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Abstract of Dissertation 

 

By  

Trevor J. Allen 

Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science  

University of California, Irvine, 2017 

Associate Professor Sara Wallace Goodman, Chair 

 
This project engages with one of the most consequential topics in contemporary party politics: 

the emergence and persistence of the far right party family in Western Europe. Far right 

durability, particularly given the increased salience of economic and security issues during and 

after the Great Recession, serves to highlight the sociodemographic structure of far right 

electorates and suggests that far right parties participate in a socio-structurally rooted dimension 

of party competition defined by this sociodemographic base and collective identity around the 

‘losers of modernization’, that is mobilized by far right parties. Using public opinion survey data 

from the European Election Study and Voter Advice Application data from the 2009 and 2014 

European elections, this project suggests that far right parties realize greater success by 

deepening rather than broadening their bases of support across eight West European states. Far 

right voters display greater unity in positions on wealth redistribution by 2014, and far right 

parties have moved rightward on that dimension as well. Lastly, economic anxieties also 

seemingly compel far right support as Europe’s crises continued, which is consistent with 

literature on economic voting if center left and right parties are perceived as complicit in 

Europe’s economic problems.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

The emergence and persistence of the far right is perhaps the most important 

development in European party politics in a generation. Unsurprisingly then, few topics in 

contemporary political science have garnered so much scholarly attention. Idiosyncratic parties 

variously considered ‘far right’ have emerged piecemeal across Western Europe since the 1980s, 

and the circumstances of their emergence have been well-documented.  But while far right 

emergence is generally understood, the durability of far right parties has largely escaped 

extensive consideration. Far right parties have variously weathered party-splits, appropriation of 

their signature issues by other parties, seemingly unsuccessful tenures in government, and—most 

tellingly—the political and economic upheaval associated with Europe’s Great Recession. 

Because explanations of far right success have largely hinged on the salience of quality of life 

issues rather than economic ones (e.g., Rydgren 2010), far right success in the aftermath of the 

Great Recession necessitates a more comprehensive account of far right durability, or party 

survival, with respect to both party-level strategy and characteristics of their supporters.  

Far right parties have endured across differing institutional arrangements, electoral laws, 

and political cultures. Earlier accounts suggested considerable limitations to far right expansion 

based on national cultures, institutional configurations, or mainstream party positions (Carter 

2005; Mudde 2007), yet the ubiquity of far right parties suggests these factors are epiphenomenal 

hurdles, but not necessarily insurmountable obstacles. With the rise of Germany’s AfD, 

excepting Luxembourg and Ireland,1 every EU member state that was a democracy in the 1970s 

currently has a far right party in its national parliament or representing it at the European level. 2 

This means that every party system experiencing the turbulent elections and party system 

                                                 
1 Cas Mudde’s (2007) influential book considers the DUP to be a member of the ‘populist radical right’ 
2 Italy’s Lega Nord is considered an edge case, but is often included (Kitschelt 2007; Mudde 2007). 
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upheaval of the 1960s and 1970s now hosts a far right party in some significant capacity. This is 

in itself surprising: Prior to the LPF scholarship considered the Netherlands an obvious negative 

case due to her legacy of consociationalism (Rydren and Van Holsteyn 2005). Geert Wilders’ 

Party for Freedom (PVV) stepped into the vacuum created after the ‘pink populist’s’ 

ignominious assassination by an environmental activist, and has courted an electorate and 

espoused a platform similar to far right parties in neighboring states. Similarly, scholars 

considered party competition in Sweden to be too closely tethered to class voting for the far right 

to make inroads (Rydgren 2010), prior to the Sverigedemokraterna (SD), who gained more seats 

than any other party in the most recent Swedish election. Likewise, the United Kingdom’s 

electoral system was supposed to be an insurmountable obstacle to UKIP or the BNP. It was 

thought that German national culture would never accept another movement on the far right 

(Mudde 2007), an assumption that was legislated by the BfV and five per cent electoral 

threshold. 

In their early days, far right parties exhibited considerable cross-national variation. In 

Austria and Switzerland far right populists coopted existing right parties. The French FN 

consisted of a variety of far right elements at its founding including Poujadists, monarchists, and 

Old Right militants.3 Many of the Scandinavian far right parties began as anti-tax ‘progress’ 

parties. The Swedish far right has roots in interwar fascism (Ignazi 1992), but has since evolved. 

UKIP and the AfD were principally Euroskeptic parties at their outset, but developed 

programmatically in other areas as they matured. In Italy and Belgium, successful far right 

parties developed from explicitly regional movements. Nascent Dutch and Norwegian far right 

parties were idiosyncratic vehicles for their charismatic leaders. However, as all of these parties 

realized a toehold in their party systems, they began to reflect the contours of those systems, 
                                                 
3 “…a hodgepodge of political cranks” (Art 2011, p. 2) 
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operating in space vacated by so-called mainstream parties after the transition to advanced 

capitalism.4 

Thus, microlevel correlates of the transition to advanced capitalism during which these 

parties emerged provide the antecedent suggest explanations for far right durability. Far right 

durability indicates the party family’s situation in the systems they inhabit and its continued 

relevance to the voters they attract. The commitment displayed by some voters to far right parties 

over a range of political and economic conditions bespeaks the socio-structural roots of the party 

family, and their development over the decades since their emergence. Far from idiosyncratic 

flash-pan parties or single-issue ‘anti-immigrant’ parties, the far right party family represents a 

durable and internally cohesive addition to West European party families. That is, it is no longer 

wholly appropriate to frame research on the far right with reference to political opportunity 

structures conducive to their success, or to ask why the far right is successful in some places 

more so than others.5 Rather, the far right ‘party family’ should be studied as such, and even 

where support has cratered, as was the case for UKIP in 2017, the far right should be considered 

reflective of important features of postindustrial electorates.6   

                                                 
4 ‘Mainstream’ in this analysis is roughly equivalent to a ‘catchall’ party, such as Social and Christian Democratic 
parties, Conservatives, Labor, and some Liberals (Adams et al. 2006). These parties occupy centrist positions, 
generally hold positions on most if not all issues relevant to a given campaign (contrast with the historically 
ambigious economic platforms of the far right, or single issue Pirate parties), and are the most likely to supply a 
prime minister in cabinet formation.  
5 This is the case in Western Europe. There is meaningful variation when research on the far right extends to other 
parts of Europe or the world. This is not to imply that the far right is equally successful everywhere in Western 
Europe, but rather to suggest variations in the families’ success should be examined the same way variations in 
Social Democrat or Liberal party success might be. 
6 Indeed, until 2017 the contradictory outcomes between European and national elections indicate the extent to 
which certain obstacles to far right success were epiphenomenal to their appeal. The relatively meager 
representation of the French Front National in the National Assembly represents a similar phenomenon. Few 
political scientists would suggest the end of right-liberal parties after the German FDP’s ouster from the Bundestag 
in 2013, nor necessary the end of Labour after PvdA’s collapse in the Dutch 2016 contest. Rather, in both cases, 
issue salience and government participation eroded support the party. The ‘Brexit’ referendum and salience thereof 
during the 2017 snap election resembles a similar state of affairs for UKIP. That the symbolic resolution of UKIP’s 
founding issue anticipated their decline resembles polling for the German Republikaner after reunification and 
suggests a potential hurdle for the heretofore largely oppositional party family if their electoral success results in 
additional opportunities for policy making. 
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Even the designation ‘party family’ is comparatively novel to research on the far right, 

relative to other important party families. There are a host of reasons likely responsible for this 

delay, and while recent scholarship does tend to lump together far right parties consistently, there 

remains discord as to how far the label should be generalized to Eastern or Southern Europe, or 

populist movements elsewhere on the globe (Allen 2017). Even an appropriate label for the party 

family is elusive (Mudde 2007). Unlike other major party families in Western Europe, the far 

right has not consistently formed a European parliamentary group. Similarly, unlike other party 

families, the label far right—or extreme right, populist radical right, et cetera—is more likely to 

be used pejoratively than the designations ‘Green’, ‘Liberal’, or ‘Social Democrat’ (Ennser 

2012). That is, a Green M(E)P in all likelihood would not object to being so called, whereas a 

‘far right’ politician may not self-identify with the designation (Mudde 2007). Even the word 

‘right’ barely occurs in party names, very much unlike far right ‘counterparts’ on the left.7 Far 

right parties also emerged somewhat later than parties on the New Left (Bornschier 2010), with 

origin stories spanning the better part of 30 years as of this writing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1.1. Party Families in Western Europe 

                                                 
7 For a variety of reasons that are uncovered in this project, mostly related to the structure of their electorates and 
historically salient issues, it is far from obvious that the far right should be juxtaposed with the contemporary radical 
left. 
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Party Family European Parliamentary Group Examples 

Christian Democrats EPP German CDU, Dutch 
CDA 

Conservatives EPP; ECR UK Conservatives, French 
Republicans 

Social Democrats/Labor S&D Austrian SPÖ, Finnish 
SDP  

Liberals  ALDE Dutch VVD; Dutch D66 

Green  Greens-EFA Belgian Ecolo; Swedish 
MP 

Far Left  GUE-NGL German Linke, Dutch SP 

Far Right Various; Non-Inscrits  See Table 1.2  

 

