically explains
political polarization in terms of crucial differences in balancing democracy con-
ceptions and its path dependencies in a country’s political culture. This seems to
be a central research gap, as path dependencies are already inherent in every politi-
cal culture (Wiarda 2014), which makes it possible to balance different democratic
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principles (e.g. freedom and equality, individual rights and collective cohesion) in
a tolerant way.

2.2 Affective polarization and democratic identity between liberalism and
republicanism

In general, polarization describes the nature and extent of major political conflicts
in a society (Bein 2023, p. 102). The distribution of political attitudes as an object
of polarization can be described as a form of distribution that erodes in the center
and concentrates toward the ends. According to Eckstein (1966, p. 38), “[t]he most
stable democracy is one in which men disagree, without intensity and within a narrow
range, on specific issues, widely share basic orientations, and have politically weak
segmental identifications”. Conflicts of interest that clash in the sense of pluralist
democratic theory and are cushioned by the democratic competition are accordingly
to be understood as a normal or healthy form of polarization. The condition for this
is that there is mutual recognition of the plurality and legitimacy of interests and
ideas, and that there is fundamental agreement on the manner in which the conflict
is to be carried out.

This requires the ability to compromise across political camps and the recognition
of multiple and ambiguous identity claims. Identity-political disputes beyond factual
issues can therefore have dysfunctional consequences for democracy if polarization
becomes an end in itself and open political debates that ultimately lead to binding
and well-accepted decisions are prevented.

In this respect, Ernst Fraenkel’s pluralist theory of democracy explicitly opposes
the anti-pluralist and identarian constructions of democracy by Schmitt and Rousseau
(Bergem 2019, p. 257). Rather, in pluralist democracy, the common good is to be
achieved a posteriori through the rationality of procedures and the recognition of
the diversity of interests. But:

“The characteristic notion of pluralism, that the common good can be real-
ized only if taking into account the fundamental regulative ideas of justice and
equity, enabling groups to participate in the process of will formation, makes
sense only if the procedural and substantive norms called upon to regulate this
will formation are unbreakably respected” (Fraenkel 2011, p. 279).

Agonistic theories then also characterize the transition from collective ‘us’ vs.
‘them’ conflicts out of an antagonistic attitude of hostility into conflict situations that
fundamentally recognize the plurality of a democratic society and the legitimacy of
the other identities and conceptions of democracy: “Whereas antagonism is an us-
them relationship in which enemies face each other without any common ground,
agonism is an us-them relationship in which the conflicting parties recognize the
legitimacy of their opponents even though they realize that there is no rational
solution to the conflict” (Mouffe 2010, p. 30).

If we break down competing deductive models of democracy such as liberal-
ism and republicanism, we find, for example, different starting points from which
a democratic community can be conceived and legitimized (Osterberg-Kaufmann
et al. 2023, p. 78). Republicanism, for instance, enforces a democratic model that
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puts positive freedom, active participation, and the community of the citizens in
the center. Since political participation in republicanism represents a necessary “ba-
sic activity” (Arendt 2021, pp. 24-26) of human life, people must also be given
the preconditions to participate actively and effectively. Hence, in republicanism,
an understanding of democracy stems from the creation of social equality and the
generation of preconditions for positive freedom (Bein 2023, p. 179).!

The liberal ideal, instead, thus contains a normative limitation to the negative
freedom and autonomy of the individual. The autonomous individual, who is equal
to all others in his goals and desires and must therefore also enjoy the freedom
to develop according to his own ideas, is at the center of the theoretical concepts
of liberalism (Bein 2023, p. 148; Rawls 1979; Sandel 1993). In particular, the
concepts of privacy and neutrality are elementary components of the liberal state in
this context Thus, Rawls’ goal is explicitly to design a conception of justice that
is acceptable and just for all, but independent of certain moral, philosophical or
religious doctrines (Rawls 2003, p. 67).

Osterberg-Kaufmann et al. (2023) try to retrieve different configurations of
democracy from these democratic theories in the sense of climbing down the ladder
of abstraction. Liberalism then emphasizes a democratic process, where interests are
seen as competing goals and the competition has to be regulated by institutions. Re-
publicanism, on the contrary, requires stronger social equalities in order to guarantee
extensive participation and a strong civil society. “Whereas liberalism achieves the
common good through the implementation of particular interests capable of gaining
a majority, republicanism presupposes the existence of a common good to which
all citizens voluntarily subordinate their particular interests” (Osterberg-Kaufmann
et al. 2023, p. 84).

Democracy as a whole, when these ideas and conceptions confront each other
within it, must be permanently open to balance them (Przeworski 2020, p. 174). It
cannot, for example, legitimately make itself only a liberal democracy without si-
multaneously neglecting the republican idea or implement only conservative claims
without missing the possibility of dynamic, progressive adaptation to environmen-
tal changes. Moreover, equal recognition and balancing of these configurations of
democracy foster awareness among citizens that the dominance of one model is
short-lived and that constructive participation in political competition allows for
incremental successes (Mouffe 2018, p. 106).

Here, the crucial argument is made that forms of dysfunctional affective polar-
ization can be seen as a consequence of weak democratic identity. I want to follow
mainly the arguments of Mouffe (2015, 2018), Hidalgo (2019, 2020) and, further
elaborated, Bein (2023): Accordingly, democracy, as a collective organizational form
of political decision-making, has its own identity, namely that of balancing and toler-

I Being aware of the rich discussion on communitarianism as a pole of the new populist cleavage (Wilde
et al. 2019), I here refer to the term republicanism. The description of the line of conflict between cos-
mopolitans and communitarians must firstly be distinguished from the democratic-theoretical and philo-
sophical discussion on communitarianism. Secondly, although the conceptions of democracy there are
based on a return to strong and limited political communities, they also have authoritarian, anti-pluralist
and partly nativist traits (Schéfer and Ziirn 2021). Republicanism therefore remains the point of reference
for democratic theory here.
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ating insoluble but legitimate tensions. These tensions then include specific conflicts
over what values and principles characterize the democratic order, to what extent
the state should intervene, or how inclusive or exclusive access to citizenship can
be.

Democratic identity is thus not primarily a form of identity that emanates bottom-
up from a particular social group or individual and brings its demands to bear on
the political system. Rather, it is the form of an identity necessarily inherent in
democratic orders, which is then optimally internalized and adopted by a large
proportion of its citizens. Democracy must preserve this diversity of legitimate
positions, especially in questions regarding political integration and citizenship (Bein
2022a) or the distribution of resources, freedoms and rights, and transfer it into
a political debate. Hidalgo emphasizes this characteristic with focus on the classic
left-right-divide:

“[The] identity of democracy itself is therefore only preserved if both left-wing
and right-wing identity politics achieve at best partial successes, stage victories
and/or temporary gains. The contradiction itself, the opposing political iden-
tities, which in different ways emphasize the ‘same’ and ‘different’ that exist
simultaneously in democracy, must remain intact” (Hidalgo 2020, p. 22).

According to agonistic theory then, the limits of pluralism lie in the distinction
between political demands that are based on the recognition of the other and merely
constitute a political opposition, and such demands that question the constitutive
institutions of the democratic community and justify exclusion morally and in abso-
lute terms. Mouffe further points out that the permanent establishment of consensus
cannot be the goal, because this would suppress and exclude the legitimate political
points of contention (2018, p. 106). Instead, the long-term and systematic balancing
of legitime political identities, democratic understandings and conflicting principles
as freedom and equality or particularism and universalism must be achieved. The
central thesis of this paper assumes that affective polarization takes on a dysfunc-
tional form when equal balancing of different democratic principles and conceptions
is absent.

This phenomenon is currently being discussed for liberalism in particular: Since
the 1970s, the spread of liberalism as the basis of political, social and economic rela-
tions has produced a dominant political paradigm centered on individual autonomy
and freedom rights, global capitalist economic structures and national deregulation
(Reckwitz 2019). Just as Charles Taylor predicted a “problem of viability” (1993,
p- 110) of liberal societies in the 1990s, other authors increasingly criticized the one-
sidedness of the liberal paradigm: in addition to the negative effects of neoliberalism
on social inequality and on the ability of nation-state governments to act, the at-
omization and singularization of societies is driven forward (Fukuyama 2018; Lilla
2016; Miiller 2021). As Schifer and Ziirn (2021) argue, the dominance of ‘liberal
globalists’ and the corresponding political identity in the institutions of democracy
only logically give rise to a reaction in the form of authoritarian populism. This
populism focuses more strongly on the responsiveness of national communities and
has an authoritarian understanding of democracy that is geared toward exclusive
identity, a homogeneous will of the people and direct popular sovereignty. These
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political actors can increasingly be seen as polarization entrepreneurs (Mau et al.
2023), and their anti-pluralism is a driving force of democratic erosion (Selk 2023,
p- 19). Polarization then no longer appears in its healthy form of democratic com-
petition but becomes dysfunctional and increasingly prevents a solution-oriented
compromise (Bein 2022b).

