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[bookmark: _Toc226213947][bookmark: _Toc226214073][bookmark: _Toc227259213][bookmark: _Toc227523332]Background
In our most recent report, published in November 2025 we argued that a political realignment was possible because a majority of voters opposed the neoliberal economic agenda and associated progressive cultural template. Both Labor and the Coalition have embraced the agenda and the cultural template.[endnoteRef:1] It was another thing, of course, whether this majority could be mobilised politically. We were agnostic on this issue.  [1:  Bob Birrell, Katharine Betts and Ernest Healy, Is Australia ready for a political realignment? The Australian Population Research Institute, November 2025] 

Since November, a realignment has indeed occurred. One Nation has been the beneficiary. Its polling support has jumped from 5 to 6 percent to around 25 percent at both the Federal and state levels.
Mouths are still agape in surprise and shock, especially in progressive circles. 
This report explores the reasons for the surge to the right. The working assumption is that the voters supporting One Nation are not doing so because they have been converted by One Nation’s message. Rather, large numbers of voters already held beliefs close to those identified with One Nation.
These voters were there in plain sight, but ignored by the major political parties. The implication is that they are not rusted on One Nation voters. Instead, they are potentially responsive to any party or parties which might put a political agenda close to their beliefs. 
How large is this constituency? Our survey data indicates that these voters comprise just over half the electorate. We label them ‘Australia Firsters’. What they have in common is that they are patriots, with a strong sense of belonging to Australia. Near 60 percent of the electorate are in this category. The other 40 percent of voters do not have a strong sense of belonging to Australia. These we label as ‘Open Australians’. In sharp contrast to the Australia Firsters, these ‘Open Australians’ mostly endorse the neoliberal, progressive agenda. They are not part of the right surge nor are they likely to become so. 
We are not predicting that in a Federal election the right surge could attract half or more of the electorate. This could only occur if neoliberal and progressive policies, including immigration and multiculturalism were in focus at the time of the election.
However, other prompters are possible, including stresses linked to Australia’s dependence on international supply chains, as for fuel and fertilizer. In preparing this report our main focus has been on the shocks arising from the anti-Israel protests. These showed how far multiculturalism has morphed from a reciprocal appreciation of differences to strident advocacy for minority causes.
The recent war between America, Israel and Iran has also been a shock. It has demonstrated to Australian patriots how far the neoliberal commitment to free trade has exposed us to unreliable dependence on foreign sources for key goods. This is certain to give further impetus to the right surge, should the issue remain in the headlines.
Nor are we denying that when it comes to voting decisions a variety of other factors are likely to be influential. These include stresses caused by the rising cost of living and vexations stemming from the Net Zero goal. Some commentators, like the prominent pollster Kos Samaras, think that even recent migrants who have moved to the outer western suburbs of Sydney or Melbourne and are struggling with transport, education and other service deficiencies could be part of a right surge.[endnoteRef:2] We are skeptical. Most of these migrants are concerned about their standing in Australia and for this reason support the Open Australia progressive agenda. [2:  Kos Samaras, The Death of the Brahmin Left – The Vegemite Version in Victoria, 8 March 2026 Substack ] 

Our hypothesis is that the mainstream commentary’s focus on cost of living and related concerns misses the big picture. This is that there is a large patriotic constituency of voters who are potentially mobilisable around right-leaning causes. 
This diagnosis will be met with disbelief. It indicates that the constituency opposed to the neoliberal, progressive positions on policy that have dominated Australian political elites is both wide and deep. This opposition spreads across all regional and suburban electorates composed of middle and working class voters. The major political parties have been able to ignore these voters because they faced no challenge either from the factions within them or from new parties that sought to mobilise Australia Firsters. That is, until the late 2025 breakout when, suddenly, issues about Australian immigration and multicultural policies hit the front pages.
For their part, most commentators and cultural professionals find it hard to believe that a political insurgency has been lying beneath the covers. So do most of the political elite, including Federal Labor politicians. Most are disciples of the Hawke/Keating neoliberal transformation of the Australian economy in the 1980s and 1990s. So is Paul Kelly (from The Australian) the most influential and fervent of the supporting commentators. 
In effect, Kelly challenges our core argument by denying the scale of the ‘Australia First’ voter constituency. For this claim he relies on the Scanlon Report on Social Cohesion,[endnoteRef:3] which asserts that Australian patriotism is declining. However, as we detail later, this data is misleading. This is because the Scanlon survey is of residents, not voters. There are millions of Australian residents who are recently-arrived migrants mostly on temporary visas, and thus cannot vote.[endnoteRef:4] They have little reason to hold patriotic views towards Australia. [3:  James O’Donnell, Alice Falkiner and K. Szachna, Mapping Social Cohesion 2025, Scanlon Foundation Research Institute]  [4:  Bob Birrell, et al., November 2025, op cit., p. 8] 

A few commentators, including Greg Sheridan, The Australian’s international editor, get close to our argument that the right surge is linked to patriotism.[endnoteRef:5] However, they struggle to identify the scale or focus of the patriotic surge and, in Sheridan’s case, are discomfited by its hostility to high immigration. [5:  Greg Sheridan, ‘Nationalism trumps globalism, ask the voters’, The Australian, March 28-29, 2026.] 