Systemic accounts of far right parties also have obscured the cohesion of the party 

family. Research descendent from Kitschelt and McGann’s (1995) four-way typology that seeks 

to explain why the far right has been successful in some countries but not in others also belies the 

extent to which far right parties have converged as a party family around particular rhetorical 

frames and voter profiles (Rydgren 2005).  Moreover, one defining characteristic of the ‘party 

family’—populism (Mudde 2007)—is obfuscated on the conventional two-dimensional 

coordinate plane on which party systems can be mapped (De Lange 2007). That is, populism 

might mimic either authoritarian attitudes (impermeable concepts of in-groups and out-groups) 

or libertarian attitudes (distrust of elites or complex and opaque institutions). However, like all 

other major party families in Western Europe (conservatives, Christian and Social Democrats, 

liberals, greens, and the radical left), the far right—defined more extensively below—comprises 

a party family whose members vary programmatically only as much as Christian Democrats, and 

considerably less than the heterogeneous Liberals (Ennser 2012).8  

                                                 
8 Party families might be so labeled given historic and durable linkages to social groups and societal divisions 
accompanying massive social change. Historically, these include barely-democratic conservative parties 
representing the landed nobility against the monarchy, and later against liberal industrialists (Duverger 1959); 
reluctant confessional parties responding again to perceived liberal threats to dominant church interests (Kalyvas 
1996), and social democratic parties or labor undergirded by unions after the expansion of the franchise (Lipset and 
Rokkan 1967). More recently, party families like the Greens issued from social movements accompanying the 
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Just as other party families’ emergence corresponds to macro-social change, far right 

party emergence corresponds to the transition to postindustrialism as well.  The same post-war  

‘education revolution’ that ultimately produced the New Left also provided antecedent 

conditions for far right success. That is, the ‘revolutions’ that have historically structured party 

competition and generated party families by associating novel social divisions with collective 

identities and ultimately political representation thereby generated durable dimensions of party 

competition. 9  Even throughout the process of partisan dealignment—wherein citizens’ 

partisanship detached from social situation and alternative forms of political participation were 

sought (Dalton 2013)—party families situated within enduring sociocultural and economic 

dimensions of party similarly retained remnants of their revolutions (Bornschier 2010). 10 

Moreover, the Left-Right ‘super issue’ that summarizes party positions on economic and cultural 

subdimensions is especially resilient, incorporating new issues into existing dimensions as they 

arise (e.g., Mair 1997). As such, party families retain an orientation with respect to cultural and 

economic dimensions summarized by ‘Left-Right’, even though they attract different or absent 

social bases of support.  

There are several other party families not listed above, some of which are important 

actors in European politics, whereas others are largely historical artifacts. Agrarian parties, 

regional parties, and a host of single issue parties still freckle European parliaments. Unreformed 

confessional parties and communist parties also occasion backbenches in Western Europe.  The 

party families listed above however are durable fixtures of Western European politics. These 

                                                                                                                                                             
transition to post-industrialism, and the sudden and severe changes to levels of formal education and citizens’ self-
efficacy (Dalton 1994).  
9 These revolutions include periods of ‘national revolution’, the ‘industrial revolution’, and later the ‘education’ or 
‘silent’ revolution (respectively Lispet and Rokkan 1967; Bornschier 2010; Inglehart 1977).   
10 One obvious example is the overrepresentation of churchgoers in the ranks of Christian Democratic parties, 
despite the infusion of the cultural dimension of party competition with ‘new politics’ issues (Arzheimer and Carter 
2009). 
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parties broadly endure to the extent they participate in salient dimensions of party competition. 

The historic implicit reluctance to classify the far right as a party family, the continued ‘border 

skirmishes’ about which parties qualify for membership (Kitschelt 2007), as well as confusion as 

to the family’s geographic limitations (e.g., Mudde 2007; Norris 2005), is reflected in 

contemporary analysis of the far right. The implication is clear: parties come and go; party 

families endure (Dalton and McAllister 2015; Mair 1997). As such, evaluating the far right as 

wholly participating in ‘party family’ politics—and therefore locatable with respect to salient 

dimensions of party competition—sheds light on the mechanisms behind its persistence.  

The two dimensions of party competition dominating contemporary politics can be 

broadly regarded as cultural and economic in nature (e.g., Kriesi et al. 2006).11 The economic 

dimension is principally a conflict over redistribution corresponding to the enfranchisement of 

the working class (Lipset and Rokkan 1967). The pace and timing of the industrial revolution 

and the implications of Lipset and Rokkan’s freezing hypothesis suggest this redistributive class 

conflict operates similarly across Western Europe. As such, for much of the 20th century and into 

the 21st, Social Democratic and Labor parties were the largest party on the center left. The 

cultural dimension has been more malleable, historically structured by religious versus secular 

interests; contemporary accounts also situate questions of the environment, marriage equality, 

European integration, and national identity in this dimension (Bornschier 2010).  These latter 

issues correspond to the ‘silent’ or ‘education’ revolution, which also impacted advanced 

industrial democracies in much the same way at much the same time (Inglehart 1977). Thus, 

although mediated by national institutions and histories, the dominant dimensions of party 

competition that comprise the Left-Right ‘super issue’ exhibit striking cross-national similarities. 

Thus, even if far right parties have eschewed explicit economic programs (Bornschier 2010; 
                                                 
11The list of citations for this claim would be prohibitively immense if it were to be exhaustive. 
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Ivarsflaten 2005; Mudde 2007), there is a socioeconomic structure to their bases of support, 

which anticipates far right parties’ appeal to some voters even as economic issues regain 

salience. 

Historically, these dimensions were largely determined—children inherited partisanship 

from their parents; workers joined unions and voted for the left, and churchgoers associated 

themselves with Christian Democrats. More recently, the relationship between social situation 

and political preferences has been blurred by increased education and concomitant social and 

geographic mobility (e.g., Dalton 1996). Green parties might attract young, educated voters 

irrespective of their parents’ occupation. Social Democrats’ ‘third way’ trajectory implied an 

abrogation of their relationship with the working class. As societies became more affluent and 

service and technical industries supplanted manufacture as West Europe’s economic engine, 

economic issues ceded salience to cultural, quality of life, issues, and social situation became 

less determinative of political position (Inglehart 1977; 1990). Unions changed in size and 

composition as center left parties tacked rightward to appeal to the ‘new middle class’ of young 

educated professionals (Gallego 2010). Mainstream convergence on regulated capitalism meant 

that parties expressed their differences chiefly on cultural questions—libertarianism versus 

authoritarianism (Kitschelt 1994; Kitschelt and McGann 1995).  

Emergent far right parties were no exception. While Green parties and centripetal Social 

Democrats courted the educated, professional, ‘new middle class’, far right parties were a 

counterpoint. Far right parties were associated with traditional, authoritarian, and nationalist 

(TAN) cultural positions (Hooghe et al. 2002), and generally equivocal with respect to questions 

of economic left-right (Ivarsflaten 2005; Rovny 2013). These parties were not especially rooted 

in the electorate, but mobilized inchoate cultural (‘value/normative’) insecurities native to 
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postindustrialism (Kriesi 2010). In seeking to explain why far right parties emerged some time 

after New Left Greens and social liberals in the 1960s and 70s, scholarship suggests the diffuse 

antipathies related to the conservative cultural pole took time to coalesce around the far right’s 

signature issue: immigration (Ignazi 2003). Indeed, far right parties were instrumental in 

transforming immigration into a question of national identity from one more closely associated 

with economic outcomes of labor migration (Schain 2006). In maintaining ambiguous economic 

platforms but extreme cultural positions (Rovny 2013), far right parties were able to appeal to 

voters irrespective of occupation or socioeconomic station, so long as cultural conservatism was 

salient.   

Yet, I argue socioeconomic station and political attitudes are likely correlated, especially 

for voters on the far right after the Great Recession. To be sure, far right parties emerged in part 

because partisan dealignment made voters available to their appeals and disrupted the 

‘hereditary’ partisanship described above. However, the process of ‘cognitive mobilization’, 

which discouraged ritual partisanship corresponding to increased educational attainment and 

increased self-efficacy (Dalton 1984), seemingly would not have impacted potential far right 

voters in the same way it influenced the new middle class. Educational attainment decouples 

socioeconomic station and community identity from partisanship to some extent, but far right 

voters are typically less educated and are more likely to have hierarchically structured work 

environments (Kitschelt and McGann 1995).12 That is, far right parties most capably attract the 

so-called ‘losers of modernization’ (Coffé et al. 2007; Ignazi 2003; Kriesi et al. 2008), or the 

‘left behind’ (Ford and Goodwin 2014). However, if the ‘left behind’ are indeed left out of some 

of the social transformations accompanying the transition to advanced capitalism, there is reason 

                                                 
12  Moreover, increased higher education has not been evenly distributed in Europe since the 1980s, but has 
disproportionately benefited historically privileged groups, not the occupational profiles most overrepresented in far 
right electorates (Blanden et al. 2005). 
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to expect those susceptible to far right messaging participate in politics differently than those 

who were in a position to benefit from the education revolution (see Ignazi 2003; Hutter and 

Kriesi 2013). By dint of their comparatively low levels of education, the processes of mainstream 

party convergence and partisan dealignment affect these voters differently. They are not merely 

left behind by virtue of lower levels of formal education in a climate where education level and 

life chances are highly correlated (Rydgren 2013), but also left behind by centripetal mainstream 

parties chasing the new median voter in an electorate with more differentiated interests.  