Due to the longstanding dominance of one side, the expectation is that the other
side has been neglected and that anomic radicalization can be explained. Temporary
marginalization threatens not only radicalization and the emergence of counter-
movements but also a delay in functional problem-solving skills at the policy level.
A permanent deregulation of the financial markets in line with the liberal paradigm
or an equally extended neglect of climate protection in Western industrial policy
can be seen as the reason why these political issues today are often fought out in
the zero-sum rhetoric described above. The climate protests of the Last Generation
group, for example, have sparked such a dilemma: Western countries have neglected
the climate issue for so long and only marginally made it the subject of serious
and balanced political debates that the topic is now omnipresent. The scientific
forecasts are clear, and the Last Generation group wants to draw attention to the
immediate need for action with no alternative (Jansma et al. 2022). The radicalism
with which the topic is presented also generates corresponding counterreactions and
polarization, which, however, is not helpful for functional decision-making.

Bein (2023, p. 113) points out that this conception of democratic identity is then
not only evident at the macro level through the forms of balancing described but is
also related to concrete patterns of attitudes in the population. We already know from
many sociological studies that so-called cross-cutting memberships and overlapping
social roles or political identities have a conflict-moderating effect:

“The evidence available suggests that the chances for stable democracy are
enhanced to the extent that social strata, groups and individuals have a number
of cross-cutting politically relevant affiliations. To the degree that a significant
proportion of the population is pulled among conflicting forces, such groups
and individuals have an interest in reducing the intensity of political conflict”
(Lipset 1959, p. 97).

Actors are less inclined to radicalize political views and actions if they have
contacts with people with other political views in their social environment (Kaube
and Kieserling 2022; Mason 2018).

In other words, thinking of democracy more in terms of community and collective
solidarity as well as certain civic traditions and virtues is a legitimate attitude pattern
within the “essentially contested concept” (Gallie 1955) of democracy. However, if,
for a certain period of time, democracy is only thought of against the background
of the paradigms of liberalization, individualization and universalization, one’s own
identity corset may fall into a spiral of radicalization. Thus, the desired basis for in-
tegration is not only a republican ethos and understanding of citizenship but also the
desire for the restoration of national, homogeneous communities. Prejudices against
minorities and certain social groups are strengthened in the following (Pickel and
Pickel 2023). Authoritarian right-wing populism, which subsequently instrumental-
izes the right-wing populist countertendency to liberalism, symbolizes the radical-
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ized and backward-looking striving for simplicity, homogeneous community and
clarity within closed borders (Kemmerzell and Selk 2024).

Of course, there will always be trade-offs between democratic principles. A core
attitude of democratic principles like freedom or equality is that they can never
be fully fulfilled at the same time (Hidalgo 2019; Lauth 2016). Nevertheless, if
different models of democracy, political identities and competing principles are
already anchored in a country’s political culture not as mutually exclusive antipoles,
dysfunctional polarization processes can be prevented. This can be recognized, on
the one hand, as path dependency in political culture in the sense of collective
characteristics and identity patterns, or, on the other hand, in the form of strong
cross-cutting identities.

3 Affective polarization and democratic identity in Italy and Norway

Empirical studies on this consequently will have to focus on three aspects: (1) What
democratic principles characterize the cleavage structure and political culture of
a country? (2) How strong do social and political groups oppose each other at the
input level, preventing or enabling a balance? This refers to the concept of democratic
identity at the level of citizens (3) To what extent is the balancing of these principles
promoted or not at the policy level (output)? This illustrates the requirements of
democratic identity at the output-level.

This is where the sticking point of causality arises in many social science ques-
tions. How are the explanatory factors discussed here interrelated? Are these inde-
pendent explanatory factors to the amount of dysfunctional polarization really inde-
pendent?? Social divisions, intergroup relations and political trust, and the balancing
of democratic principles are, of course, not independent aspects. My argument is
that dysfunctional polarization can be prevented or reduced to a functional level by
balancing different democratic principles. The nature of social divisions is a crucial
contextual factor that needs to be taken into account. Thus, we have multiple causal
factors, and it is difficult to define a starting point in terms of time and content.
The image of a cycle is more appropriate.® Ideally, my argument claims that cross-
cutting memberships in the cleavage structure and the balancing of democratic prin-
ciples in the output reduce polarization and keep it functional. At the same time,
a high degree of polarization, once it shapes the political culture, undermines these
preconditions of democratic identity.

To examine this in exemplary fashion, the main argument will be pursued in
greater detail for two selected democracies: Italy as case with high polarization,
Norway as case with low polarization. Table 1 illustrates the structure of the com-
parative case study. The dependent variable to explain is the different degree of
affective polarization which has been illustrated above. According to a case selec-
tion following the most similar case design, Italy and Norway show some crucial

2 T would like to thank the anonymous reviewer of the ZfVP for pointing this out more clearly.

3 For further studies on a larger scale, the research design of a Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA)
should be applied here.
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Table 1 Comparing Italy and Norway (Most Similar Case Design)

Ttaly

Norway

Dependent variable

Affective
polarization

High level of affective polarization

Independent variables

Low level of affective polarization

Concurring Polarization between conflicting democratic Balancing between conflicting demo-
democratic principles (socialism/communism vs. con- cratic principles (freedom vs. equal-
principles servatism, particularism vs. universalism) ity, individualism vs. collectivism)

Cross-cutting

Tradition of ideological subcultures, but

Tradition of existing cross-cutting

memberships organizational integration loosens and hos- memberships and less social sorting
tility increases in society

Balanced Strong ingroup-outgroup demarcation in Strong welfare state (“Volksheim’)

policy out- main policy-fields fosters affective polariza- supports the balancing of contrasting

puts tion democratic principles

Context factors

Democracy Functioning liberal democracy, consensus Functioning liberal democracy, con-

type democracy on the executive-party-dimen- sensus democracy on the executive-

Party system

Populism

sion
Highly fractionalized multiparty system
with a high number of effective parties

Strong right-wing populism, recent govern-
ment participation of right-wing populist
parties

party-dimension

Highly fractionalized multiparty sys-
tem with a high number of effective
parties

Moderate right-wing populism, recent
government participation of right-
wing populist parties

Own illustration

similarities in the political context: Both are established and high quality liberal
democracies in the Regimes of the world (RoW) data by V-Dem (Coppedge et al.
2024). In 2023, Norway scores 0.84 at the Liberal Democracy Index, Italy’s score is
slightly lower at 0.76. In comparison, the population-weighted score of all countries
worldwide is 0.29. Additionally, both political systems can be classified as consensus
democracies, at least on the executive-party-dimension according to Lijphart (2012,
p. 244). That means, the political system is characterized by strong institutional
power constraints and consensus mechanisms: “instead of being satisfied with nar-
row decision-making majorities, it seeks to maximize the size of these majorities. Its
rules and institutions aim at broad participation in government and broad agreement
on the policies that the government should pursue” (Lijphart 2012, p. 2).

The party systems both show a high and similar number of effective parties. In
2022, according to the Comparative Political Data Set (Armingeon et al. 2024),
Norway has an effective number of parties (on the votes level) of 6.4 and Italy
of 6.8. Consequently, both party systems are highly fractionalized. Populist and
extremist parties gain an increasing number of votes in recent elections in Italy
as well as in Norway and the party competition is characterized by a significant
ideological distance between the opposing blocs (Calossi and Pizzimenti 2024; Ryan
2023, p. 53). In both political systems, right-wing populist parties have been or are
involved in government in recent years. In summary, it can be said that the two
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countries are similar in some of the political context factors that are cited in the
literature as explanations for polarization.

The main argument to explain the differences in polarization levels now involves
the following dependent variables: cross-cutting memberships that foster a demo-
cratic identity on the individual level, balanced policy outputs reconciling opposing
democratic principles and, thus, a different strength of democratic identity in the
political culture of each case.

3.1 Norway

Norway is part of a group of Nordic countries called Scandinavia. Together with
Sweden, Finland, Denmark (and sometimes Iceland), this group of established
democracies is often seen as role model for democratic quality, social justice and
well-functioning welfare states (Bruun 2018; Goul Andersen and Hoff 2002; Heintze
2005; Hilson 2008; Lundberg 2015). However, with regard to affective polarization,
there can be seen some differences in the region. Affective polarization tends to be
significant higher especially in Denmark and Sweden than in Norway, Finland or
Iceland (Ryan 2023). Norway thus is a remarkable case with low polarization rates
not only with regard to Western established democracies but even in comparison
with its most similar neighbors in the Nordic region.

Nevertheless, it should not be overlooked that Norway is not entirely spared
from polarizing developments. Wollebak et al. (2024), for instance, found out that
migration has also become one of the most salient political issues with potential
for conflict. Although polarization towards refugees has not increased in recent
years, a certain sorting of political preferences around this topic has taken place and
attitudes towards Islam in particular have become more polarized.

Concurring democratic principles In accordance with the theoretical premise
that conflicts over democratic models and subordinate principles have to balance
each other out in the sense of democratic identity to prevent dysfunctional polar-
ization, the connection between individualism and collectivism respectively egali-
tarianism will now be discussed as the crucial concurring democratic principles
in Norwegian democracy. Individualism, negative freedom and the willingness to
take responsibility for one’s own well-being are classic elements of liberal, atom-
istic conceptions of democracy. From a theoretical perspective, often they are seen as
counterparts of republican elements like the common good, a holistic embeddedness
of the individuals and the importance of positive freedom and social equality.