Our assessment of the potential scale of the current realignment towards the right is based on successive national political polls of voters, conducted by The Australian Population Research Institute (TAPRI). These have asked questions designed to explore the extent to which voters support the neoliberal economic agenda and its associated progressive attitudes. 
These surveys were also designed to identify voters who can be described as patriotic. The results allow us to test the proposition that patriots are the group of voters most likely to oppose the neo-liberal and progressive agenda and thus the group most open to supporting a surge to the right based on this opposition.
Before examining the evidence for these ideas we begin with an analysis of the right surge elsewhere. This has much to teach us about the Australian experience.
[bookmark: _Toc227259214][bookmark: _Toc226213948][bookmark: _Toc226214074][bookmark: _Toc227523333]The international surge to the right
There should be no surprise about the Australian surge to the right. We have witnessed a similar surge across Europe, in the UK, France, Germany, Denmark and Sweden. There is an underlying fundamental reason.
This is that all these countries have experienced centuries during which national leaders have promoted national independence and overarching citizen allegiance to their respective nation. Since the 1980s, however, political leaders drawn from the graduate class have propelled their economies into the international market place by ending protection. They have also embraced and institutionalised accompanying progressive social and cultural policies. These include an open borders movement of people and the imposition of an accompanying cultural diversity agenda.

[bookmark: _Toc227259215][bookmark: _Toc227523334]The UK comparison
The core reason why these policies have prompted a right-wing surge is that they conflict with strongly held values that prioritise national solidarity and national independence. These are the views of most voters raised in an earlier era who have not been strongly influenced by graduate class progressive beliefs. As well as this, it is true that global competition has resulted in casualties, that is, those ‘left behind’ by international engagement. However, the comparative research on the issue shows that the right surge is only marginally derived from these ‘left behind’ economic concerns. Rather, it is predominantly drawn from voters who reject the progressive class’s globalising agenda.[endnoteRef:6]  [6:  On the UK experience, see Maria Sobolewsks and Robert Ford, Brexit Land, Cambridge, 2020] 

For comparative purposes, our main focus is on the UK and the startling rise of the Reform Partly since 2024. It is currently eclipsing the venerable Conservative Party in the national polls.
In the UK, it was New Labour, under the leadership of Tony Blair, in office from 1997 until 2010, which led in installing progressive policies. New Labour saw entry to the EU as a part of this process. As well as free trade, they also embraced freedom of movement of people within EU member states. This policy resulted in an explosion of migrant numbers from Eastern Europe to the UK in the mid-2000s.
There was a surge in populist opposition to this migration outcome prior to the Brexit Referendum in 2016. Advocates for leaving the EU were able to link concerns about immigration to their campaign for the cause of Leave. Voters convinced by this argument helped the campaign to a 52 to 48 percent victory in 2016. 
What is striking from an Australian perspective is that, in the aftermath of the Referendum, this populist right movement subsided as immigration from Europe ceased once the UK completed its exit from the EU in 2020. 
However, the populist right surged again after the Conservatives, led by Boris Johnson, won the 2019 election. The new Government opened the immigration floodgates, despite telling voters it would control immigration. It did so by allowing employers to sponsor migrants where there was evidence of staff shortages and by allowing universities to recruit overseas students on temporary visas.
Net overseas migration to the UK exploded from around 200,000 per annum prior to 2019 to reach a peak of 934,000 in the year to March 2023. The figure was still 649,000 in the year to June 2024.[endnoteRef:7] In addition, Johnson’s Government struggled to curb the influx of asylum seekers crossing the English Channel from France. [7:  UK, Office of National Statistics] 