So even as far right parties attracted support from those whose sociocultural positions 

opposed the ‘Green-Alternative-Liberal’ (GAL) package of the New Left (Hooghe et al. 2002), it 

was never clear why exactly the ‘losers’ of the transition to advanced capitalism should cast 

ballots for entirely noneconomic reasons. Rather, perceptions of declining status and some 

feeling of actually being ‘left behind’—i.e., disregarded or disrespected by mainstream parties—

rather than actual declined status was seemingly operative (Ignazi 2003; also Chambers and 

Kopstein 2000). The potential differing impacts of perception and reality might explain the 

ambiguous evidence associating actual economic hardship, like unemployment, with far right 

support (Arzheimer 2009).  

This dilemma is evident in two prominent characterizations of the ‘rightist’ pole of new 

politics. On one hand, Inglehart’s (e.g., 1977) work specifies the cultural dimension of political 

competition as pitting ‘post-materialists’—who prioritize quality of life issues over economic 

concerns—against ‘materialists’—who are generally older and prioritize economic and physical 

security. On the other hand, Kitschelt’s (e.g., 1995) rendering of the cultural dimension is 

generally in agreement on the contents of the ‘liberal’ pole: younger, affluent, sociocultural 

professionals desire greater personal freedom and autonomy consistent with their education and 
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‘soft skills’. The conservative pole, however, is driven by authoritarian cultural dispositions, 

deference to traditional patterns of authority, and moral traditionalism. That is, the post-material 

or libertarian left is opposed by a set of culturally conservative values, not ‘materialism’ as 

such.13 Thus, ignoring the policy package actually offered by successful or unsuccessful parties, 

the quality of the pole opposing the New Left might either be characterized as ‘material’ against 

‘post-material’ or ‘authoritarian’ against ‘libertarian’. Again, we generally have a good grasp on 

the New Left, but situating the far right family into spatial representations of the party space 

seems a complicated task.  

I argue this is largely because the sociodemographic profiles associated with far right 

support participate in politics differently than the profiles associated with every other main party 

family in contemporary Western Europe. Even in the climate of partisan dealignment, far right 

support remains anachronistically structured by socioeconomic station, especially educational 

attainment, but also occupation and class identity. As such, the far right endures not only because 

they have consolidated attitudinally conservative or authoritarian voters, but also because they 

are the most likely vehicles for representation for voters ‘left behind’ by mainstream party 

centripetalism. In brief, low levels of formal education and comparatively hierarchical workplace 

environments may operate against the fragmentation of electorates associated with cognitive 

mobilization, increased geographic mobility, and differentiation of interests within the 

electorate.14 Furthermore, there have been numerous studies hypothesizing that far right voters as 

socially disintegrated, but there is little empirical evidence to support this proposition to date 

beyond a continued link between church attendance and center right partisanship (Arzheimer and 

                                                 
13 Although some programmatic packages are more appealing than others for Kitschelt (1995), hence the right-
authoritarian ‘winning formula’ for far right parties. 
14 Geographic mobility and education level seem to also structure cultural identification with Europe (Risse 2010), 
which is important insofar as Euroskepticism is a dominant plank in far right platforms (Hooghe et al. 2002; Mudde 
2007). 
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Carter 2009; Oesch 2008; Rydgren 2009). It is therefore possible that absent the cognitive 

mobilization described above, interests remain correspondingly ‘undifferentiated’ and far right 

parties are able to enter the electorate and court their would-be voters differently, perhaps more 

efficiently, than their competitors. This is enhanced by a media environment friendly to far right 

organizational structure and rhetorical style (Ellinas 2009).   

Ideological distinctiveness is a boon to far right populists, and the far right has survived 

competition from better-resourced parties by renegotiating the party space corresponding to the 

failure of mainstream parties to address other issues (Williams 2010). This might be contrasted 

with obvious benefits related to government participation or (under certain institutional 

conditions) pursuit of the median voter encouraging centripetalism. Ideological distinctiveness 

facilitates choice for less educated voters (Gallego 2009), but also serves to represent a 

legitimate sociodemographic group who are now on the fringe.  In summary, far right parties 

endure because they strategically captured an electorate defined both by ‘TAN’ attitudes and 

socioeconomic station available to them after the education revolution.  

 

 

Testing far right durability: The Great Recession  

I argue this structure to far right electorates is especially evident in the context of the 

Great Recession and its aftermath. In particular, I examine far right party entrenchment between 

the 2009 and 2014 European elections (discussed below). I use the Great Recession as shorthand 

to discuss economic hardship in the Eurozone and EU generally, inclusive of the European 

Sovereign Debt Crisis, banking crisis, bailouts, austerity, rising unemployment, and host of other 

economic issues besetting the continent.  While the Eurozone as a whole dipped in and out of 
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recession throughout the period, and some states were officially in recession prior to the 2009 

election—defined by some economists as two quarters or more of GDP contraction (e.g., Eslake 

2008)15—significant developments related to the forgoing list transpired between 2009 and 2014. 

Bailouts and austerity in Southern Europe and Ireland were largely negotiated in 2010-2011 

(Lobo and Lewis-Beck 2012; Blyth 2015, p.67). Even where economies rebounded, countries 

largely dependent on exports were precariously placed in a time of deficit reduction (also, Blyth 

2015).16 In short, every country in my sample (Table 1.2 below) experienced recession by the 

definition between 2009-2014, some more than once.  

This has implications with respect to the far right. There is research suggesting that 

financial crises stimulate support for far right movements (Funke et al. 2016). However, while 

the countries in my sample did and do face economic hardship, they also escaped the kind of 

massive unemployment and austerity imposed on Southern Europe. Thus, better-educated and 

resourced individuals were more insulated, and working class and less educated voters 

experienced perceived greater precariousness and status insecurity (Rydgren 2013; Bornschier 

and Kreisi 2013). I argue that for these voters, socioeconomic station should predict political 

behavior similar to how it did before the rise of post-material politics, with a few caveats. For 

less educated and working class voters, perceptions (and realities) of declined status, feelings of 

frustration and powerlessness in the face of byzantine EU institutions, unresponsive mainstream 

parties, and societal changes like 21st century immigration, and Europe’s means these voters may 

be receptive to far right frames.  

                                                 
15 By this definition, the European Union as a whole went into recession twice between 2009 and 2014, and the 
Eurozone was in recession for 18 months between 2011 and 2013.  
16https://web.archive.org/web/20120318021341/http://www.dutchnews.nl/news/archives/2009/11/the_netherlands_is
_out_of_rece_1.php 
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It is somewhat easy to forget how thoroughly unprepared scholarship on the party family 

was to explain far right success during Europe’s economic crisis (e.g., Rydgren 2006; Mudde 

2013). Far right parties are among the most Euroskeptic parties in Europe, and are 

thoroughgoingly critical of the political mainstream (Hooghe et al. 2002; Williams 2010). Both 

of which might suggest avenues for continued success in the context of Europe’s economic 

crises. However, most dominant accounts of the party family emphasized cultural issues and 

regarded the salience of economic issues as detrimental to the party family’s chances. Hence, 

although there are numerous loci for examining far right durability—reconciling their anti-

establishment credentials with government participation and support, party splits, leadership 

changes, mainstream party competition on some issues—the empirical analyses in the following 

chapters focus on the European Sovereign Debt Crisis and Great Recession bookended by the 

2009 and 2014 European elections. Economic and political developments between 2009 and 

2014, including bailouts to Southern Europe and Ireland, increased unemployment, and tepid 

economic growth, austerity, and government turnover, supply a set of background conditions 

favorable to examining change in far right electorates between the two election years.  

Most prominently, far right success in the context of increased salience for economic 

issues exposes earlier accounts of the party family as incomplete, or at least historically 

contingent.  Most of the considerable scholarship on the far right suggests they succeed when 

sociocultural, quality of life issues are salient, and that their support should retrench when 

economic issues return to the fore (Mudde 2013, p. 15; Rydgren 2010). And indeed, economic 

grievances have not consistently predicted far right support historically (Arzheimer 2009; 

Ivarsflaten 2005). This follows from the far right’s purported situation on the ‘right’ pole of a 

‘new politics’ dimension of party competition (Bornschier 2010). Far right parties attracted 
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support based largely on noneconomic anxieties related to national identity, immigration, and 

European integration (Schain 2006; Hooghe et al. 2002). Moreover, far right parties did not 

present voters with rigorous or consistent economic platforms (De Lange 2007; Rovny 2013). It 

is possible that the relative affluence and stability enjoyed by West European publics in the post-

war period prior to the Great Recession has contributed to an overemphasis on ‘values’ voting at 

the expense of the socio-structural foundations of contemporary political conflicts germane to far 

right success (see Kriesi 1998; 2010). The discussion in the previous section clarifies several 

arguments as to why far right electorates might continue to be structured by sociodemographics, 

more so than other parity families. Renewed salience of economic issues allows generally 

scholarship to consider the socioeconomic station of far right voters in particular, to the extent 

that educational attainment or occupation approximate life chances under certain economic 

conditions more closely than sociocultural values or issue positions.  