First and foremost, it is the distinct Norwegian welfare state that, on closer in-
spection, embodies this combination of individual freedom and state intervention, of
negative and positive freedom. The findings of Hofstede (2001, p. 323) and Basafiez
(2016, p. 48) already provide indications of this: In these studies, Scandinavian
democracies often show aspects of a simultaneity of individualism and collectivism.
An individual performance orientation then occurs in combination with a more
“feminine” (Hofstede 2001, p. 323) consensus and compromise orientation and the
prioritization of the principle “one works to live” instead of “one lives to work”
(Basdiiez 2016, p. 48).
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The combination of individual performance and orientation toward a common
good in Norway is thus rooted in a paradox of the Nordic ‘Volksheim’ ideal: A strong
state that intervenes in the welfare state and guarantees comprehensive social security
is intended to contribute to the individual autonomy and independence of its citizens.
Thus, “the goal of the state was not [...] to shape society in a socialist manner or
even to monitor the population—on the contrary, state intervention were to serve to
make people more independent” (Alex 2019, p. 253).

Strath (2018, p. 49) elaborates that the roots of these Nordic ‘Volksheim’ models
have a long history and lie in the specific combination of freedom and (positive)
equality that distinguishes the Nordic states from many other democracies in their
“imagined” (Anderson 2006) community construction. In this context, farmers and
peasants play a central role, not only being a fixed reference point of Nordic mythol-
ogy, but also as important local political actors since the 19th century. As a “key
figure in the symbolic representation of equality and freedom” (Strath 2018, p. 49),
the image of Nordic farmers stands for a specific way, compared to many other
emerging nation-states in this period, of confronting the tensions between freedom
and equality and transcending them in the ideal of a society of “free equals” (Strath
2018, p. 48). This effect seems to be even stronger in Norway than in other Scandi-
navian states, as the country does not have historically strong aristocratic actors and
a lower polarization of the social question with the onset of industrialization at the
transition to the 20th century (Strath 2018, p. 54).

However, the Nordic combination of individual freedom and a strong community
is characterized not only by an explicitly positive understanding of freedom, but also
by an educational element:

“The nordic peasants/farmers and workers were carriers not only of freedom
and equality, but also of education which became a key tool in the struggle of
the people’s movement to define the meaning of the concepts of equality and
freedom” (Strath 2018, p. 56).

In Norwegian, the term education (dannelse) refers to a high degree of personal
responsibility. Therefore, the political movement of farmers and peasants is symbolic
not only as a reference point for the simultaneity of (positive) freedom and equality,
but also for the necessity of self-education as responsible citizens, as for exam-
ple under the educational movement of the influential Protestant pastor Grundtvig
from Denmark, who, among other things, became known through the founding of
so-called folk high schools and strongly influenced Nordic thinking on freedom,
equality and education (Strath 2018, p. 57).

Strath (2018, p. 49) therefore concludes that “the Nordic countries managed to
keep the tension between freedom and equality under better control than elsewhere,
which is something different from arguing about concepts like freedom and equality
in absolute terms”. These historical connotations of freedom, which explicitly define
social and political equality as a “political principle for equal rights and equal access
to social and economic goods and services in society” (Bruun 2018, p. 135) can thus
possibly explain why the normative ideas on democracy in Norway today still depend
on a simultaneity of the individual idea of achievement and autonomy on the one

@ Springer



Affective polarization and democratic identity: a comparison of Italy and Norway

side and the strong orientation towards community and solidarity on the other side
(Vike 2018, pp. 115-117).

Cross-cutting memberships Many studies on Norway point to the peculiarity that
despite profound political conflicts and ideological differences, the consensual el-
ement in society has been preserved and has a conflict-mitigating effect. This is
pointed out for example by Wollebzk et al. (2024, p. 232): “Compared to most
other Western democracies, Norway is (still) relatively egalitarian and homogenous
and has historically been characterized by a political consensus culture”. Norwegian
society has already early been characterized by the fact that social relationships
are not primarily defined in economic-instrumental terms, but by a high degree of
“freely given respect, considerateness, love, helpfulness, sympathy, tolerance, and
accommodation” (Eckstein 1966, p. 81). This is also reflected in the pronounced
corporatism and compromise orientation of political actors and elites, although po-
litical conflict structures and profound cleavages, especially between urban and rural
areas and between labor and capital or church and state, are certainly manifest in the
political system. All of this raised the question for Eckstein (1966) of why Norway
represents a stable political system with such pronounced solidarity and political
community belief. The answer was: In Norway, despite pronounced competition
and a strong political cleavage structure, first, the strong importance of local gov-
ernments and local political actors became a central element securing democracy;
second, no enduring radical movements challenged the legitimacy of the system;
third, democratic ideas and norms were strongly embedded in everyday culture; and
fourth, parties embodied political competition firmly tied to parliamentary conflict
resolution patterns (Eckstein 1966, pp. 16—19).

On the individual level, in his classic study Eckstein saw the specific pattern
of “balanced personalities” as the reason for moderate polarization and balanced
conflicts between individualism and collectivism: Cohesion in Norwegian society
arose from overlapping identities and social memberships of individual citizens
across the political cleavage structures. The pronounced sense of community and
strong solidarity does not preclude strong individualism (Eckstein 1966, p. 88). It has
already been pointed out on a normative level that the ideal of the strong welfare
state here also embodies the ideal of strengthening the autonomy of individuals
through its strong emphasis on positive freedom and equality.

Due to the established structures of political camps, embedded in the institutions
of political consensus, there is currently not as great a danger of social sorting as
in the USA, for example. “While ideological ‘sorting’ of voters is now increasingly
taking place in the US, in the Norwegian multi-party system, which reflects century-
old political cleavages resulting from critical junctures in history, voters have already
been ‘sorted’ by their geographical, cultural, and economic positions” (Wollebaek
et al. 2024, p. 232). Even today, Norwegian society can be said to have strongly
overlapping cross-cutting memberships and high social and political trust (Bein
2023, p. 405). Ryans results to explain differences in affective polarization between
Nordic countries for example suggest that the long-term ideological distance between
ideological blocs on the left and the right matters. Interestingly, Norway has a history
of strongly pronounced bloc politics between the left and right camps with few cross-
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party governing coalitions. Nevertheless, unlike in Sweden or Denmark, for example,
voters in Norway do not have such a strong correspondence between ideological
distance to a party and their negative affective evaluation of it. According to Ryan,
this may also be linked to the moderate and more centrist position of the major
parties to the right and left of center (2023, p. 69).

Social anchoring in stable organizational structures is also a sign of higher so-
cial capital and a lower risk of affective polarization. In Norway, this shows the
combination of political conflict and corresponding civil society mobilization, with
strong solidarity throughout society at the same time (Jochem 2012, p. 113). Goul
Andersen and Hoff write with regard to that: “Few other countries have seen such
high levels of political mobilization in mass parties, in trade unions and farmers’
associations, and in leisure, cultural and religious associations” (2002, p. 251). In
the V-Dem measures of civil society strength and participation, Norway regularly
tends to have the highest scores (Coppedge et al. 2024).

Besides this strong relationship between civil society and political environment,
political parties are crucial. Above all, the dissolving of voter loyalty and the stable
political integration of social groups into the political process open up windows of
opportunity for polarizing actors. Therefore, the literature also discusses a connection
between electoral volatility, fragmentation of party systems and populist polarization
(Mgller and Skaaning 2024, p. 269; Moraes and Béjar 2023). Although volatility is
increasing in Norway in line with the overall trend, it is not nearly as strong as in
other democracies. Recently, the value has even decreased again and is at the level
of the 1980s (Detterbeck 2021, p. 38).

Finally, there are relevant signs that Norwegian society shows a certain path
dependency of cross-cutting memberships and that this mitigates the affective po-
larization that still exists today. This is reflected in a greater tolerance of ideological
differences between left and right as well as in a strong civil society participation
and social trust. At the same time, people are also used to rule-based conflict reso-
Iution through organizational integration. Although it cannot be denied that further
empirical studies in this area would be necessary.

Balanced policy outputs The Norwegian welfare state and its function to balance
the competing democratic principles between individual freedom and collective sol-
idarity, between individualism and collectivism or between negative and positive
freedom becomes evident in some main aspects of Norway’s policy profile. As
mentioned above, Norway has not only one of the highest values of liberal demo-
cratic quality worldwide. At the same time, egalitarian and participatory elements of
democracy are also very pronounced, as the multiple democracy indices of V-dem
can show (Coppedge et al. 2024). The Sustainable Governance Indicators (SGI)
are suitable for taking a closer look at policy outputs in this respect (Bertelsmann-
Stiftung 2022): Do social policies facilitate an equal and fair society? The Social
Policies Index examines this in numerous policy areas and Norway is in the top
group almost everywhere. The Norway report summarizes this as follows, refer-
ring to the link between social security and liberal freedom (both in political and
economic terms):
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“Combined with progressive taxation, social class inequalities are moderate
and general levels of trust are very high. Nevertheless, with the exception of
a protected agricultural sector, the country has remained open to globalization
and free trade” (Hagen et al. 2022, p. 3).

To take another example from the SGI's Norway report: Norway receives 9 out of
10 points for the Global Inequalities indicator. The country is one of the most active
players in bilateral and multilateral activities to reduce social and economic inequal-
ities worldwide and is nevertheless committed to free markets and low trade barriers.
At the same time, there is a strong state influence on the economy and protectionist
measures in some areas: “In general, Norway favors global free trade arrangements,
but still maintains a high level of protectionism with respect to importing agricultural
products” (Hagen et al. 2022, p. 15).