The Reform Party revived, building its case around the apparent lack of attention to voters’ concerns about immigration and problems with multiculturalism. The 2024 UK national election was easily won by Labour. Reform won a few seats (including the seat won by its re-elected leader, Nigel Farage). Reform has since displaced the Conservative Party as the leading UK right-leaning party in the opinion polls. By 2026, Reform was also ahead of Labor. The lesson we draw from this is that once the established parties lose the voters’ confidence that the major parties can provide a solution – in this case to migration and multicultural issues – they lose confidence in these parties’ on other major policies.
There are compelling parallels with the Australian experience. During the 1980s and 1990s, successive Hawke/Keating Labor Governments pursued a neoliberal, progressive agenda similar to that of New Labour in the UK. They launched the Australian economy into the global marketplace and embraced similar immigration policies (in Australia’s case the opening up of migration from Asia) and proselytised for cultural diversity. 
Labor did lose votes on these issues. However, the election of a Howard-led Coalition Government in 1996 largely neutered any right surge by dialing back Labor’s multiculturalism policies. 
During the 2000s and 2010s successive Labor and Coalition governments pursued high immigration on a bipartisan platform, and at the same time implemented sweeping multicultural policies. This de facto bipartisanship effectively hid these policies from the majority of voters who did not share them. There was no political mobilisation of the voters who opposed this bipartisan agenda. One Nation was an exception but, after it flourished in the late 1990s, it was relegated to being a fringe player, in part because it has been stigmatised as racist and therefore not a legitimate political player.
As we detail below, following the Labor federal election victories in 2022 and 2025, expert electoral commentators have largely ignored the Australia-first voting constituency. They see this constituency as a dying remnant of the past. Recent evidence, including the surge in One Nation’s support, indicates that this judgement was incorrect. Our surveys, also detailed below, confirm the presence of a large Australia-first voting block.
This raises the question, how could Australia-first values have survived in the face of elite endorsement of the neoliberal and progressive cultural agenda?
Our hypothesis is that Australian voters’ self-identification and expectations of government are a product of a century of successful nation building. Australia First values firmed during World War II when Australia’s very survival depended on citizens cooperating to defeat the Japanese assault. In the subsequent post-war decades to the end of the 1960s (covering the Menzies era), Australia’s policy was for full-on national economic development. For example, the Menzies Government pursued a defensive stance against global free trade pressures. Its priority was to build Australia’s industrial base around tariff walls. 
This policy was remarkably successful. Australia did industrialise. The 1950s and 1960s were marked by sustained growth in employment and in real wages. Trade unions were given a place at the table, via Arbitration Commission judgements, ensuring that wage earners got a fair deal, which also included a share of productivity gains. 
By the end of the 1960s, there was a mountain of commentary and survey evidence showing that most Australians embraced what had been achieved. Most identified as Australians and were proud to do so. Australia was seen as the land of the ‘fair go’, democratic and aggressively egalitarian (nobody should ‘put on airs’). It was a society in which ordinary people set the standards.
Our polling, as detailed below, shows that these orientations are durable and survive in the minds of most voters.
They survive despite the more recent and determined indoctrination of the young in progressive diversity and minority-based values. They survive in sporting clubs, pubs and workplaces, where some, at least of the young are resocialised. The voters in question are not fossils. As we show below, their ranks are also being augmented by earlier arrived migrants, most of whom embrace an Australia-first, patriotic perspective. 
[bookmark: _Toc226213949][bookmark: _Toc226214075][bookmark: _Toc227259216][bookmark: _Toc227523335]Expert election commentary in Australia
Until recently, most expert electoral commentators have shared the view that the neoliberal, progressive social agenda will prevail. Such views dominated commentary in the aftermath of Labor’s 2022 Federal election victory. Labor seemed to be on the right side of history, riding the wave of future voters’ concerns. This impression was based on evidence of strong support for Labor amongst young voters, those who are the products of an education system dominated by progressive teachers and academics. Labor also appeared to have tied up the rapidly growing migrant vote. Recently-arrived migrants are sensitive about their standing in Australia. Consequently, they are receptive to Labor’s outspoken support for multiculturalism.
The most influential of the commentary in question is that from successive Australian National University Election Studies (AES). These reports are published after each election. In its report on the 2022 Federal Election, the ANU showed that there had been an unprecedented high level of support for progressive parties (Labor and the Greens) and conversely, historically low support for the Coalition.[endnoteRef:8] The AES concluded that these results were portends of Australian politics in the decades to come. This was because the AES thought that these younger voters will hold on to their present views as they age (because of ‘generational imprinting’). The implication was that progressive parties were on the threshold of prolonged electoral ascendancy. [8:  The 2022 Australian Federal Election Study, AES, December 2022, p. 22] 

Once Labor was in power in 2022, analysts at the ANU have not backed off on this interpretation of the AES data. This opinion was sustained even though, once in power, like the 2019 Boris Johnson Conservative Government, the Labor Government unleashed a suite of immigration policies that allowed universities to enroll as many overseas students as they wished. Labor then stood by, as an immigration tsunami unfolded. We provide some detail to remind readers about its scale. 
Some 550,000 international student visas were issued in 2022-23. Universities trawled through Asia seeking customers. They found them in huge numbers in the sub-continent of India, mainly India itself, but also in Nepal. This influx was the foundation of the record high net overseas migration (NOM) over the years since 2022-23. Over the years 2021-22 to 2024-25, NOM added some 1.7 million residents to Australia’s population or an average of some 420,000 a year. There was also a spectacular accompanying surge of temporary visa holders in Australia. Their number (not including New Zealand citizens) grew from one million in June 2021 to two million in June 2025. 
Just as in the aftermath of Boris Johnson’s migration explosion, the post 2022 immigration surge in Australia has presented an obvious challenge to voters already opposed to high immigration. Migrants seemed to be everywhere, particularly the two million temporaries. They occupy the front line of jobs (including those at entry level)  –  delivering food, manning the service desks of petrol stations,  product stacking and checkout roles in the supermarkets. In the case of housing, which was at crisis point by 2025, it was obvious to most voters that the migrant surge was adding to the demand side of problem, particularly for rental accommodation. So too, as our polling has indicated, most voters are well aware that high immigration is adding to urban congestion and urban service deficiencies. 
The Labor Government was unmoved. It was seemingly vindicated by the results of the 2025 Federal election. Labor romped home. The AES repeated its 2022 judgement. It stated that ‘The 2025 Election extended trends observed in 2022, with the fall in Coalition support disproportionately concentrated among younger segments of the electorate’.[endnoteRef:9] It went on to conclude that if contending political parties do not take note of this inevitable trend ‘the current levels and trajectories of party support revealed here point to Labor domination of Federal politics for the foreseeable future’.[endnoteRef:10] [9:  The 2025 Australian Federal Election Study, AES 2025, p. 17]  [10:  Ibid., p. 19] 