Consistent with the ‘left behind’ characterization outlined above, part of the reason why 

economic grievances have not historically predicted far right voting is that, as above, perceptions 

of declining status, rather than actual declining status per se, has been thought to motivate 

support for far right parties, in both Europe and the US (Chambers and Kopstein 2000; McVeigh 

2009; Lipset and Raab 1978). The sociodemographic groups already overrepresented in far right 

electorates, particularly the less-educated and working class, but also young voters, are likely to 

perceive—perhaps correctly—increased precariousness in the context of Europe’s economic 

crises (Rydgren 2013).  Again, this suggests the period between 2009 and 2014 is one where far 

right electorates’ socio-structural roots should unify around less educated and working class 

voters. Indeed, some private sector working class voters began to support far right parties (in 

their neoliberal form, see Kitschelt and McGann 1995) with a mind to keeping their firms 
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internationally competitive in the context of globalization and Europeanization (Kitschelt and 

McGann 1995; Kriesi et al. 2008). This is also the case domestically as less educated, young, and 

low skilled workers perceive themselves to be in direct resource competition with immigrants 

(Arzheimer 2009).  To the extent these tensions are heightened in the context of Europe’s 

sluggish recovery, the economic grievances expressed by far right party voters should become 

both more unified and pronounced.  

Given the sociodemographic groups associated with far right support and increased 

possibility for perceptions of declining status among those groups, the Great Recession also 

allows examination of a provocative idea presented by Kitschelt and McGann (1995) regarding 

the ‘right-authoritarian’ winning formula, which stipulates that successful far right parties should 

combine conservative cultural platforms with neoliberal economic ones. The authors suggest that 

only a major economic crisis might reinvigorate support for ‘welfare 16artially16’ positions—

positions that combine leftist economic programs with sociocultural authoritarianism (p. 23).17  

Although the economic component of the winning formula has been widely panned (De Lange 

2007; Ivarsflaten 2005; Mudde 2007), reconsidering far right electorates in the context of the 

Great Recession serves to test the extent to which far right voter preferences are malleable, 

especially on economic issues. Relatedly, although as above, dimensions of party competition 

are very stable over time, Dalton (2016) suggests the period between 2009 and 2014 contain the 

potential for considerable ‘policy and partisan’ change as both parties and voters respond to 

Europe’s economic crises. As such, the Great Recession represents a potential rupture for 

                                                 
17 ‘Welfare chauvinism’ is a somewhat complicated term. In Kitschelt and McGann’s (1995) rendering, it simply 
meant a combination of economic leftism and sociocultural authoritarianism. Others suggest that welfare 
chauvinism connotes hostility to the idea of immigrants receiving welfare benefits (Coffé et al. 2007), which is 
certainly a characteristic of all far right parties (McGann and Kitschelt 2005). As such, one might expect far right 
parties and their voters to support rightist economic positions because they suspect immigrants from outside the EU 
may take advantage of generous welfare regimes during Europe’s economic downturn (Rydgren 2013), or given the 
precariousness of far right voters’ occupational and educational profiles, support for welfare regimes may have 
increased purchase (Kitschelt and McGann 1995). This is addressed in Chapter 5. 
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electoral realignment in Western Europe, where residual partisans of the mainstream who look 

like far right voters may enter the far right fold.  

  Thus, there are also party-level factors worth exploring between 2009 and 2014 with 

respect to the far right, in terms of far right successes in European elections, as well as the 

potential for economic voting against Europhilic mainstream parties. National elections between 

2009 and 2014 saw considerable attrition in governing coalitions (Dalton 2016), with voters 

punishing mainstream parties on the center right and (especially) the center left. Given the 

tendency for center parties to be comparatively ‘Europhilic’ (Hooghe et al. 2002), and the 

increased Euroskepticism in European electorates (Dalton 2016), it is reasonable to expect 

mainstream parties of all stripes to be punished during Europe’s economic malaise, 17artially 

consistent with the literature on economic voting against incumbents perceived to be responsible 

for economic downturns (see Anderson 2007). This ‘punishment-reward’ model of economic 

voting suggests that oppositional parties benefit from bad economies, and incumbent parties 

from good ones (Kriesi 2012; Lewis-Beck and Nadeau 2012; Powell and Whitten 1993). For 

mainstream parties across Europe, this seemingly held true during the Eurozone crisis (Kriesi 

2012). However, perhaps because of the far right’s alleged stake in a noneconomic dimension of 

politics, the party family has not been fully considered with respect to economic voting. 

Notwithstanding, the particulars of the Great Recession suggest that the perennially oppositional 

far right parties might benefit through the mechanisms of anti-incumbent economic voting.   

Economic voting is most obvious when there are clear lines of accountability (Bengtsson 

2004; Tilley et al. 2008).  However, those lines of accountability are blurred in Europe’s current 

economic and political climate, as both center left and center right parties have been generally 
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proponents of European integration (Hooghe et al. 2002; Lobo and Lewis-Beck 2012).18 This 

constrains the ‘opposition’ options available to voters (Anderson 2007) and suggests that far 

right parties—which can credibly claim consistent opposition to the European project and take 

care to differentiate themselves from mainstream parties—may be in a position to benefit.  

Similarly, because subjective evaluations of the economy are arguably more important than 

objective metrics of economic growth (Tilley et al. 2008), the affective rhetoric of the far right 

might have particular resonance (see Hooghe et al. 2002; Ignazi 2003). Relatedly, far right 

successes in the 2009 and 2014 European elections compelled mainstream parties to respond, 

legitimating far right Euroskepticism and criticism of the mainstream (e.g., Bale et al. 2010).  

Evincing the impact of far right European Parliament successes across the mainstream spectrum, 

David Cameron and Francois Hollande suggested their countries needed to rethink their 

relationship to the EU after the 2014 contest, the former paving the way for the ‘Brexit’ 

referendum.19  

 With respect to the above, the period between 2009 and 2014 provides an optimal 

backdrop for this analysis. Considering far right party success in the aftermath of the Great 

Recession better establishes the association between certain sociodemographic traits qua 

sociodemographic traits (rather than as they relate to culturally conservative attitudes) of far right 

voters. It also allows examination of the changing attitudes that motivate far right party support, 

and evolution of how far right parties and their mainstream counterparts have shifted. I use this 

analysis to suggest that far right parties have taken steps to ‘deepen’ their ties to the less 

educated and working class constituencies who constitute their core supporters (see Ford and 

                                                 
18Indeed, European integration itself entails blurred lines, as national parliaments cede decision-making power to 
supranational institutions, and regions gain political autonomy (see Messina and Gould 2014). 
19 Beyond the EU, far right party impact can be observed in immigration policy (Bale 2003; Williams 2006), 
citizenship (Goodman 2014), and law and order (Smith 2010). 
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Goodwin 2010; 2014), instead of broadening their support to include a more diverse voter base 

(Rydgren 2008. The sociodemographic roots are better exposed in this context, economic 

attitudes are expected to unify, and far right parties are expected to cordon off a less educated, 

working class segment of the electorate, not only on sociocultural grounds, but also increasingly 

by way of economic grievances and perceptions of economic decline. 

By considering the party family as a whole, rather than collection of national parties, this 

project aims to contribute a novel understanding of on far right durability as a phenomenon 

endemic to Western Europe, related to both the nearly ubiquitous two-dimensional party space, 

and the obvious ‘European’ character of the Great Recession (Risse 2014). In part, my argument 

is reciprocal: as far right parties become competent economic actors in the minds of their voters, 

they become more firmly entrenched in West European party systems; because the far right 

already courted an electorate in large part structured by sociodemographics—almost uniquely in 

Western Europe—they were able to deepen their support in the climate of the Great Recession.  

 

Case Selection 

 The backdrop of the Great Recession and the foregoing discussion of party systems imply 

the case selection for this project. As above, the incursion of new parties into Western European 

party systems largely structured by the industrial revolution and previous social developments 

suggests geographic limitations to case selection (see Allen 2017). Namely, the cases under 

study here need to have been democratic throughout the period of partisan dealignment, as well 

as hosts to durable party systems inhabited by at least some of the party families above. The 

electorate consolidated by far right parties needs to resemble the ‘left behind’ economically and 

politically, meaning case selection is limited to advanced industrial democracies with historically 
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entrenched party systems that experienced the education revolution. In post-communist systems, 

both extreme and mainstream parties gained access to the party space in 1989; hence electoral 

niches are less entrenched and the difference between center and far right parties is less obvious 

(Hanley 2004). As a result, far right parties in Post-Communist Europe mobilize a different set of 

voters unavailable to their West European counterparts (Allen 2017), and are excluded from this 

analysis. Because I am primarily concerned with the relationship between far right parties and 

their voters, I also cannot include West European countries without a far right party.20 

 Similar limitations are also imposed by a case’s relationship with the European Union 

and the Eurozone. As above, I limit case selection to the comparatively affluent democracies in 

Western and Northern Europe, excluding the Southern European states hit hardest by the crisis. 