At the attitudinal level, it is also evident that the simultaneity of these democratic
principles is anchored in the political culture: as can be seen from the World Values
Survey data, liberal principles such as individual freedom or a cosmopolitan affinity
with the world are supported just as much as republican or egalitarian aspects of
collective local patriotism, state redistribution and community solidarity (Bein 2023,
pp- 317-333). To pick one example: In the last three waves of the WVS, the highest
level of agreement in Norway compared to many other established democracies was
that people feel connected to the world and at the same time to their own region
or municipality (Bein 2023, p. 324). In Norway, there is also strong support for
political goals that are geared towards the common good, such as environmental
protection, and at the same time many people feel that their individual responsibility
for your own well-being is important (Bein 2023, p. 321). The policy output and the
attitude level thus coincide here and create the basis for a pronounced democratic
identity in the sense theoretically postulated above.

Gulbrandsen attributes the continuity and functionality of the Nordic model in
Norway to key enabling factors that still exist:

“A strong labor movement, a unique system of wage determination, institutional
complementarity between this system and welfare state services and benefits,
an influential profession of economists, a historically uncorrupt and efficient
civil service, a strong rural counter-culture which is easily mobilized for ‘eco-
nomic nationalism’, and widespread egalitarian values” (2018, p. 137).

It should also be noted, however, that growing distribution conflicts over ac-
cess to welfare state benefits have considerable polarization potential (Alex 2019;
Brochmann and Hagelund 2015; Manow 2018, p. 107), which cannot be considered
here in greater detail. All in all, the case shows how the combination of low levels
of social sorting, balanced policy outputs, and the corresponding balance between
competing democratic principles creates a political culture that is less susceptible to
affective polarization and dysfunctional consequences (Hagen et al. 2022, p. 5).
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3.2 Italy

Italy has a strong tradition of political polarization and ideological distance be-
tween separated political subcultures (Comellas and Torcal 2023). The example of
Italy also illustrates how strong polarization, zero-sum rhetoric and decision-mak-
ing blockades pose problems for democratic governance and are rooted in a lack of
a political culture of balancing concurring principles. The so-called First Republic
until 1992 was virtually blocked by an ideological polarization between communism
and anticommunism or Christian Democracy, which was, however, circumvented by
a comprehensive consensual division of benefices on the part of the party elite.
The result has been a blocked mechanism of electoral alternance and high levels of
political corruption (Pasquino 2020, pp. 211-212).

In the so-called Second Republic, starting in 1994 with the rise of Berlusconi,
and again at the latest in 2018 with the successes of the Lega and the Five Star
Movement, growing affective polarization also showed dysfunctional consequences
(Bordignon 2020; Bosco and Verney 2020). Today, Italy is one of the most polarized
democracies in Europe (Herold et al. 2023). Matteo Salvini’s Lega in particular, and
later Giorgia Meloni’s Fratelli d’Italia, which has been the strongest party in a right-
wing governing coalition since 2022, used the many crises to polarize numerous
core populist issues. The economic crisis after 2008, the escalation of migration
and in particular the situation in the Mediterranean, the Covid-pandemic as well as
political shifts in the party system with the success of the Five Star Movement, have
caused significant instability in recent years (Cotta et al. 2022, pp. 2-7; Di Mauro
and Verzichelli 2019; Pasini et al. 2023). The breeding ground for high affective
polarization and further increasing dysfunctional consequences for the quality of
democracy is therefore evident.

Concurring democratic principles It is not easy to identify the competing demo-
cratic principles analogous to the Norwegian case in Italy. The cleavage structure
after the end of the Second World War until the mid-1990s was characterized by the
Cold War more than in any other Western European democracy. Only afterwards
did the political landscape ‘normalize’ in this respect with a bipolar competition
between alternating left-wing and right-wing parties or party lists. Nevertheless,
the concurring democratic principles in the Italian cleavage structure proceed along
a conflict between political and social conservatism and traditionalism on the one
side and a political left on the other side (Ignazi 2023; Pasini et al. 2023).

The First Republic of Italy was ideologically polarized to a comprehensive degree
by a communism-anticommunism-cleavage. The Italian Communist Party (PCI) was
the second most powerful party after the Christian Democratic Party (DC) for several
decades. Both parties dominated their respective ‘red’ and ‘black’ social camps,
where the people were socialized early and comprehensively by the long arms of
the party (unions, media, associations, etc.). Since the Communist Party was to
be excluded from taking over the government by agreement of all other parties
(except for the neo-fascist Movimento Sociale Italiano), the DC ruled as a quasi-
state party in ever-changing power constellations throughout the whole period until
1994. The negative effects of this blocked democracy are well known and have
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been widely discussed (Cerruto and Facello 2013; Guarnieri 2011, p. 44). This
deadlock marks a political situation without any real prospect of a change of power,
permeated by corruption and clientelism. This is what political scientists called
the Italian ‘partyocracy’ (partitocrazia), defined as “a situation in which all parties
collude in sharing available state resources and take hold of them for the benefit
of their organizations, leaders, followers and voters” (Pasquino 2020, p. 49). Strict
demarcation and ideological polarization in the public sphere on the one hand and
compromise or mutual negotiation of benefices behind the scenes on the other hand
was the central mechanism in the political contest in the First Republic of Italy.

But, contrary to Norway, the Italian political culture has then been exposed to
major changes during the transition to the Second Republic, after the whole party
system collapsed in the year 1992 as a consequence of the corruption scandals and
the following judicial proceedings. At the latest with the collapse of the old party
landscape and the entry of Silvio Berlusconi into the Italian political contest in
1994, a new phase of growing affective polarization began, which now actually also
showed dysfunctional consequences. The blockade caused by the all-encompassing
polarization between the Christian Democratic, ‘black’ camp and the Communist,
‘red’ camp has been successfully absorbed for decades by the strong institutional-
ized cleavage-structure and the political parties as gatekeepers (Morlino and Tarchi
1996, p. 45). The dissatisfaction with the functioning of democracy, which is very
pronounced in comparison with many other Western democracies, can thus be un-
derstood on the one hand only through the blockade of the two major subcultures,
but on the other hand has not led to a general depoliticization. Quite the opposite:
“Political subcultures may produce narrow-minded citizens, but they cannot produce
alienated ones. [...] On the contrary, subcultures mobilize their respective members
and bring them cohesively into the political process” (LaPalombara 1992, p. 394).

Affective polarization increased remarkably from that on the beginning of the
1990s and the scendere in campo of Berlusconi. A massive reform backlog and
a dysfunctional shift of political disputes to the courts and the (social) media then
characterized Berlusconi’s phases of government accordingly (Grasse et al. 2018,
p- 4), which persisted in the logic of this revived left-right polarization:

“Heightened rivalry and head-on conflict, characterized by the demonisation
of the opponent, marked every arena. In parliament, in the public squares, and
on television, party representatives attacked their adversaries with a level of
animosity and verbal aggression that made the usual interchange between gov-
ernment and opposition impossible” (Bosco and Verney 2020, p. 265).

Liberal entrepreneurship, free markets and little state interference are the princi-
ples that can explain Berlusconi’s success in a political culture of state detachment
and anarchic individualism (K&ppl 2007, pp. 38-39). Collective orientation towards
the common good, inclusive political participation by means of the intermediary
sector and redistribution in favor of the weaker have been lost sight of as demo-
cratic principles. The communism-anticommunism cleavage had long since lost its
ideological significance but was rhetorically revived by Silvio Berlusconi and used
specifically to mobilize his own voters. McCoy et al. (2018, p. 26) have already
pointed out that this rhetorical instrumentalization of an ingroup-outgroup divide

@ Springer



S. Bein

promotes affective polarization and zero-sum political logic, as well as posing dan-
gers to democratic functionality.

Cross-cutting memberships Nevertheless, these changes, which entailed the up-
heavals of the early 1990s and caused some of the most important features of Italian
postwar democracy to disappear (democrazia bloccata, partitocrazia), can also be
interpreted as signs of an eagerly awaited “normalization” of Italian democracy
among other Western states (Piana and Raniolo 2013, p. 298). But the rise of Silvio
Berlusconi and his post-democratic party Forza Italia (Crouch 2015, p. 96), sup-
ported by enormous private-sector resources, triggered a kind of cultural revolution
and ‘Americanization’ of Italian politics. Previously divided and virtually segmented
on the basis of political ideologies, it now became polarized by the person Berlusconi
itself and his neo-populist political style in a way that also paralyzed the political
decision-making system (Piana and Raniolo 2013, p. 298).

The importance of the media for political polarization processes should not be
underestimated here: After the turmoil in the years after 1992 and Berlusconi’s vic-
tory in the 1994 parliamentary election, the problematic ownership structures and
the special understanding of the relationship between politics and media become
even more prominent: In particular, television, traditionally the favorite medium of
Italians (Falanga 2016, p. 157), was almost synchronized under Berlusconi’s gov-
ernments, with the public broadcaster RAI and the family-owned private broadcaster
Mediaset achieving market shares of over 70% (Spalinger 2016). The most impor-
tant newspapers are also dominated by influential private actors or families (Campus
and Ciaglia 2013, p. 106). The media therefore contribute significantly to the so-
cial sorting of party supporters, and no one has known how to use this better than
Berlusconi.