These ANU judgements have been widely quoted in the media including by Paul Kelly. Kelly asserts that, if the Coalition embraces a realignment on populist grounds, ‘It will consign the party to permanent opposition, if not worse’.[endnoteRef:11] [11:  Paul Kelly, ‘Conservative push will doom Libs to division and failure’, The Australian, 8 October 2025] 

Labor won in 2025 in part because the Coalition was unable to mobilise voters’ concerns about the progressive agenda. The big issue at the time of the election was the cost of living. Labor handled this much better than the Coalition by offering assistance to voters feeling the pinch. 
Debate about immigration did surface in September 2025 following a comment by Senator Price that high migration, especially of Indians, was a deliberate vote-gathering strategy. The comment was met by Labor fully endorsing its immigration and multicultural policies. The Coalition leader at the time, Sussan Ley also endorsed these policies, warning her colleagues that, if the Coalition wanted to win back government, it had to recapture progressive voters. 
However, the AES commentary and the assumptions of major parties relying on it was rendered obsolete with Australia’s right surge in late 2025.

[bookmark: _Toc227259217][bookmark: _Toc227523336]Australia’s surge to the right
In late 2025 and early 2026 the dam broke. This followed sustained pro-Palestine and anti-Israel street protests in which parts of the Muslim community were heavily involved. This implied that their identity as Muslims entitled them, in a multicultural society, to take to the streets on this issue. Then the Bondi massacre occurred on the 14th of December 2025.
The cat was now out of the bag. Many voters lost confidence that the major parties could manage immigration and multicultural grievances in a way that was consistent with maintaining social cohesion. 
As the experience in the UK suggests, this loss of confidence is not going to fade even if migration and multicultural issues are temporarily removed from the headlines. This is especially the case now that migration and multiculturalism issues have become prominent in the media, while at the same time being fanned by One Nation’s surge in the opinion polls. 
[bookmark: _Toc226213950][bookmark: _Toc226214076][bookmark: _Toc227259218][bookmark: _Toc227523337]Warning signs
The first signs of voter resistance to the progressive agenda were delivered in the context of the Voice Referendum held in September 2023. This was announced after Labor was elected in May 2022. The referendum asked voters to say YES or NO to giving the Aboriginal Community a separate place in the Parliament to put their views. (This was to be based on an electorate limited to those with Aboriginal descent.) The Coalition opposed a YES vote, but Labor supported and campaigned for it, as did representatives of educational institutions, most of the media and business organisations. Yet just over 60 percent of the electorate voted NO.
The Voice Referendum can be read as an experiment in which voters’ opinions were tested without the normal election complications of economic, social security and foreign affairs intrusions. Voters were asked to support the progressive priority of opening up minority opportunity, in this case via a separate voice for the Aboriginal community. Most did not.

[bookmark: _Toc226213951][bookmark: _Toc226214077][bookmark: _Toc227259219][bookmark: _Toc227523338]What did a No vote mean? 
Our December 2023 Survey asked those voters who voted NO what their reasons were. Some 53 percent said they did so because ‘we are one country; and no legal or political body should be defined only on the basis of race or ethnicity’. Another 18 per cent said that they did so because ‘I don’t think the idea of First Peoples make sense. We are all Australians. The country belongs to all of us’.[endnoteRef:12] [12:  Katharine Betts and Bob Birrell, The Divide between elites and the electorate, The Australian Population Research Institute, Report No 2, March 2025, p. 9] 

The implication here is that most voters shared a sense that there is an obligation to the larger national community which trumps minority interests. That was the focus of much of the critical public debate preceding the vote. 
YES advocates reminded voters about their responsibility for the continued deprivation within the Aboriginal community, especially in remote areas, and about the sacred cause of Aboriginality and thus their right to have a separate Voice.  On the other hand, the focus of the NO campaign was to remind voters that acceding to this campaign would permanently divide the Australian community. Their pitch, clearly articulated by Senator Jacinta Price, was that we share a common bond as Australians, and that our welfare would be best advanced (including that of Aboriginals) by pulling together as Australians. A YES vote would fragment the nation. 
The majority of voters seemed to accept this argument. The support was far stronger amongst Conservative voters – 75 per cent of those voting Conservative in 2022 voted NO compared with 45 per cent of Labor voters. 
This implies that the majority of voters who are not rusted on progressives feel that they share something important as Australians and that this sense should be protected and nurtured.
This is the basis of the electoral split between the Australia first group, who prioritize togetherness as Australians, and the open Australians who prioritise minority or individual interests. 
[bookmark: _Toc226213952][bookmark: _Toc226214078][bookmark: _Toc227259220][bookmark: _Toc227523339]The divide between ‘Open Australians’ and the ‘Australia-Firsts’
It is notoriously difficult to tap into voters’ patriotism in survey work. We have tried various questions. The best was responses to the question ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging in Australia?’ Voters were given four options: A great extent, a moderate extent, only slightly and not at all. We had asked this question in our December 2023 national survey and repeated it in our December 2024 survey. The results were similar even though the voter panel drawn on for the two surveys was different. For the December 2023 survey those indicating belongness to a great extent was 57 per cent. For the December 2024 Survey, as indicated in Table 1, it was 58 per cent. 
In this report those with a sense of belongness to a great extent are defined as patriots and labelled as Australia-Firsts. The rest – the residual 42 percent in Table 1 – are labelled as Open Australians. 
Here are the results from the December 2024 survey