Somewhat counterintuitively, this does not eliminate all that many far right parties, an 

observation which motivates much of this research. The sociodemographic entrenchment and 

attitudinal consolidation associated with Western European far right durability, I suggest, 

partially explains why populists on the left or in the center have not emerged en masse in 

Western Europe, but can be found closer to the Mediterranean.  As such, the empirical analyses 

in this project are concerned with only eight of Western Europe’s oldest democracies, and their 

corresponding far right parties. These parties are listed in Table 1.2. Each chapter uses the same 

set of parties and the same time period. 

 

Table 1.2. Far right parties in Western Europe 

Country Parties 
Vote Share 
2009 EP 

Vote Share 
nearest to 
2009, 

Vote Share 
2014 EP 

Vote Share 
nearest to 
2014, General 

                                                 
20 Germany is excluded for this reason. Although in 2014 the AfD did realize considerable success at the European 
level, its absence in 2009 means change over time cannot really be examined. Although the German NPD was 
among the parties considered by the 2009 European Election Study (below), it is unclear whether the NPD should be 
considered a member of the ‘new’ far right, or if it is better associated with older iterations of extreme right politics 
(Carter 2005; Ignazi 2003).  
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General 

Austria 

Bündnis Zukunft 
Österreich (BZÖ); 
Freiheitliche Partei 
Österreichs (FPÖ) 

4.58%; 
12.71% 

10.7%; 
17.5% (2008) 

0.47%; 
19.72% 

3.53%; 20.5% 
(2013) 

Belgium Vlaams Belang (VB) 9.85% 12.0% (2007) 5.59%  3.67 (2014) 

UK 
UK Independence Party 
(UKIP), British National 
Party (BNP) 

16.6%; 6.3% 
2.2%; 0.7% 
(2005) 

26.6%; 
1.09% 

3.1%;1.9% 
(2010) 

Denmark Dansk Folkeparti (DF) 15.8% 13.8% (2007) 26.6% 12.3% (2011) 

Finland True Finns (PS) 9.79% 4.05% (2007) 12.87%  19.05% (2011) 

France Front National (FN) 6.3% 4.3% (2007) 24.68% 13.6% (2012) 

The 
Netherlands 

Partij voor de Vrijheid 
(PVV) 
 

16.97% 5.89% (2006) 13.32% 12.74% (2011) 

Sweden 
Sverigedemokraterna 
(SD) 

3.3% 2.9% (2006) 9.7% 5.7%(2010) 

Source: European Elections Database 

 Table 1.2 also lists the vote share in the 2009 and 2014 European elections, along with 

proximate national elections.  These figures indicate a few things. First, the general trend of these 

parties has been increased electoral success. The trend has not been exactly linear historically, 

but the average far right party vote share is seemingly on the rise, and certainly not declining. I 

plot far right success in European and national elections in Figures 1.1 and 1.2.21 Second, given 

some combination of ‘second order’ European elections, and greater proportionality in European 

elections (in France and the UK), far right parties fair better in EP contests, although, as above, 

their impact is felt in national elections as well (also Williams 2006).  There are also a few 

instances of far right parties competing against each other, in Austria and the United Kingdom, 

although other examples have recently existed in France (MNR and FN), the Netherlands (TON 

and PVV), and Germany (DVU and NPD, as well as the less extreme Republikaner and 

contemporary AfD). In Table 1.2, as well as in the other cases, one party on the far right seems 

                                                 
21 Averages for national elections were taken at five year intervals.  
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ultimately to have won out, suggesting a somewhat well defined space in which far right parties 

compete.  
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Data 

 This project is concerned with the interaction between voters and parties. I use two 

primary sources of data to that end. Data on voters comes from the European Election Study’s 

2009 and 2014 voter study waves (EES) (respectively, van Egmond et al. 2013; Schmitt et al. 

2016). EES has a number of advantages over other cross-national datasets or national surveys. I 

discuss these in greater detail in Chapter 3, which is the first chapter to use these data. Briefly, 

because these surveys are conducted in coordination with the EP itself, the 2009 and 2014 waves 

are concerned with issues related to the Great Recession and other economic hardships facing 

EU citizens. Similarly, citizen orientations to the EU, EP, and national parliaments are 

thoroughly gauged.  

 The timing of these surveys is also important for two reasons. First, because they are 

administered to correspond with EP elections, a wide variety of voter attitudes and preferences 

associated with those elections are active across the continent, unlike cross national surveys that 

ask about asynchronous national elections. Second, timing is also important because of when the 

elections took place. That is, the June 2009 election is early enough to predate many of the 

developments associated with Europe’s economic downturn listed above. EES also contains a 

wide battery of questions appropriate for this project, but I reserve that discussion for Chapter 3.  

  For party level data, I use EUProfiler and EUI Voter Advice Applications (see Trechsel 

2013; Trechsel et al. 2015). Analyses using these data are in Chapter 5, and the data are more 

thoroughly described there. Briefly, VAAs provide a list of 30 coded party positions, 17 of which 

were repeated in each wave. These data are also collected corresponding with EP elections, and 

have all the same advantages associated with EES for that reason, in that parties, like voters, are 
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forced to consider positions on a host of issues simultaneously, cross-nationally.22 The 2009 EES 

and VAA data are largely compatible from their affiliation with EUI, and the 2014 waves of 

VAA and EES data largely maintain that compatibility. The data sources are additionally 

commensurate because data are collected at nearly the same time, although VAAs necessarily are 

constructed prior to an election. Chapter 5 uses the VAA data and so contains the description of 

those data.  

 

Chapter outline  

The remainder of this project is dedicated to explaining far right durability between 2009 and 

2014. Chapter 2 explores the antecedent conditions for this entrenchment of far right parties, 

focusing on the macropolitical and economic changes associated with the transition to 

postindustrialism, and the subsequent emergence of the party family. In this, I conceptually 

distinguish between durability of the party family and the emergence of far right parties. I review 

relevant literature on the party family’s emergence and suggest that while it provides insight on 

the correlates of far right parties’ subsequent durability, it does not provide a complete 

perspective on why and how far right parties endure, specifically with reference to deepening 

their support among certain sociodemographic groups. I suggest that contrary to previous upticks 

in far right party success based partially on widening far right appeals, deepening the socio-

structural roots of far right support is germane to far right success over the course of the financial 

crisis.  

 Chapters 3-5 move beyond emergence to a sustained analysis of durability. Chapter 3 

empirically considers the sociodemographic roots of far right durability suggested in Chapter 2. 

                                                 
22 Politicians also have a chance to fill out VAAs, and in a personal correspondence with one of the investigators, I 
was informed that at least one party was compelled to articulate a position on an issue that the party had not yet 
addressed by virtue of its inclusion in the VAA questionnaire.  
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This is the first chapter to use the European Election Study introduced above and used in the 

remaining empirical chapters. Through a series of descriptive exercises, I illustrate the deepening 

of far right support among the less educated, working class identifiers, and blue collar 

occupations between 2009 and 2014, suggesting deepening rather than broadening is key to far 

right success in this period. Descriptive statistics in this chapter suggest that far right parties are 

the only party family to significantly overrepresent the less educated, and that they are the only 

party to be composed of majority working class voters. Regression analyses show that even 

controlling for previous far right support, these types of voters express greater probability of far 

right support. That is, this chapter asks whether increased far right vote share results from 

‘broadening or deepening’ and finds considerable support for the latter. 

 Thus, Chapter 3 demonstrates far right durability during and after the Great Recession is 

due to similar voters supporting the far right throughout. But do they do so for the same reasons 

in 2014 that they did in 2009? This question is the point of departure for Chapter 4, wherein I 

turn from sociodemographic characteristics to voter attitudes and grievances.  In 2009, a voter’s 

propensity to support the far right is largely structured by issues well known to the scholarship; 

anti-immigrant attitudes, Euroskepticism, and the sociodemographic variables from Chapter 3 

are positively predictive of far right support. Economic positions and anxieties about the state of 

the economy are not; or at least, the impact of these issues is not uniform across 

sociodemographic groups expressing higher propensity to vote far right in 2009. By 2014, 

interaction terms indicate that voter positions on wealth redistribution and negative prospective 

evaluations of the economy are related to far right support in the same way for working class 

voters and low educated voters as they are for everyone else. That is, there is convergence on a 

relationship between rightist economic positions and support for the far right. Chapter 3 also 
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suggests that negative perceptions about the future state of the economy matter for far right vote 

probability in 2014, and not in 2009, consistent with the aforementioned ‘perceptions of 

declining status’ observation.  

 Chapter 4 indicates that rightist economic positions and worries about the future state of 

the economy predict far right support in 2014 and not in 2009. Chapter 5 moves to consider the 

extent to which this is related to far right party strategy and behavior by incorporating Voter 

Advice Application data from EU Profiler and euandi referenced above. Spatial representations 

indicate general rightward movement of far right parties, both individually and as a party family. 

I then consider three aspects of party strategy: how the salience of economic positions, rightward 

change in economic platforms, and distance from the weighted average of other political parties 

predict far right support. I find that all three are positively associated with a voter’s propensity to 

vote radical right. Thus, at both the party and voter levels, the economy matters for the far right 

by 2014.  