Recently, after Berlusconis demission as prime minister and party leader, spillover
effects of the success of new populist parties such as the Five Star Movement, the
Lega and the Brothers of Italy from Giorgia Meloni contribute to the high amount of
affective polarization due to specific social media instrumentalization (Dona 2022;
Stille 2018): After a phase of lower affective polarization following the end of the
ventennio Berlusconi and the technocratic governments during the financial crisis,
Bordignon (2020) notes a renewed rise of polarization with the 2018 election and
the success of Matteo Salvini’s right-wing populist Lega. Once again, therefore,
a connection between affective polarization and the targeted instrumentalization of
political identities and opposing conceptions of democracy—in this case, in particu-
lar, the migration issue and the preservation of national and cultural identities—can
be identified as the driving force (Di Mauro and Verzichelli 2019; Pasini et al.
2023). “The personal attributes of Salvini, his innovative use of the social media,
dialectic ability and aggressive language polarized and divided the electorate as only
Berlusconi had done in the past” (Bosco and Verney 2020, p. 275).

Cross-cutting memberships are therefore not as strong in Italy, which traditionally
has a comparatively low level of social capital along with other southern European
countries (Kunz 2010). According to a More in Common study, Italian society is
divided into seven segments, two of which have clearly more open or more closed
opinions in relation to issues of identity, migration and democracy (Dixon et al. 2018,
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p- 36). In addition, there are three segments with mixed attitude patterns between
open and closed characteristics. Accordingly, 28% can be assigned to the rather open
group and 24% to the rather closed group. These two segments, which play a key role
in the affective polarization of these topics, have separate information channels and
therefore have fewer points of reference in real life: “From this observation, we can
conclude that they are exposed to conflicting narratives and different interpretations
of current events” (Dixon et al. 2018, p. 47).

The political parties and other mass organizations that organized the cleavages
in the First Republic and steered ideological competition in an orderly fashion have
been weak ever since (Ignazi 2021). Following the collapse of the party system
and the corruption scandals, Berlusconi and other populist parties and actors found
fertile ground for targeted affective polarization through disappointment, dissatis-
faction and mistrust of the parties and the political elite. The electoral volatility
and personalization of politics increased rapidly (Detterbeck 2021, p. 38; Zucchini
2016), while substantive competition and the organizational anchoring of political
parties in the population became a subordinate element of Italian politics. Pasquino
even describes the lack of political culture in the parties of the Second Republic as
one of the central criteria of the recent democratic instabilities in Italy (2020, p. 66).

Balanced policy outputs On the output side, too, the government and the Italian
state have not contributed to the balancing of various democratic principles and the
integration of a community-oriented traditionalism with more closed conceptions
of democracy and the more leftist universalism. In the Sustainable Governance
Indicators report some of the main problems are summarized:

“After 2008, Italy experienced one of its most serious economic crises, with
negative effects on industrial performance, employment and government bud-
gets. National and international confidence in the economy and in the ability of
the Italian state to face big external shocks had been seriously damaged. Post-
crisis recovery was slow. [llegal immigration, with thousands of refugees arriv-
ing across the Mediterranean Sea, added new challenges. This fostered a strong
growth in populist and anti-establishment parties” (Cotta et al. 2022, p. 2).

The increasingly hostile polarization between the blocs makes it clear that there is
no longer a political culture of consensus and exchange in which a balance between
competing principles could be achieved. The structure of the Italian welfare state
is based more strongly than in the Norwegian model on domestic demand and the
differentiation between insiders and outsiders. This makes it equally susceptible to
clientelistic structures and affective polarization in the public sector (Manow 2018,
p. 117). This also becomes clear in the SGI report on Italy, where it is noted on
labor market policy: “The labor market is still too polarized between protected and
non-protected sectors of the population, and lacks the flexibility to adapt to rapid
economic changes” (Cotta et al. 2022, p. 3). Reforms are necessary in almost all
policy areas, where Italy actually has no effective capacity to act in any area, at least
in comparison with many other liberal democracies in Europe.

Migration policy is currently the most important example of this. The division
between insiders and outsiders is being further encouraged and not balanced in this
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policy area (Cotta et al. 2022, p. 6), even though the majority of Italians regard
migration as one of the most important political issues (Dixon et al. 2018, p. 73).
Integration policy here remains very much in the field of preventing illegal migration,
with integration concepts being given short shrift. As a result, social division is also
being promoted in this area, immigrants have difficulty gaining access to the labor
market and welfare state and there are high barriers to obtaining citizenship. Italian’s
integration policy score within the SGI report is then consequently only 6 (Norway
in comparison has a value of 8) (Cotta et al. 2022, p. 18).

The dysfunctional consequences of this affective polarization are particularly ev-
ident when looking at the first purely populist coalition government of the Lega and
the Five Star Movement. The Conte I cabinet held office in this form for a short
14 months between 2018 and 2019, but then broke apart due to excessive intra-coali-
tion polarization. The strategic shift of political communication to social networks
and the mobilization of their own parallel media worlds threaten to reinforce divi-
sive tendencies (Bobba 2019), which increasingly questions an overall democratic
public sphere. And this despite the fact that an until then unique declaration was
signed at the beginning on how to balance the differences within the coalition (Conti
et al. 2020). Bosco and Verney nevertheless emphasize the problems of a populist
government in a polarized political landscape:

“the parties were unable to find effective mechanisms to defuse polarization and
reduce distances in cabinet or parliament. The policy and competitive positions
were too divergent to compromise and the authors show how a classic polarising
dynamics took place in the cabinet, leading to its eventual split” (2020, p. 276).

While the ability to compromise, with all the negative concomitants of corruption
and clientelism, still cushioned the ideological split of the First Republic, it is no
longer present in the most recent phase of affective polarization in Italy. In addition,
since the end of the First Republic, whose political parties institutionalized the strong
ideological polarization of society, political parties have lost tremendously in social
attachment and its binding forces.

4 Conclusion

This paper tried to explain affective political polarization, in its dysfunctional and en-
dangering form, due to the amount of democratic identity in specific democracies.
Describing and analyzing polarization recently gained much attention in political
science literature. Main explanation factors are structures and institutions of the
democratic order and their effects on polarization. Accordingly, for example multi-
party rather than two-party systems and a strong and independent judiciary lead to
lower polarization (Carothers and O’Donohue 2019, pp. 267-268). Populist actors
also are seen as driving forces for polarization, benefiting from deepening divisions
and therefore deliberately reinforcing them (Fielitz et al. 2018; Roose 2018; Svo-
lik 2019). The same is analyzed for the influence of media actors and social media
dynamics (Kubin and Sikorski 2021). Some studies also consider the extent of socio-
economic inequality as an explanatory factor for political polarization (Gidron et al.
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2020; Hetherington 2009). Polarization has thus far been attempted to be explained
by various individual factors. In contrast, I argue that the context-specific view of
political culture research helps to understand holistic differences between countries
and also to explain the differences in the extent of polarization between initially
quite similarly established democracies. However, the complete view into the path
dependencies and contextual conditions of a country’s political culture allows for
a better understanding of the framework conditions of polarization that endanger
democracy.

Polarization is not bad per se, but even necessary for a pluralistic democracy. The
identity of a democracy (democratic identity) is to allow the pluralistic diversity of
political identities and conceptions of democracy. Democracy as an essentially con-
tested concept (Gallie 1955; Osterberg-Kaufmann et al. 2023) cannot permanently
favor one or the other side of various antinomies, antipoles and political concep-
tions of identity. Democracy is not only individualism or collectivism, exclusive
community or universal basic value. It must always be both and none of these too
much in a pathological way (Sebaldt 2015). The observations on Norway and Italy
have shown that an explanation of the divergent degrees of polarization requires
a comprehensive look at the genesis, path dependencies and ruptures in political
culture.

In Norway, it has become clear that the initially contradictory principles of nega-
tive freedom, social equality, individualism and collectivism have entered into a re-
ciprocal relationship that is expressed in the strong welfare state. Redistribution and
state intervention are not understood as a violation of individual freedom, but as
a prerequisite for it.

In Italy, polarization is much more pronounced and brings with it dysfunctional
potential for democratic decision-making mechanisms. To explain this, the histor-
ically strong cleavage between left and right, between communism and Christian
democracy, has been described. In the phase of the First Republic, this cleavage
found its institutional balance in the cooperative behavior of the political elite,
which, however, was accompanied by considerable manifestations of clientelism
and corruption. As a result of the upheavals of 1992, the loss of political party
loyalty and the targeted instrumentalization as a political style since Berlusconi, the
system seems to have slipped into a new phase of affective polarization that conceals
the state’s performance problems, which urgently need to be solved.

To understand polarization and its dangers for the stability of democracies, it is
not enough to show current conflict constellations and contrast numerical patterns
of collective attitudes. Rather, polarization can also be explained by profound path
dependencies or ruptures in political culture. In terms of the theoretical concept
of democratic identity, it has been argued that a political culture of balancing and
embedding initially opposing political identities and understandings of democracy
can prevent dysfunctional polarization. The case studies of Italy and Norway showed
evidence for that, even if further elaboration sure is still necessary.

Funding No funding was received for conducting this study.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

@ Springer



S. Bein

Conflict of interest S. Bein declares that he has no competing interests.