[bookmark: _Toc227259221][bookmark: _Toc227523340]Table 1: ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’ %
	A great extent
	58

	A moderate extent
	32

	Only slightly
	9

	Not at all
	2

	Total %
	100

	Total N
	3023



As indicated, the extent of this division was evident at the time of the Voice Referendum. Our expectation was that Australia firsters would be more likely to vote NO than open Australians. This turned out to be the case as shown in Table 2. Some 58 percent of those who say they have a sense of belonging to Australia to a great extent voter NO, compared with 48 per cent of those with a sense of belonging to Australia ‘to a moderate extent’. In our survey 60 percent of those who voted NO were Australia firsters.

[bookmark: _Toc227259222][bookmark: _Toc227523341]Table 2: ‘How did you vote' [in the October Voice referendum]? by ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’ 2023
	‘How did you vote [in the October Voice referendum]’?
	‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’

	
	A great extent
	A moderate extent
	Only slightly
	Not at all
	Total

	I voted Yes
	39
	50
	48
	34
	43

	I voted No
	58
	48
	47
	54
	54

	I can’t remember how I voted
	3
	3
	4
	12
	3

	Total %
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total N
	1660
	946
	228
	68
	2902


Note: Data are from the December 2023 TAPRI survey. (The sample was of voters only but 99 or the 3001 total respondents said they didn’t vote in the referendum.)

This still leaves a sizeable minority of those whom we define as patriots who voted YES, apparently for reasons other than concern about Australian togetherness. Nevertheless, as we will see, the correlation between those we define as Australia firsters and policy positions opposed to the neoliberal progressive agenda is strong.
Before detailing the policy findings there is one major issue needing clarification. This concerns whether our estimate of the number of patriotic voters is too high.

[bookmark: _Toc226213953][bookmark: _Toc226214079][bookmark: _Toc227259223][bookmark: _Toc227523342]Is our estimate of belongingness too high? 
The doubt arises because the Scanlon Report, Mapping Social Cohesion, reports a much lower share of belongingness to a great extent than does TAPRI. Only 46 percent of Scanlon’s respondents reported a sense of belongingness to a great extent in its 2025 survey and 47 percent in its 2024 survey. This compares with our finding of 58 percent. 
This difference matters. Scanlon’s findings have been seized on by commentators who feel threatened by the surge to the right. Paul Kelly has led this response, frequently referring to Scanlon when writing about the increasing popularity of One Nation in the polls. In the Weekend Australian of March 14-15, 2026 he notes Scanlon’s finding that ‘only 42 percent of people take [great pride in the Australian way of life and culture…. And only 46 percent have a sense of belonging in Australia to a great extent]’.[endnoteRef:13] [13:  Paul Kelly, ‘Nation faces challenge of social cohesion and identity’, Weekend Australian, March 14-15, 2026 ] 

Scanlon states that on these measures of patriotism it has declined over the past decade ‘with recent years pointing to a more stable, albeit relatively low level of national pride, belonging and cultural attachment.’[endnoteRef:14] [14:  Scanlon Foundation, Social Cohesion Survey, 2025, p. 7] 

Scanlon is misleading on these issues. The Foundation does not tell readers up front that it is a survey of all adult Australian residents, not just voters. You have to burrow into the report’s Methodology section to work this out. This is important because Scanlon’s voting frame includes the rapidly increasing number of recently arrived migrants, many holding temporary visas and therefore unable to vote. Few of these new residents would be likely to be patriotic Australians. Accordingly, Scanlon’s findings exaggerate the decline in voter patriotism. Scanlon is at fault for not reminding readers that its sample frame is of all residents. And Kelly is at fault for not noticing this or ignoring its implications. Maybe we are at fault for not being more active in communicating the limitations of the Scanlon report. 
[bookmark: _Toc226213954][bookmark: _Toc226214080][bookmark: _Toc227259224]Kelly is right to say that Scanlon’s findings show that Australian society is fragmented, including the gap between those who profess strong patriotism and those who do not. However, the findings are misleading in asserting that the patriots are in a minority. When it comes to voters they are not. The implication of the patriot majority, as we now spell out, is profound for the scale and policy implications of the surge to the right.
We have been asking questions in TAPRI polls since 2017 about voters’ policy preferences on the neoliberal progressive agenda. We use the answers given in our December 2024 survey to assess the extent to which a patriotic stance shapes these preferences.
We start with views about the level of overseas migration. Here are the results of our question on this issue by level of belongingness

[bookmark: _Toc227259225][bookmark: _Toc227523343]Table 3: Attitudes to immigration by sense of belonging %
 ‘Since Australia’s borders were re-opened after the pandemic, net overseas migration has increased. From 1990 to 2019 the annual intake averaged just over 152,000. In the year to March 2024 net overseas migration reached 509,700 … What is your opinion about immigration?’ by ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’ %
	Opinions about immigration
	‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia’?