 Chapter 6 concludes by summarizing important findings and then considering the 

implications of far right entrenchment for party systems in Western Europe, European 

institutions, democratic participation, and liberal democracy generally. I also introduce the 

concept of far right ‘ubiquity’—the observation that far right parties are now to be found in most 

Western democracies.  The durability and ubiquity of far right parties in Western Europe reveals 

a group of citizens who find their best opportunity to register political dissatisfaction to be a 

party family that rarely participates in coalition formation, and often holds inconsistent policy 

positions. Lacking the educational attainment and social resources to negotiate complex political 

realities, and left behind by mainstream parties chasing the median voter, it is not unreasonable 

to expect high dosages of dissatisfaction with politics as usual in this population.  How likely far 
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right populists are to be a reliable vehicle for this segment of the population going forward 

remains to be seen, and will be elucidated should the far right need to govern on behalf of these 

voters rather than remain in opposition (which Chapter 5 suggests they may prefer). I propose 

this and other avenues for future research in the final pages of the conclusion, as well as 

addressing some of the limitations with my own research.  
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Chapter 2: From far right emergence to far right durability 

 

In order for far right parties to endure, they first had to emerge. The previous chapter 

explored some unique characteristics of the party family that has heretofore inhibited a thorough 

appreciation of the mechanisms behind far right durability in the context of the Great Recession. 

In this chapter, I explore the period of far right party emergence as it ultimately relates to those 

mechanisms. While factors like issue voting, charismatic leadership, and disproportionate media 

attention are undoubtedly central to the far right’s electoral success, the premise of this chapter is 

to argue this success is not driven by these short-term factors alone. Instead, far right party 

support in Western Europe is predicated on the transition to post-industrial economies and party 

systems and the response of certain sociodemographic groups to these social and political trends. 

Some of these demographic groups continue to constitute core far right constituencies, whereas 

others are better interpreted as mechanical accidents of history. Distinguishing between the 

electorates available to the far right at the time of their emergence, and the type of voter 

responsible for far right durability is crucial in clarifying far right party placement in West 

European party systems.  Rather than exclusively the product of the generalized dissatisfaction 

with parties and parliaments that has characterized post-industrial democracies for decades (e.g., 

Dalton and Wattenberg 2002), or the product of the noneconomic, cultural dimension of party 

competition that proliferated after the Second World War (Inglehart 1977), far right parties have 

socio-structural roots deeply tethered to societal developments in the post-war period. This 

structure has enabled the far right to endure across a range of macropolitical and economic 

phenomena, and emerge in even the West European states previously thought to be least 

hospitable to the party family, which I explore in the next three chapters.  
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In this chapter, I begin by distinguishing far right emergence and far right durability. Far 

right emergence is well-trod by social science scholarship, but is a necessary point of departure. 

Far right durability is empirically evident given the party family’s electoral results over the last 

three decades. However, it is particularly remarkable in the context of the Great Recession, given 

far right parties’ historically equivocal economic programs and investment in sociocultural 

grievances related to national identity. Moreover, the presence of far right parties in all states that 

were democracies during the party system upheaval and partisan dealignment in the 1970s 

clarifies the ‘left behind’ electorate available to the far right relates far right populists to the 

similarly-ubiquitous Left-Right dimension of party competition in ways that have implications 

for the party families’ post-crisis success.   

 

Far right emergence 

The incursion of far right parties into Western European party systems is predicated on a 

host of variables at several levels of analysis. Macroeconomic and political developments 

accompanying the transition to advanced capitalism increased dramatically the value of an 

advanced education, as professional, technical, and service work supplanted manufacture as 

Western Europe’s economic engine. Technological advancement associated with this transition, 

changed the way individuals relate to each other and consume (political) information, and how 

parties reached their voters.  The population of Europe is also aging, which has implications for 

welfare states across the continent. Immigration and Europeanization have also increased, which 

is perceived as both economically and culturally threatening by segments of the population. 

There developments have implications for both parties and voters on the far right and across the 

political spectrum.  
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Perhaps the most profound change to Western European societies in recent decades is 

increased levels of formal education (Dassonneville et al. 2014. 2012; Dalton 2014, 1984), and 

the so-called ‘education revolution’ undergirds several interrelated phenomena contributing to 

the both rise of new parties and the convergence of mainstream parties. Consistent with the other 

‘revolutions’ historically structuring party competition in advanced democracies (Lipset and 

Rokkan 1967), the gap between those participating in the education revolution and those left 

behind is a foundational sociodemographic division upon which postindustrial parties on both the 

left and right have capitalized.   

Higher levels of education raised levels of subjective self-efficacy among the more 

educated populace, with effects concentrated in post-war cohorts (Dalton 1984; Gallego 2010). 

This educated generation enjoyed greater peace and affluence during their formative years than 

previous generations, and therefore came to value quality of life issues rather than prioritize 

‘bread and butter’, material concerns (Inglehart 1977; 1990). That is, the value of individual, 

expressive, freedoms increased as material needs were mitigated, impacting the way these 

citizens participated politically (Welzel 2013). Young, educated, and politically engaged 

professionals were fertile ground for New Left parties, with whom Social Democratic parties 

were forced to compete as the ideological roots of the socialist left evaporated and unions 

decreased in size and white collar service workers swelled their ranks (Gallego 2014, 2009; 

Cramme et al. 2013; Kitschelt 2004, 1994). More affluent citizens oriented by quality of life 

issues rather than material concerns voted more independently from their social situation, and the 

social-structural roots of party competition eroded as a result (Dalton 1996).  

Increased education also corresponded to greater geographic and occupational mobility, 

which meant that voters were less likely to live and work in the communities in which they were 
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born and raised, and were therefore less connected to closely knit social and religious networks 

of those communities. Membership in secondary associations stemming from those communities 

declined, and ‘party-group’ linkages weakened (Powell 1986; Norris 2002). This, along with the 

above, impacted the social structural roots of partisanship by producing greater differentiation of 

interests within the electorate. Declining party, church, and union membership are all associated 

with the ‘thawing’ of the cleavages that historically structured party competition in advanced 

industrial states (e.g., Norris 2002).  Greater diversity of interests meant voters were less likely to 

be faithfully represented by traditional political parties, which fostered the development of 

catchall parties from parties of mass integration (Williams 2009; Kirchheimer 1966).   

The thawing of partisan attatchments similarly opened the door for new parties to 

emerge. The convergence of mainstream ‘catchall’ parties on a variety of issues was disquieting 

to the newly efficacious citizenry. Presented with convergent and therefore unpalatable 

mainstream alternatives, younger citizens’ propensity to vote for anti-establishment parties 

across the political spectrum increased (Abedi 2004). This includes Green parties across Western 

Europe, social liberal parties (like the D66), and also parties on the far right. Although support 

for democracy as a regime type remained high, support for political parties and institutions 

waned (Dalton and Wattenberg 2002; Norris 1999). As dissatisfaction increased and party-group 

linkages weakened, citizens became less reliant on partisan cues and sought other outlets for 

political expression (Dalton 2013). Critical citizens voted less ritualistically and more 

instrumentally as became disenchanted with mainstream parties and perceived elections’ 

outcomes as unimportant (Franklin 2004). So-called ‘New Social Movements’ are a byproduct of 

this political disaffection as an alternate outlet for political expression (Dalton 1994; Kriesi 

1995).  
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In addition to the New Left available to young, educated, and engaged citizens, 

attenuated social bases of partisanship facilitated the emergence far right populists. As above, 

demographic changes stimulated the gravitation of center-left parties to economically centrist 

and socially liberal positions (Kitschelt and McGann 1995; Kitschelt 1994). Programmatically, 

former partisans of the Old Left were less likely to be drawn to the ‘new politics’ issues 

increasingly prominent in Social Democratic platforms (e.g., Dalton 2013). Concurrently, a 

decline in the integrative function of trade unions contributed to far right support among former 

Old Left occupations (Betz 1994; Ford and Goodwin 2014): Blue-collar voters found themselves 

open to the authoritarian appeals of the far right, as they were no longer inoculated against far 

right support—nor necessarily compelled to support the center left—by intermediate union ties 

(Eatwell 2003; Kitschelt and McGann 1995). That is, blue-collar workers were no longer 

motivated to support the Old Left either programmatically or through union mobilization. 

Similarly, mainstream party convergence on European integration and immigration policy were 

particularly impactful to voters with this profile who did not enjoy many of the benefits 

associated with increased European integration (Risse 2010), and perceived themselves to be in 

competition with immigrants (Arzheimer 2009). It was on the backs of these issues that far right 

parties entered parliaments, even if they are no longer appropriately referred to as ‘single-issue’ 

parties (Mudde 2007).   

In supporting early far right parties, blue-collar workers found perhaps an unlikely ally in 

small business owners during the transition to advanced capitalism; both groups supported the 

emergent far right’s social conservatism (Ivarsflaten 2005), and early analyses suggest both 

groups were receptive to market liberalism with a mind to making their industries internationally 

competitive (Kitschelt and McGann 1995). Scholars have since come to criticize the emphasis on 
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market liberalism, but the cross-class alliance is still considered germane to far right emergence 

(Bornschier and Kriesi 2014; De Lange 2007; Kitschelt 2007). Young people, who lacked 

partisan ties given the decline of ‘parties in the electorate (Dalton and Wattenberg 2002), also 

were overrepresented in far right electorates (Lubbers et al. 2002). Men were also 

overrepresented, due to a combination of factors including perceptions of declining status, 

occupation, and a greater sense of self-efficacy that allowed for bucking traditional parties 

(Kitschelt and McGann 1995; Mudde 2007; Rydgren 2013).  