Open Access Dieser Artikel wird unter der Creative Commons Namensnennung 4.0 International Lizenz
veroffentlicht, welche die Nutzung, Vervielfiltigung, Bearbeitung, Verbreitung und Wiedergabe in
jeglichem Medium und Format erlaubt, sofern Sie den/die urspriinglichen Autor(en) und die Quelle
ordnungsgemiB nennen, einen Link zur Creative Commons Lizenz beifiigen und angeben, ob Anderungen
vorgenommen wurden. Die in diesem Artikel enthaltenen Bilder und sonstiges Drittmaterial unterliegen
ebenfalls der genannten Creative Commons Lizenz, sofern sich aus der Abbildungslegende nichts anderes
ergibt. Sofern das betreffende Material nicht unter der genannten Creative Commons Lizenz steht und
die betreffende Handlung nicht nach gesetzlichen Vorschriften erlaubt ist, ist fiir die oben aufgefiihrten
Weiterverwendungen des Materials die Einwilligung des jeweiligen Rechteinhabers einzuholen. Weitere
Details zur Lizenz entnehmen Sie bitte der Lizenzinformation auf http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/
4.0/deed.de.

References

Alex, Christoph. 2019. Offene und geschlossene Identititen in Skandinavien. In Offene oder geschlossene
Kollektividentitit. Von der Entstehung einer neuen politischen Konfliktlinie, ed. Yves Bizeul, Ludmila
Lutz-Auras, and Jan Rohgalf, 251-267. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

Anderson, Benedict. 2006. Imagined communities. Reflections on the origin and spread of nationalism.
London: Verso.

Arbatli, Ekim, and Dina Rosenberg. 2021. United we stand, divided we rule: how political polarization
erodes democracy. Democratization 28(2):285-307.

Arendt, Hannah. 2021. Vita activa oder Vom titigen Leben, 2nd edn., Miinchen: Piper.

Armingeon, Klaus, Sarah Engler, Lucas Leemann, and David Weisstanner. 2024. Comparative political
data set 1960-2022. https://cpds-data.org/. Accessed 27 Sept 2024.

Bick, Hanna, Royce Carroll, Emma Renstrom, and Alexander Ryan. 2023. Elite communication and af-
fective polarization among voters. Electoral Studies 84:1-10.

Barber, Benjamin R. 2003. Strong democracy. Participatory politics for a new age, 3rd edn., Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Basafiez, Miguel E. 2016. A world of three cultures. Honor, achievement and joy. New York, Oxford, Hong
Kong: Oxford University Press.

Bein, Simon. 2022a. How is collective identity possible in democracies? Political integration and the
Leitkultur debate in Germany. Politische Vierteljahresschrift 63(1):1-23.

Bein, Simon. 2022b. The dysfunctional paradox of identity politics in liberal democracies. Zeitschrift fiir
Vergleichende Politikwissenschaft 16(2):221-246.

Bein, Simon. 2023. Identitit und Demokratie. Polarisierung und Ausgleich im Spannungsfeld von Liber-
alismus und Republikanismus. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

Bergem, Wolfgang. 2019. ,Identitét® in politischer Kultur, Demokratietheorie und der Identitiren Bewe-
gung. In Politische Kulturforschung reloaded, ed. Wolfgang Bergem, Paula Diehl, and Hans J. Lietz-
mann, 249-272. Bielefeld: transcript.

Bernaerts, Kamil, Benjamin Blanckaert, and Didier Caluwaerts. 2023. Institutional design and polariza-
tion. Do consensus democracies fare better in fighting polarization than majoritarian democracies?
Democratization 30(2):153-172.

Bernhard, Lukas. 2020. Polarization—A global threat to democracy? https://v-dem.net/weekly_graph/
polarization-a-global-threat-to-democracy. Accessed 13 Feb 2023.

Bertelsmann-Stiftung. 2022. Sustainable governance indicators 2022. https://www.sgi-network.org/2022/.
Accessed 1 Oct 2024.

Bobba, Giuliano. 2019. Social media populism: features and ‘likeability’ of Lega Nord communication on
Facebook. European Political Science 18(1):11-23.

Bordignon, Fabio. 2020. Leader polarisation: conflict and change in the Italian political system. South
European Society and Politics 25(3—4):285-315.

Bosco, Anna, and Susannah Verney. 2020. Polarisation in Southern Europe: elites, party conflicts and
negative partisanship. South European Society and Politics 25(3—4):257-284.

Brochmann, Grete, and Anniken Hagelund. 2015. Migrationspolitik in den skandinavischen Wohlfahrts-
staaten. In Das politische Skandinavien. Gesellschaft, Wirtschaft, Politik & Kultur, ed. Bernd Hen-
ningsen, Sven Jochem, and Siegfried Frech, 173—-197. Schwalbach/Ts.: Wochenschau-Verlag.

@ Springer


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.de
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.de
https://cpds-data.org/
https://v-dem.net/weekly_graph/polarization-a-global-threat-to-democracy
https://v-dem.net/weekly_graph/polarization-a-global-threat-to-democracy
https://www.sgi-network.org/2022/

Affective polarization and democratic identity: a comparison of Italy and Norway

Bruun, Maja H. 2018. Social Imaginaries and egalitarian practices in the era of neoliberalization. In Egal-
itarianism in Scandinavia. Historical and contemporary perspectives, ed. Synngve K.N. Bendixsen,
Mary B. Bringslid, and Halvard Vike, 135-155. Cham: Palgrave.

Calossi, Enrico, and Eugenio Pizzimenti. 2024. Italian parties and party system(s). In Political parties
and the crisis of democracy. Organization, resilience, and reform, ed. Thomas Poguntke, Wilhelm
Hofmeister, 128-152. Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press.

Campus, Donatella, and Antonio Ciaglia. 2013. Media. In La qualita della democrazia in Italia.
1992-2012, ed. Leonardo Morlino, Daniela Piana, and Francesco Raniolo, 95-116. Bologna: Il
Mulino.

Carothers, Thomas, and Andrew O’Donohue. 2019. Comparative experiences and insights. In Democracies
divided. The global challenge of political polarization, ed. Thomas Carothers, Andrew O’Donohue,
257-286. Washington: Brookings Institution.

Cerruto, Maurizio, and Chiara Facello. 2013. Competizione e interesi. In La qualita della democrazia in
Italia. 1992-2012, ed. Leonardo Morlino, Daniela Piana, and Francesco Raniolo, 76-94. Bologna: 1l
Mulino.

Comellas, Josep M., and Mariano Torcal. 2023. Ideological identity, issue-based ideology and bipolar
affective polarization in multiparty systems: The cases of Argentina, Chile, Italy, Portugal and Spain.
Electoral Studies 83:1-12.

Conti, Nicolo, Andrea Pedrazzani, and Federico Russo. 2020. Policy polarisation in Italy: the short and
conflictual life of the ‘government of change’ (2018-2019). South European Society and Politics
25(3-4):317-350.

Coppedge, Michael, et al. 2024. V-Dem [Country-Year/Country-Date] Dataset vi4. Varieties of Democ-
racy (V-Dem) Project.

Cotta, Maurizio, Gilberto Capano, and César Colino. 2022. [Italy report. Sustainable governance indicators
2022

Crouch, Colin. 2015. Postdemokratie, 11th edn., Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.

Dahl, Robert A. 1989. Democracy and its critics. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Dalton, Russell J., and Carl C. Berning. 2022. Ideological polarization and far-right parties in Europe.
In Rechtspopulismus in Deutschland. Wahlverhalten in Zeiten politischer Polarisierung, ed. Heinz
U. Brinkmann, Karl-Heinz Reuband, 13-35. Wiesbaden, Heidelberg: Springer VS.

de Wilde, Pieter, Ruud Koopmans, Wolfgang Merkel, Oliver Strijbis, and Michael Ziirn (eds.). 2019. The
struggle over borders. Cosmopolitanism and communitarianism. Cambridge, New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Detterbeck, Klaus. 2021. Parteien im Auf und Ab. Neue Konfliktlinien und die populistische Heraus-
forderung. Bonn: Bundeszentrale fiir politische Bildung.

Di Mauro, Danilo, and Luca Verzichelli. 2019. Political elites and immigration in Italy: party competition,
polarization and new cleavages. Contemporary Italian Politics 11(4):401-414.

Dixon, Tim, Stephen Hawkins, Laurence Heijbroek, Miriam Juan-Torres, and Francois-Xavier Demoures.
2018. Un’Italia frammentata: atteggiamenti verso identita nazionale, immigrazione e rifugiati in
Italia. https://www.ipsos.com/it-it/unitalia-frammentata- atteggiamenti- verso-identita-nazionale-
immigrazione-e-rifugiati-italia. Accessed 2 Oct 2024.

Dona, Alessia. 2022. The rise of the Radical Right in Italy: the case of Fratelli d’Italia. Journal of Modern
Italian Studies 27(5):775-794.

Eckstein, Harry. 1966. Division and cohesion in democracy. A study of Norway. New York: Princeton
University Press.

Eilders, Christiane, Ole Kelm, and Carina Weinmann. 2022. Politische Polarisierung in und durch Massen-
medien und soziale Medien auf Mikro-, Meso- und Makro-Ebene. Forschungsjournal Soziale Bewe-
gungen 35(2):351-366.

Falanga, Gianluca. 2016. Italien. Ein Liinderportrdt. Bonn: Bundeszentrale fiir politische Bildung.