	
	A great extent
	A moderate extent
	Only slightly
	Not at all
	Total

	I want the high numbers to continue
	10
	13
	16
	10
	11

	We should return to net migration at somewhat lower levels
	25
	31
	27
	10
	27

	Wants high numbers and somewhat lower
	35
	43
	43
	20
	38

	We should return to net migration at much lower levels
	31
	20
	19
	27
	26

	We should keep migration low enough so that new arrivals just balance out departures
	28
	24
	30
	24
	27

	Wants much lower and nil net migration
	59
	44
	49
	51
	53

	Don’t know
	6
	13
	8
	29
	9

	Total %
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total N
	1742
	964
	257
	59
	3023


Note: Numbers may not add exactly because of rounding.

Readers won’t be surprised that a majority of voters, 53 percent, favoured much lower levels of immigration or no net immigration (ie., new arrivals the same number as departures). Recent polls since late 2025 on the issue also show continuing high levels of opposition to high immigration. 
What matters for our analysis is that Table 3 shows that this opposition is especially strong amongst those indicating belongingness to a great extent. Some 59 percent of this group want much lower levels of immigration or none at all, compared with 44 percent amongst those professing a moderate or lesser extent of belongingness. 
Voters with a strong sense of belonging don’t take kindly to high immigration because it is seen as a challenge to Australia first or patriotic priorities. 
They also, to a certain extent, link present cost of living and housing crises to high immigration. See Table 4.

[bookmark: _Toc227259226][bookmark: _Toc227523344]Table 4: ‘Adding more people will push up the cost of housing’ by ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’%

	Adding more people will push up the cost of housing:
	‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia’?

	
	A great extent
	A moderate extent
	Only slightly
	Not at all
	Total

	Agree strongly
	44
	36
	42
	43
	41

	Agree
	35
	38
	29
	10
	35

	Neither agree nor disagree
	15
	19
	21
	38
	17

	Disagree
	6
	6
	7
	3
	6

	Disagree strongly
	1
	1
	1
	5
	1

	Total %
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total N
	1742
	964
	257
	58
	3023




Patriots prioritise what they think is best for their nation. Neoliberals think that Australian businesses should engage with the international market place even if they sink in the process. Not so patriots. They want to nurture local enterprise. Their ideas hark back to the decades between World War 2 and the 1970s when Australian governments pursued an independent, self-reliant economic policy stance. These ideas  have been inherited or passed on to subsequent generations of patriots.

Here are voters views about the importance of manufacturing by level of belongness (Table 5). 

[bookmark: _Toc227259227][bookmark: _Toc227523345]Table 5: ‘The share of manufacturing in Australia’s economy is less than half of what it was forty years ago. What do you think?’ by ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’
	Attitudes to the protection of manufacturing
	‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia’?

	
	A great extent
	A moderate extent
	Only slightly
	Not at all
	Total

	We should protect Australia’s manufacturing, using tariffs if necessary
	73
	62
	56
	41
	67

	We should get rid of all tariffs so that we can buy goods more cheaply from overseas
	11
	18
	22
	22
	15

	Don’t know
	16
	20
	22
	36
	18

	Total %
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total N
	1742
	964
	258
	58
	3023




Most voters do not like the decline in Australian manufacturing. This view is especially strong amongst those with a great extent of belongingness. Only a tiny proportion of this group (11 percent) agrees with the neoliberal orthodoxy that tariffs (which are already very low) should be lowered further.
The same pattern is evident with voters’ views on local training verses immigration to augment the supply of workers. Despite decades of employer and economist endorsement of immigration as a means of supplementing and skilling our workforce, most voters are unmoved. Table 6 shows that they favor the self-reliant option. This is especially the case for patriots. A huge 70 percent favor reliance on skills training for locals.  

[bookmark: _Toc227259228][bookmark: _Toc227523346]Table 6: Augmenting the workforce with new migrants by sense of belonging
‘Many employers argue that it’s hard to find workers and that temporary and permanent immigration should be encouraged to help fill job vacancies’. Which of the following is closest to your views?’ By ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’

Attitudes to importing migrants to fill job vacancies
‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia’?


	Attitudes to importing migrants to fill job vacancies

	‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia’?


	
	A great extent
	A moderate extent
	Only slightly
	Not at all
	Total

	They [employers] are right  We should let in as many migrant workers as employers want to employ
	19
	24
	25
	14
	21

	They [employers] are wrong  We should deal with worker shortages by raising wages and improving skills training for locals
	70
	62
	64
	61
	67

	Don’t know
	10
	15
	10
	25
	12

	Total %
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total N
	1742
	964
	258
	59
	3023




[bookmark: _Toc226213955][bookmark: _Toc226214081][bookmark: _Toc227259229][bookmark: _Toc227523347]Social values
Successive TAPRI surveys have shown that most voters do not agree with the progressive stance that interest groups who wish to pursue their separate agendas should be supported. These include interest groups which prioritise gender and cultural diversity, as well as the multicultural policies that favour the maintenance of ethnic communities and cultural diversity.
Attitudes to gender diversity illustrate the point. In the case of freedom to identify as a woman, regardless of sex when born, most voters oppose this freedom. However, the opposition is especially strong amongst patriots, those who have the strongest sense of belonging to Australia. Table 7 shows that, of this group, 23 percent disagree and 38 percent strongly disagree with this proposition, making a total of 61 percent who disagree, as opposed to 53 percent of the sample as a whole.
[bookmark: _Toc227259230][bookmark: _Toc227523348]Table 7: ‘Some people argue that a woman is anyone who identifies as a woman, regardless of their sex when born. What do you think?’ by ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’ %
	‘Some people argue that a woman is anyone who identifies as a woman, regardless of their sex when born. What do you think?’
	‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’