Perhaps due to the somewhat ambiguous boundaries around their electorates, relative to 

other party families, far right populists were comparatively idiosyncratic at the point of their 

emergence, entering party systems before they later converged on their ‘core’ constituencies 

structured by the education revolution in the previous chapter.  Far right parties in Austria and 

Switzerland developed from liberal and conservative parties respectively, and their electorates 

reflected that history (McGann and Kitschelt 2005).  As in the last chapter, many of the now-far 

right parties in Scandinavia developed or split from anti-tax progress parties, but Sweden’s far 

right party evolved from a party with roots in interwar fascism (Ignazi 1992). UKIP and AfD 

developed more comprehensive platforms from primarily Euroskeptic beginnings over a very 

short period of time.23  Tellingly, Kitschelt and McGann’s (1995) foundational text on ‘new 

radical right’ emergence identified four prototypes of far right parties, only one of which was 

likely to be successful, while Ignazi’s (1992) influential article suggested the new ‘extreme right’ 

gathered support from ‘all social strata’. Such was the understanding of far right emergence.  

Far right parties emergence corresponded with a populist turn in global politics generally 

(Mudde 2004). Over several decades, many states across the globe have played host to populist 

                                                 
23 In keeping with the ‘conspiracy of silence’ argument, AfD support was particularly noticeable after Merkel III’s 
suspension of the Dublin accords for Syrian Refugees. 
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parties or leaders on the left, right, or center. In the current commercial media environment, the 

far right is viscerally appealing for its incendiary rhetoric and its sound-bite friendly leadership 

(Ellinas 2009; Eatwell 2002; Esser 2008; Mudde 2013), and far right parties have erupted onto 

the stage in a host of settings (LPF), or dramatically increased support after years of middling 

returns (SD, PS). Gaps in the competitive party space emerged across the continent during the 

systemic upheaval, and entrepreneurial, programmatically promiscuous far right actors filled 

those gaps in the ensuing decades, and persistently proliferated across the European peninsula. 

The parties’ hierarchical structure allowed leaders to experiment with different issue positions 

until these parties were ultimately able to enter parliaments (Art 2010; Williams 2010).  

 

From Emergence to Durability 

I contend that once these parties realized a toehold into their party systems, they began to 

converge around a socio-structurally rooted electorate. Indeed, recent scholarship suggests 

convergence of both far right parties and their voters around certain core features (Betz and 

Meret 2013; Ennser 2012). Others even contend the cross-class alliance characteristic of far right 

electorates is waning (Bornschier and Kriesi 2013).  I argue the social divisions fostered by the 

education revolution promote that consolidation, which enables far right parties to endure across 

a range of macropolitical settings, most notably for this project, the political and economic 

climate of the Great Recession.  

Strategically, far right parties have tended to eschew the prevailing strategy of 

converging on the ideological center, but have instead sought to deepen their support among 

their core constituencies while maintain an ideological distance from the political mainstream 

(Williams 2010). Maintaining their ideological distance from the political mainstream, as well as 
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centripetal, ‘coalitionable’ parties on the New Left (Bale 2003) provides support for far right 

parties’ claims about mainstream collusion in the minds of their voters (Bornschier and Kriesi 

2013). Moreover, this strategy insulates their supporters from the political mainstream, as 

increasingly many issues are filtered through the far right worldview (Williams 2006).  Those 

‘left behind’ by the education revolution have found political representation from far right 

populists.  

This is the crux of an argument I will refer to throughout this project as the deepening of 

far right electorates: Far right parties entered party systems variously and opportunistically, and 

summarily began to attract increasingly many less educated and blue collar voters despite their 

diverse origins. Their strategic flexibility enabled them to move around the party space until a 

particular issue resonated.  As new issues realized greater salience, far right parties were often 

able to incorporate them into their general worldview (Williams 2006). 24  Programmatically 

incorporating new issues without moving to the political center to do so insulated their 

electorates from the political mainstream. The so-called ‘left behind’ developed then an identity 

associated with their position and found political party capable of representing their interests 

(Bornschier and Kriesi 2013). Far right parties shed support from other sociodemographic groups 

as they deepened their support among these voters. No longer did they gather support from all 

‘all social strata’, but attracted increasing support from one particular stratum. These voters 

became less available to other parties, as far right success increased reduced the size of other 

parties, thereby increasing the number of parties needed for coalitions (Kriesi et al. 2008), 

thereby legitimating the far right idea that they alone stood against the political class (Bornschier 

                                                 
24 This was especially the case to the extent they remained out of government, as the case of the Austrian FPÖ and 
Dutch LPF indicate. The collapse of the German Republikaner and UKIP suggest this as well.   
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and Kreisi 2013). Thus, sociodemographics, attitudes, and party strategy interact in explaining 

far right durability and convergence despite idiosyncratic origins.  

The sociodemographic roots and attitudes of far right support derive from their ‘left 

behind’ status. To the extent that increased educational attainment is part of the mechanism 

facilitating the availability of voters to new parties via increased political knowledge, efficacy, 

and geographic mobility, there is reason to suspect that it might affect potential far right voters 

differently given their generally lower levels of formal education (Mudde 2007; Risse 2010).  

That is, if lower levels of formal education predict the process of ‘cognitive mobilization’ and 

dissatisfaction with older parties experienced elsewhere in the electorate (Dalton 1984), potential 

far right voters are likely to register their protest differently (also Hutter and Kriesi 2013). The 

decline of intermediary organizations and ‘third way’ trajectory of center left parties meant these 

voters were mobilized neither through ritual or self-efficacy. To the extent they voted at all, they 

were susceptible to the uncomplicated solutions presented by the populist far right (Mudde 2004; 

Hooghe et al. 2002). Where the social ills besetting this group of voters could be attributed to 

immigration or European integration, either as a threat to national identity or economic well-

being, far right appeals hold particular sway (Risse 2010; Schain 2006).  

Particular occupational profiles are also susceptible to far right in a way that overlaps 

rather than crosscuts education (Ford and Goodwin 2014; cf. Lucassen and Lubbers 2012). 

Therefore, it is not clear that the erosion of the social bases of partisanship should operate the 

same way for (potential) far right voters, if educational attainment or occupational status is the 

mechanism through with partisanship is weakened (also Rydgren 2013). Contrary to scholarship 

that fixes far right populism exclusively within a cultural dimension of party competition (e.g., 

Bornschier 2010), this understanding of the far right’s demographic origins engages with the 
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ubiquity and stability of distributional conflict in Western Europe. It appears that the remnants of 

this class cleavage provide some of the sociodemographic structure to the dimension of party 

competition in which the far right participates. This provides some insight into why the far right 

emerged and developed as it has in nearly all countries that were democratic during the time of 

party system upheaval in the latter half of the 20th century, given the similarly structured class 

cleavage across the continent (Lipset and Rokkan 1967), and the similar effects of the ‘education 

revolution’ and rising postmaterialism (Inglehart 1977; 1990).  

As such, low levels of formal education are perhaps the overriding predictor of far right 

support for the enduring far right party (Mudde 2007). This is true not only at the level of voters, 

but also at the level of party systems. The aforementioned increased subjective political efficacy 

associated with education, and increasing number of educated professionals, is responsible for 

the emergence and endurance of a ‘left-libertarian’ configuration of voter attitudes.  Insofar as 

the far right emerged as a response to this constellation of values, their success is also 

systemically predicated on the ‘education revolution’ (Bornschier 2010; e.g., Bustikova 2014). 

Thus, in addition to voter characteristics, education and occupation undergird the party-systemic 

axis of political competition in which the far right participates, opposite New Left parties and 

values (Bornschier 2010; Stubager 2010). Party systems in Western Europe were indelibly 

altered as these party families stabilized.  

This is not to imply a perfect substitution of far right for Old Labour, as groups other than 

the working class continue to be overrepresented in the far right electorates (Ivarsflaten 2005). I 

contend however, that the overrepresentation of men or young people (independent of 

occupation and education) is an artifact of the circumstances of far right party emergence. 

Similarly, social desirability and vestigial partisanship still limit the far right’s penetration into 
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their core electorates (Oesch 2008). However, the far right has consistently drawn support from 

the working class since the family’s ‘proletarianization’ in the 1990s (Betz 1994; Rydgren 2013), 

and low levels of education also promote far right support among other groups (e.g., Ivarsflaten 

2005; Mayer 2013). As party systems move asynchronously to adopt characteristics associated 

with the education revolution, they are likely to emerge where they have not, and endure where 

they have.    