Fielitz, Maik, Julia Ebner, Jakob Guhl, and Matthias Quent. 2018. Hassliebe: Muslimfeindlichkeit, Islamis-
mus und die Spirale gesellschaftlicher Polarisierung. Berlin: Amadeu Antonio Stiftung.

Finkel, Eli J., Christopher A. Bail, Mina Cikara, Peter H. Ditto, Shanto Iyengar, Samara Klar, Lilliana
Mason, Mary C. McGrath, David G.Rand Brendan Nyhan, Linda J. Skitka, Joshua A. Tucker, Jay
J. van Bavel, Cynthia S. Wang, and James N. Druckman. 2020. Political sectarianism in America.
Science 370(6516):533-536.

Fraenkel, Ernst. 2011. Deutschland und die westlichen Demokratien, 9th edn., Stuttgart: utb.

Fukuyama, Francis. 2018. Identity. Contemporary identity politics and the struggle for recognition. Lon-
don: Profile Books.

Gagnon, Jean-Paul. 2018. 2,234 descriptions of democracy. Democratic Theory 5(1):92-113.

@ Springer


https://www.ipsos.com/it-it/unitalia-frammentata-atteggiamenti-verso-identita-nazionale-immigrazione-e-rifugiati-italia
https://www.ipsos.com/it-it/unitalia-frammentata-atteggiamenti-verso-identita-nazionale-immigrazione-e-rifugiati-italia

S. Bein

Gallie, Walter B. 1955. Essentially contested concepts. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 56:167-198.

Gidron, Noam, James F. Adams, and Will Horne. 2020. American affective polarization in comparative
perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Goul Andersen, Jgrgen, and Jens Hoff. 2002. Democracy and citizenship in Scandinavia. Basingstoke:
Palgrave.

Grasse, Alexander, Markus Grimm, and Jan Labitzke. 2018. Krise, Aufbruch und Krise. Eine Skizze zur
Situation Italiens seit dem Jahr 2008. In Italien zwischen Krise und Aufbruch. Reformen und Re-
formversuche der Regierung Renzi, ed. Alexander Grasse, Markus Grimm, and Jan Labitzke, 3-28.
Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

Guarnieri, Carlo. 2011. I sistema politico italiano, 2nd edn., Bologna: 11 Mulino.

Gulbrandsen, Trygve. 2018. Continued elite support for the Norwegian version of the nordic model? His-
torical Social Research 43(4):113-140.

Gutmann, Amy. 2003. Identity in democracy. New York: Princeton University Press.

Habermas, Jiirgen. 1994. Three normative models of democracy. Constellations 1(1):1-10.

Hagen, Kare, Tobias Bach, and Detlef Jahn. 2022. Norway report. Sustainable governance indicators 2022

Heintze, Cornelia. 2005. Das skandinavische Erfolgsmodell und sein kulturelles Fundament — eine
Annniherung. Arbeit 14(3):221-242.

Held, David. 1987. Models of democracy. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Herold, Maik, Janine Joachim, Cyrill Otteni, and Hans Vorldnder. 2023. Polarization in Europe. A com-
parative analysis of ten European countries. MIDEM-Study, Vol. 2023-1

Hetherington, Marc J. 2009. Review article: putting polarization in perspective. British Journal of Political
Science 39(2):413-448.

Hidalgo, Oliver. 2019. The theory of democratic antinomies and the identification of value trade-offs in
political practice. Politics and Governance 7(4):264-274.

Hidalgo, Oliver. 2020. Kritik der Identititspolitik in der Demokratie. Ethik und Gesellschaft 1:1-35.

Hilson, Mary. 2008. The Nordic model. Scandinavia since 1945. London: Reaktion Books.

Hofstede, Geert. 2001. Culture’s consequences. Comparing values, behaviors, institutions, and organiza-
tions across nations, 2nd edn., Thousand Oaks: SAGE.

Huddy, Leonie, and Omer Yair. 2021. Reducing affective polarization: warm group relations or policy
compromise? Political Psychology 42(2):291-309.

Ignazi, Piero. 2021. The failure of mainstream parties and the impact of new challenger parties in France,
Italy and Spain. Italian Political Science Review 51(1):100-116.

Ignazi, Piero. 2023. La politica polarizzata. https://www.rivistailmulino.it/a/la-politica-polarizzata. Ac-
cessed 2 Oct 2024.

Iyengar, Shanto, Gaurav Sood, and Yphtach Lelkes. 2012. Affect, not ideology. A social identity perspec-
tive on polarization. Public Opinion Quarterly 76(3):405-431.

Iyengar, Shanto, Yphtach Lelkes, Matthew Levendusky, Neil Malhotra, and Sean J. Westwood. 2019. The
origins and consequences of affective polarization in the United States. Annual Review of Political
Science 22(1):129-146.

Jansma, Amarins, Kees van den Bos, and Beatrice A. de Graaf. 2022. Unfairness in society and over time:
understanding possible radicalization of people protesting on matters of climate change. Frontiers in
psychology 13:778894.

Jochem, Sven. 2012. Die politischen Systeme Skandinaviens. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

Kaube, Jiirgen, and André Kieserling. 2022. Die gespaltene Gesellschaft. Berlin: Rowohlt.

Kemmerzell, Jorg, and Veith Selk. 2024. Contestations of liberal globalism and the rise of the retrograde
party. Critical Sociology https://doi.org/10.1177/08969205241253966.

Klein, Ezra. 2021. Der tiefe Graben. Die Geschichte der gespaltenen Staaten von Amerika. Hamburg:
Hoffmann und Campe.

Koppl, Stefan. 2007. Das politische System Italiens. Eine Einfiihrung. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

Kubin, Emily, and Christian von Sikorski. 2021. The role of (social) media in political polarization: a sys-
tematic review. Annals of the International Communication Association 45(3):188-206.

Kunz, Volker. 2010. Vergleichende Sozialkapitalforschung. In Vergleichende Regierungslehre. Eine Ein-
fiihrung, ed. Hans-Joachim Lauth, 373-395. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

LaPalombara, Joseph. 1992. Die Italiener oder Demokratie als Lebenskunst. Darmstadt: Paul Zsolnay.

Lauth, Hans-Joachim. 2016. The internal relationships of the dimensions of democracy: The rele-
vance of trade-offs for measuring the quality of democracy. International Political Science Review
37(5):606-617.

Lazarsfeld, Paul F., Bernard Berelson, and Hazel Gaudet. 1968. The people’s choice. How the voter makes
up his mind in a presidential campaign. New York, London: Columbia University Press.

@ Springer


https://www.rivistailmulino.it/a/la-politica-polarizzata
https://doi.org/10.1177/08969205241253966

Affective polarization and democratic identity: a comparison of Italy and Norway

Levitsky, Steven, and Daniel Ziblatt. 2018. Wie Demokratien sterben. Und was wir dagegen tun konnen,
2nd edn., Miinchen: Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt.

Lijphart, Arend. 2012. Patterns of democracy. Government forms and performance in thirty-six countries,
2nd edn., New Heaven, London: Yale University Press.

Lilla, Mark. 2016. The end of identity liberalism. The New York Times, november 20. https://www.
nytimes.com/2016/11/20/opinion/sunday/the-end- of-identity-liberalism.html. Accessed 9 Mar 2023.

Lipset, Seymour M. 1959. Some social requisites of democracy: economic development and political le-
gitimacy. American Political Science Review 53(1):69-105.

Lundberg, Urban. 2015. Das nordische Modell: sozialdemokratisches Markenzeichen oder gemeinsames
kulturelles Erbe? In Das politische Skandinavien. Gesellschaft, Wirtschaft, Politik & Kultur, ed. Bernd
Henningsen, Sven Jochem, and Siegfried Frech, 37-62. Schwalbach/Ts.: Wochenschau-Verlag.

Mair, Peter. 2006. Cleavages. In Handbook of party politics, ed. Richard S. Katz, William Crotty, 371-375.
London: SAGE.

Manow, Philip. 2018. Die politische Okonomie des Populismus. Berlin: Suhrkamp.

Mason, Lilliana. 2016. A cross-cutting calm: how social sorting drives affective polarization. Public Opin-
ion Quarterly 80(S1):351-377.

Mason, Lilliana. 2018. Uncivil agreement. How politics became our identity. Chicago, London: University
of Chicago Press.

Mau, Steffen, Thomas Lux, and Linus Westheuser. 2023. Triggerpunkte. Konsens und Konflikt in der
Gegenwartsgesellschaft. Berlin: Suhrkamp.

McCoy, Jennifer, and Murat Somer. 2019. Toward a theory of pernicious polarization and how it harms
democracies: comparative evidence and possible remedies. The ANNALS of the American Academy
of Political and Social Science 681(1):234-271.

McCoy, Jennifer, Tahmina Rahman, and Murat Somer. 2018. Polarization and the global crisis of democ-
racy: common patterns, dynamics, and pernicious consequences for democratic polities. American
Behavioral Scientist 62(1):16-42.

Mgller, Jgrgen, and Svend-Erik Skaaning. 2024. Democratization and autocratization in comparative per-
spective. London: Routledge.

Moraes, Juan A., and Sergio Béjar. 2023. Electoral volatility and political polarization in developing
democracies: Evidence from Latin America, 1993-2016. Party Politics 29(4):636—-647.

Morlino, Leonardo, and Marco Tarchi. 1996. The dissatisfied society: The roots of political change in Italy.
European Journal of Political Research 30:41-63.