	
	A great extent
	A moderate extent
	Only slightly
	Not at all
	Total

	Strongly agree
	9
	9
	9
	12
	9

	Agree
	10
	27
	21
	12
	16

	Strongly agree and agree
	19
	35
	30
	24
	25

	Neither agree nor disagree
	20
	24
	22
	27
	22

	Disagree
	23
	19
	14
	22
	21

	Strongly disagree
	38
	22
	34
	27
	32

	Disagree and strongly disagree
	61
	41
	48
	49
	53

	Total %
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total N
	1743
	963
	256
	59
	3023


Note: Numbers may not add exactly because of rounding

On the question of government responsibility for people who are disadvantaged, most Australian voters favor government intervention to rectify the problem. Patriots, in particular, have a special place in their hearts for fellow Australians and, in consequence, favour Government intervention to fix the problem. 
We have shown in an earlier report on the December 2024 survey results that most voters do not support lower taxes in order to boost economic growth. Instead, 65 percent of voters say we should stop reducing tax levels and increase them for high income earners and big business.[endnoteRef:15]  [15:  Betts and Birrell, March 2025, op. cit., p.6] 

Australia is not a happy hunting ground for a Trump-style right-leaning surge. There seems little support for a plutocracy in which Trump promises to reduce taxes on the rich, even though his message is clothed in patriotic rhetoric. 
Table 8 gets at this issue. It shows that a majority of voters, whether patriots or not, think subsidies are justified. 

[bookmark: _Toc227259231][bookmark: _Toc227523349]Table 8 Government subsidies for energy bills etc by sense of belonging
‘Some people think the current Labor Government’s subsidies (handouts) for energy bills, solar projects and the like are justified. Others think they push up government expenditure and contribute to the Reserve Bank’s high interest rate policy. What do you think?’ by ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’ %

	Government subsidies
	To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’

	
	A great extent
	A moderate extent
	Only slightly
	Not at all
	Total

	I think these subsidies (handouts) are justified
	55
	52
	44
	29
	53

	I think these subsidies (handouts) should be curbed
	30
	28
	31
	29
	29

	Don’t know/no opinion
	16
	19
	25
	42
	18

	Total %
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total N
	1743
	964
	258
	59
	3023




These findings imply that, to the extent that the Coalition tries to craft a more self-reliant economic policy set, in which it prioritises financial incentives for firms and employees to maximise their work effort, it will not attract Australia-first voters. 
We could elaborate on these observations via more detail on voters’ answers to other questions about neoliberalism and the progressive social agenda. But there is no need to do so because they all point in the same direction. Patriots, or Australia-Firsters, do not accept the economic policy priorities of either the Labor or Coalition parties. Nor do they accept their progressive social agenda. 
The implication is that these voters were ready to be mobilised in the aftermath of the wake-up call in late 2025. This call has focused on the obvious failure of the established economic policy agenda (escalating housing prices, urban congestion and the like) and on the failure of multiculturalism to integrate some migrant groups, notably some Muslims.
So far, the Coalition has been the main casualty. However, our analysis indicates that Labor too is vulnerable. Non-graduates have been leaching from the ranks of Labor supporters for years, at the same time as those who hold patriotic views move to more conservative parties, notably the Coalition. However, Labor’s present support base still includes many of these  to here patriots. They presumably have cross-cutting interests, perhaps reflecting Labor party links with trade unions, which keep them within the ranks of Labor supporters. Here is an estimate of Labor’s continuing dependence on patriotic voters and thus of its vulnerability as the right surge continues. (Table 9)
In our December 2024 survey we asked respondents about their voting intention for the forthcoming 2025 Federal election. Here are the results by level of patriotism reported at the time of December 2024 survey.

[bookmark: _Toc227259232][bookmark: _Toc227523350]Table 9: Intended vote by sense of belonging %
‘If a federal election for the House of Representatives were held today, which one of the following would you vote for? If “uncommitted” to which one of these do you have a leaning?’ by ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’ %
	Intended vote
	‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’

	
	A great extent
	A moderate extent
	Only slightly
	Not at all
	Total

	Liberals
	34
	20
	12
	19
	27

	Liberal National Party
	6
	9
	7
	3
	7

	Country Liberals (NT)
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1

	Total Liberals
	40
	30
	20
	24
	35

	Nationals
	4
	3
	5
	5
	4

	Total Coalition
	44
	32
	25
	29
	38

	Labor
	35
	36
	30
	21
	34

	Greens
	8
	16
	19
	17
	12

	One Nation
	6
	5
	11
	9
	7

	United Australia Party
	0
	1
	2
	7
	1

	Other
	6
	10
	14
	17
	8

	Total %
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total N
	1742
	964
	259
	58
	3023



Table 9 shows that a relatively high share of patriots intended to vote for the Coalition (44%) at least by comparison with those intending to vote Labor. Nonetheless, some 35 percent of patriots intended to vote Labor. If the right surge is maintained, some of this constituency could migrate to One Nation or the Coalition if either one seriously competes for the patriot vote. 

[bookmark: _Toc226213956][bookmark: _Toc226214082][bookmark: _Toc227259233][bookmark: _Toc227523351]Are patriots a declining constituency?
One objection to this analysis may be that it ignores the projections of the ANU’s election studies which assume that the ranks of the patriots will decline as young, progressive voters move into adult voter ranks. The implication is that patriots are a fossil constituency. 
One of our most significant findings is that this thesis is incorrect. What we found was that among voters the patriot constituency is being augmented by earlier arriving migrants. In the case of the ESB and European migrants many of these came to Australia in the post-war era up to and including the 1970s and 1980s. These migrants have lived in Australia for decades. Though some of their leaders were multicultural advocates, most of those still alive (and identified in our survey) indicated that they felt just as high a level of belongness to Australia as Australian-born voters. The only exception is those born in Asia.

[bookmark: _Toc227259234][bookmark: _Toc227523352]Table 10: ‘To what extent do you have a sense of belonging to Australia?’ by Country of birth %
	Sense of belonging to Australia

	Australia
	ESB
	Europe
	Asia
	Other
	Total

	A great extent
	58
	60
	69
	42
	46
	58

	A moderate extent
	32
	29
	25
	42
	31
	32

	Only slightly
	8
	10
	4
	14
	19
	9

	Not at all
	2
	1
	2
	1
	4
	2

	Total %
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Total N
	2482
	226
	85
	146
	84
	3023


Note: ESB stands for English-speaking background countries, ‘other’ includes the Middle East, Africa, Central and South America, and other.


[bookmark: _Toc226213957][bookmark: _Toc226214083][bookmark: _Toc227259235][bookmark: _Toc227523353]Open Australians
The rest of Australian voters, the 42 percent who indicate that they do not have a sense of belonging to a great extent (Table 1) are all included in the Open Australians group. 
The distinction between those who endorse the neoliberal economic and progressive social policy agenda, as shown in Table 5 on promoting Australian manufacturing, is evident, but a bit fuzzy. Some progressives, including many of our best friends, hold progressive views and want the best for their country, including more manufacturing self-reliance, but only if it travels along the progressive value pathway (notably with respect to minority interests). We believe that they are reluctant to endorse an Australia First position because this conflicts with sincerely held beliefs. In particular they see Australian patriotism, with its prioritising of togetherness, as an obstacle to Aboriginal emancipation. 
We do not need to say much more about ‘Open Australia’ views because they dominate the media. Most truly believe in the economic transformation of the Australian economy from protectionism to free trade under Hawke/Keating then Howard governments. That’s why we apply the ‘Open Australia’ tag to them. Most more recently arrived residents who are voters also fit into the Open Australia’ camp. However, as shown above, most of the first generation of migrant voters from Europe, who arrived decades ago, do not fit in this camp. 
Open Australians make no secret about their political priorities. Almost all, in our experience, would not dream of voting for One Nation and do not hesitate to proclaim this stance.   
Open Australians are pleased to nod rather than gag when they hear the Prime Minister, Anthony Albanese, endorse ‘Open Australia’ as with the following statement. In an address to a mainly Vietnamese gathering he said:
‘We need to continue to cherish our diversity as a strength of our nation’. 
He also said that migrant groups, including the Vietnamese, ‘have added to the social cohesion that makes Australia at our best, a beacon to the world’.[endnoteRef:16] [16:  Anthony Albanese, ‘Culture connects us all’. Prime Minister of Australia, speech, Sunday 22 March 2026] 

In our judgement there have been some positive consequences of the neoliberal agenda launched in the Hawke/Keating era. This agenda has paved the way to selling our mineral commodities into the international market place. It has cushioned the loss of manufacturing capacity. It has also bolstered the health of Australia’s balance of payments and thus the capacity to import consumer goods embodying low wages and high technology – as from China. This has benefited Australian consumers, but at the cost of a hollowed out goods producing economy. At the same time this agenda has resulted in a huge immigration influx since 2022. This has led to massive growth in the stock of temporary migrants and has contributed to the ongoing housing crisis, especially with rental accommodation. Few of these temporary migrants will be able to obtain a permanent residence visa because the annual number of such visas available is limited.[endnoteRef:17] Nevertheless, while temporary migrants are here, they mostly need rental accommodation. [17:  Bob Birrell et al., op cit., November 2025, p. 8] 

Meanwhile the neoliberal insistence on free trade has meant that Australian is now dependent on unreliable international supply chains. In the case of petrochemical products and refined petrol and diesel fuels, the loss of productive capacity in Australia has left us highly vulnerable. 
Living in Melbourne we are in the front line of casualties. This is because the Victorian Government, since 2014, has built its economic strategy on providing debt-financed infrastructure and services for Melbourne’s surging population. It proclaims, without complaint from progressive media circles, and with bipartisan support from the Liberal Party, that Melbourne is targeting a population of eight million by 2050 – the same level as in London today. 
From our perspective, the right surge promises an overdue correction.  
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