Mouffe, Chantal. 2005. The ‘end of politics’ and the challenge of right-wing populism. In Populism and
the mirror of democracy, ed. Francisco Panizza, 50-71. London: Verso.

Mouffe, Chantal. 2010. Uber das Politische. Wider die kosmopolitische Illusion. Bonn: Bundeszentrale fiir
politische Bildung.

Mouffe, Chantal. 2015. Agonistik. Die Welt politisch denken. Bonn: Bundeszentrale fiir politische Bildung.

Mouffe, Chantal. 2018. Das demokratische Paradox. Wien, Berlin: Turia + Kant.

Miiller, Jan-Werner. 2021. Freiheit, Gleichheit, Zusammenhalt — oder: Gefdhrdet “Identitétspolitik” die
liberale Demokratie? Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte 26(27):12—-17.

Osterberg-Kaufmann, Norma. 2023. Das Demokratieverstindnis der Bevolkerung und die Regression der
Demokratie. In Zur Diagnose demokratischer Regression, ed. Peter Niesen, 303-338. Baden-Baden:
Nomos.

Osterberg-Kaufmann, Norma, Toralf Stark, and Christoph Mohamad-Klotzbach. 2023. Conceptualizing
difference. Democratic Theory 10(1):72-90.

Pasini, Nicola, Luciano M. Fasano, and Giovanni A. Cerutti. 2023. Can the left respond to new cleavages
in Italy? Journal of Modern Italian Studies 28(5):570-584.

Pasquino, Gianfranco. 2020. Italian democracy. How it works. New York: Routledge.

Pettit, Philip. 2009. Liberalism and republicanism. In Cicero and modern law, ed. Richard O. Brooks,
543-570. Routledge.

Piana, Daniela, and Francesco Raniolo. 2013. Conclusioni. Quale democrazia in Italia. In La qualita della
democrazia in Italia. 1992-2012, ed. Leonardo Morlino, Daniela Piana, and Francesco Raniolo,
293-318. Bologna: I1 Mulino.

Pickel, Gert, and Susanne Pickel. 2023. From prejudice to polarization and rejection of democracy. Analyse
& Kritik 45(1):55-84.

Przeworski, Adam. 2020. Krisen der Demokratie. Berlin: Suhrkamp.

Rawls, John. 1979. Eine Theorie der Gerechtigkeit. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.

Rawls, John. 2003. Politischer Liberalismus. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.

@ Springer


https://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/20/opinion/sunday/the-end-of-identity-liberalism.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/20/opinion/sunday/the-end-of-identity-liberalism.html

S. Bein

Reckwitz, Andreas. 2017. Die Gesellschaft der Singularititen. Zum Strukturwandel der Moderne. Berlin:
Suhrkamp.

Reckwitz, Andreas. 2019. Das Ende der Illusionen. Politik, Okonomie und Kultur in der Spdtmoderne.
Berlin: Suhrkamp.

Reiljan, Andres, Diego Garzia, Silva Frederico Da Ferreira, and Alexander H. Trechsel. 2023. Patterns
of affective polarization toward parties and leaders across the democratic world. American Political
Science Review https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055423000485.

Roose, Jochen. 2018. Bewegungen als Retter der Demokratie. Forschungsjournal Soziale Bewegungen
31(1-2):365-371.

Roose, Jochen, and Elias Steinhilper. 2022. Politische Polarisierung: Zur Systematisierung eines vielschichti-
gen Konzepts. Forschungsjournal Soziale Bewegungen 35(2):283-297.

Ryan, Alexander. 2023. Exploring differences in affective polarization between the Nordic countries. Scan-
dinavian Political Studies 46(1-2):52-74.

Sandel, Michael J. 1993. Die verfahrensrechtliche Republik und das ungebundene Selbst. In Kommuni-
tarismus. Eine Debatte iiber die moralischen Grundlagen moderner Gesellschaften, ed. Axel Hon-
neth, 18-35. Frankfurt a.M., New York: Campus.

Schifer, Armin, and Michael Ziirn. 2021. Die demokratische Regression. Berlin: Suhrkamp.

Schedler, Andreas. 2023. Rethinking political polarization. Political Science Quarterly 138(3):335-359.

Schubert, Karsten, and Helge Schwiertz. 2021. Konstruktivistische Identitétspolitik. Warum Demokratie
partikulare Positionierung erfordert. Zeitschrift fiir Politikwissenschaft 31(4):565-593.

Sebaldt, Martin. 2015. Pathologie der Demokratie. Defekte, Ursachen und Therapie des modernen Staates.
Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

Selk, Veith. 2023. Demokratiedidmmerung. Eine Kritik der Demokratietheorie. Berlin: Suhrkamp.

Skytte, Rasmus. 2021. Dimensions of elite partisan polarization: disentangling the effects of incivility and
issue polarization. British Journal of Political Science 51(4):1457-1475.

Somer, Murat, Jennifer L. McCoy, and Russell E. Luke. 2021. Pernicious polarization, autocratization and
opposition strategies. Democratization 28(5):929-948.

Spalinger, Andrea. 2016. Medien als Spielball von Interessen. https://www.nzz.ch/international/deutschland
-und-oesterreich/italiens-medienlandschaft-medien-als-spielball-von-interessen-1d.6435. Accessed 8
Sept 2020.

Stille, Alexander. 2018. How Matteo Salvini pulled Italy to the far right. https://www.theguardian.com/
news/2018/aug/09/how- matteo-salvini-pulled-italy-to-the-far-right. Accessed 9 Mar 2023.

Strath, Bo. 2018. The cultural construction of equality in Norden. In Egalitarianism in Scandinavia. His-
torical and contemporary perspectives, ed. Synngve K.N. Bendixsen, Mary B. Bringslid, and Halvard
Vike, 47-64. Cham: Palgrave.

Susemichel, Lea, and Jens Kastner. 2018. Identitdtspolitiken. Konzepte und Kritiken in Geschichte und
Gegenwart der Linken. Miinster: Unrast.

Svolik, Milan W. 2019. Polarization versus democracy. Journal of Democracy 30(3):20-32.

Taylor, Charles. 1985. Atomism. In Philosophy and the human sciences Philosophical papers, Vol. 2, ed.
Charles Taylor, 187-210. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Taylor, Charles. 1993. Aneinander vorbei: Die Debatte zwischen Liberalismus und Kommunitarismus.
In Kommunitarismus. Eine Debatte iiber die moralischen Grundlagen moderner Gesellschaften, ed.
Axel Honneth, 103-130. Frankfurt a.M., New York: Campus.

Teichler, Nils, Jean-Yves Gerlitz, Carina Cornesse, Clara Dilger, Olaf Groh-Samberg, Holger Lengfeld,
Eric Nissen, Jost Reinecke, Stephan Skolarski, Richard Traunmiiler, and Lena Verneuer-Emre. 2023.
Entkoppelte Lebenswelten? Soziale Beziehungen und gesellschaftlicher Zusammenhalt in Deutsch-
land. Erster Zusammenhaltsbericht des FGZ. https://doi.org/10.26092/elib/2517.

Vike, Halvard. 2018. The Protestand ethic and the spirit of political resistance: notes on the political rots
of egalitarianism in Scandinavia. In Egalitarianism in Scandinavia. Historical and contemporary
perspectives, ed. Synngve K.N. Bendixsen, Mary B. Bringslid, and Halvard Vike, 111-132. Cham:
Palgrave.

Wagner, Markus. 2024. Affective polarization in Europe. European Political Science Review 16:378-392.

Wiarda, Howard J. 2014. Political culture, political science, and identity politics. An uneasy alliance.
Farnham: Ashgate.

Wollebxk, Dag, Jan-Paul Brekke, and Audun Fladmoe. 2024. Polarization in a consensual multi-party
democracy—attitudes toward immigration in Norway. Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Par-
ties 34(2):231-254.

Zingher, Joshua N., and Michael E. Flynn. 2018. From on high: the effect of elite polarization on mass
attitudes and behaviors, 1972-2012. British Journal of Political Science 48(1):23-45.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055423000485
https://www.nzz.ch/international/deutschland-und-oesterreich/italiens-medienlandschaft-medien-als-spielball-von-interessen-ld.6435
https://www.nzz.ch/international/deutschland-und-oesterreich/italiens-medienlandschaft-medien-als-spielball-von-interessen-ld.6435
https://www.theguardian.com/news/2018/aug/09/how-matteo-salvini-pulled-italy-to-the-far-right
https://www.theguardian.com/news/2018/aug/09/how-matteo-salvini-pulled-italy-to-the-far-right
https://doi.org/10.26092/elib/2517

Affective polarization and democratic identity: a comparison of Italy and Norway

Zucchini, Francesco. 2016. The Republic of vetoes: Legislative change and stability in the Italian political
system. In Crisis as a permanent condition? The Italian political system between transition and
reform resistance, ed. Robert Kaiser, Jana Edelmann, 133-156. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps
and institutional affiliations.

@ Springer



	Affective polarization and democratic identity: a comparison of Italy and Norway
	Abstract
	Zusammenfassung
	Introduction
	Polarization and democratic identity
	Explaining polarization in the literature
	Affective polarization and democratic identity between liberalism and republicanism

	Affective polarization and democratic identity in Italy and Norway
	Norway
	Italy

	Conclusion
	References