 

Political cleavages and far right support 

As such, this project attempts a theory of populist far right durability by identifying 

socio-structural bases of far right support, the attitudes in the electorate predictive of that support 

over time, and the strategies employed by far right actors. These three features resemble the 

socio-structural roots, collective identification with those roots, and political organization 

representing that identity reminiscent of Bartolini and Mair’s (1990) description of political 

cleavages.  I contend that the ubiquity of the far right across Western Europe reflects a vacuum 

created in national party systems by centripetal mainstream parties who staked out similar and 

centrist positions on issues like European integration, and immigration, and regulated market 

liberalism. Mainstream parties moved to the center due to the changing composition of the 

electorate, however there remained vestigial ‘left behind’ constituencies that could be both socio-

structurally defined and attitudinally conscripted by far right populism. Because industrial 

cleavages and subsequent developments exerted a similar structuring effects on most West 

European party systems, these constituencies resemble each other across the continent.  Because 

similar far right strategies have also diffused across Western Europe (Rydgren 2005), similar 

attitudinal traits of far right party voters are also expected.  
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This suggests that sociodemographically similar groups should support the far right, 

based on issues of values and identities that are the unique purview of far right actors who 

strategically integrate new issues as they arise into questions pertaining to those dispositions. The 

framing and reframing of immigration by far right parties are central to that story. Immigrants 

form a monolithic out-group in contrast to which the ‘homogeneous’ in-group is constituted 

(Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008; Akkerman et al. 2014). I focus on the role of education in 

structuring party competition, the role of anti-immigrant populism in stabilizing this conception 

of ‘otherness’, and the ability of far right actors to negotiate new issues as they arise into this 

‘master frame’ (Rydgren 2005; Williams 2006).  

From the above, I suggest that once the far right captured a segment of the electorate for 

whom immigration is salient—or could be made salient—they were in a position to retain those 

voters by sorting new issues through the immigration issue. The ‘new politics’ cleavage in which 

the far right is situated has become entrenched in Western Europe and incorporated into voters’ 

conceptions of political ‘Left’ and ‘Right’ (Dalton 1996).25 A party’s stake in a political cleavage 

summarizes their ideological underpinnings and commits them to an ideological ‘prism’ through 

which new issues are cast as they arise (Hooghe et al. 2002; Berman 1998).26 Thus, the far 

right’s durable stake in anti-immigrant politics and situation in a ‘new politics’ cleavage, 

allows—or compels—them to reframe new issues as they arise into their anti-immigrant 

Weltanschauung, and remain a fixture in European polities. Once these voter coalitions were 

mobilized by far right actors, providing a political manifestation for popular antipathies, it 

became unrealistic to expect them to disappear, given the durability of European cleavages 

                                                 
25 Left-Right self-identification seems to be a more significant of vote choice than actual party policy position 
(Huber 1989) 
26 This seems especially the case for so-called ‘niche’ parties, which have not enjoyed ownership of a wide swath of 
valence issues historically (Adams et al. 2012).  
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(Kitschelt and McGann 1995; Mair 1997).  

 

Voter and party characteristics  

It is work sketching how certain features of voters and parties relate to the foregoing 

discussion. Education correlates with many of the other sociodemographic variables associated 

with far right support, like age and occupation. The occupational profiles most amenable to far 

right rhetoric are also those most likely to be threated by or perceive threats from immigrants or 

European integration on their employment, which relates also to the discussion of ‘status’ above. 

Similarly, the occupational experiences of the ‘winners’ of the education revolution include 

greater inter-EU contact and are likely furthered by greater European integration (Kriesi et al. 

2008; Risse 2010).  This also relates to the impact of geographic mobility on interest 

differentiation. Likewise, there is occasionally a U-shape to the age distribution of far right 

voters (Arzheimer and Carter 2006). Older voters may be susceptible to far right appeals through 

the occupation and education argument above, as well as the far right’s moral traditionalism 

(Bornschier 2010). Younger voters—controlling for education—might also perceive themselves 

to be in job market competition with immigrants given lower rates of employment, but also are 

less likely to have inherited partisanship and are therefore available to small parties generally.27 

Attitudinally, voters for far right parties also express grievances that precipitate from 

these differential levels of education and associated sociodemographics. Obvious among these 

grievances are anti-immigrant attitudes and Euroskepticism (Ivarsflaten 2008; Mudde 2007). In 

addition to hostility toward the EU, voters for far right parties express generalized dissatisfaction 

                                                 
27 In this, overrepresentation of young voters in far right electorates might be the thought of as a more ‘mechanical’ 
effect of uninherited partisanship in post-war generations—as a sort of ‘halfway house’ for voters without 
articulated issue positions. Unlike old left voters, then, they are not a ‘core’ electorate for far right parties, but rather 
bespeak a generation who came of age during particularly apparent mainstream party convergence (e.g., Franklin 
2004; cf. Katz and Mair 1995).  



   

 41

with mainstream parties and institutions (Lubbers et al. 2002). Anti-immigrant attitudes are the 

primary grievance expressed by far right party voters (Ivarsflaten 2008, but many others), such 

that some refer to the populist extreme right simply as ‘anti-immigrant’ parties (Van der Brug et 

al. 2000). However, other scholars suggest that anti-immigrant attitudes are more of a lightning 

rod for diffuse, popular antipathies native to post-industrialism (Ignazi 2003). In part this is 

reflected by the far right’s historic treatment of immigration as a question of national identity, 

erecting barriers around some ‘fortress Europe’ in confrontation with Islam, rather than question 

of labor migration (Betz and Meret 2009; Risse 2010; Schain 2006; Zúquete 2008). These more 

proximate attitudinal variables can also be mapped onto the occupational structure and modes of 

social interactions issuing from the so-called ‘education revolution’.  

There is no shortage of plausible theoretical linkages between social situation and the 

anti-immigrant attitudes motivating far right support.  Lower levels of formal education related 

to the occupational or age groups described above might engender anti-immigrant attitudes to the 

extent that these voters perceive themselves to in direct economic competition with migrants 

(Arzheimer 2009). Higher skilled ‘sociocultural professionals’ may not sense this economic 

competition so directly (Lucassen and Lubbers 2012; Risse 2010). Similarly, to the extent that 

higher education encourages and normalizes contact with people holding different worldviews, it 

militates against the balkanizing identity politics perpetrated by far right parties. As such, while 

previous scholarship has associated the anti-immigrant politics of far right parties and their 

supporters with the decline of cleavage politics (Eatwell 2003), there is considerable evidence to 

suggest anti-immigrant attitudes as they relate to far right support precipitate from social 

situation, specifically through education as discussed in the previous section.  
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Much the same argument can be made with respect to anti-EU attitudes. The segments of 

the population most benefitted by greater European integration overlap considerably with the 

educated professionals discussed above.  Those considered to be most vulnerable to far right 

appeals, including unskilled or semi-skilled manual laborers are more likely to be (or perceive 

themselves as) economically threatened by EU integration, and are likely have fewer 

professional opportunities to familiarize themselves with the broader European community 

(Kriesi et al. 2008; Risse 2010). European integration, along with immigration, is more likely to 

be perceived by this set of voters as an unwelcome and threatening change (Hooghe et al. 2002; 

Rydgren 2013). Interestingly, negative assessments of the European Union do not faithfully 

translate to hostility to Europe generally. A significant portion of far right party voters holds 

some form of ‘cultural’ European identity (Gould and Messina 2014), which is especially evident 

when far right rhetoric deploys Islam as a political foil (Adamson and Johns 2008; Betz and 

Meret 2009; Risse 2010). This observation serves to highlight that particular political grievance 

and identities stemming from social situation motivate hostility of far right voters to the 

economic and political impacts of the European project, rather than exclusively noneconomic 

communitarian orientations stemming entirely from ‘new politics’ (cf. Bornschier 2010).  

There is also substantial evidence linking political dissatisfaction with far right support, 

especially given mainstream party convergence on the issues sketched above and in the previous 

section (Hooghe et al. 2002). Disaffected voters available to the far right are likely to be 

disproportionately less educated, younger or older than average, and from a ‘left behind’ 

occupational profile (Ford and Goodwin 2014; also Dassonneville et al. 2012; 2014).  These 

groups, perhaps rightly, perceive a political class unresponsive to their interests, and therefore it 

is not necessarily surprising that the nearly perennially oppositional far right parties attract 
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support from these rungs of the social ladder.  In addition to immigrants or the European Union, 

far right parties rhetorically target al.oof elites and ‘cartelized’ parties, and have been able to 

maintain their anti-establishment character despite participation in or support of some 

governments (e.g., Austria, Denmark, Italy) (Ignazi 2003).  

Anxieties about immigration, EU integration, or political authorities may also reflect 

more generalized discomfort about declining status in post-industrial societies (e.g., Rydgren 

2013; Ignazi 2003a). Loss of absolute or relative status has played a similar explanatory role in 

other studies on the far right in the United States and Europe (Lipset and Raab 1978; McVeigh 

2009; Hoffer 1951; Rydgren 2013). Prospective decline in status might not be evident using 

certain socioeconomic estimators, precisely because the decline is perceived to take place at 

some future time (see Chambers and Kopstein 2000). As such, these anxieties might be 

interpreted as ‘identity defending’ or preoccupied with quality of life (Ignazi 2003), but in fact 

reflect both perceived economic and cultural precariousness.  As above, this is an important 

theoretical component in the context of the Great Recession.  

Perceptions of status decline also issue directly from sociodemographic situation. Indeed, 

perhaps rightly, less educated voters, or those involved in unskilled or semi-skilled work might 

rightly perceive greater precariousness than their better-educated, more securely employed 

compatriots (Kitschelt 2004).  This leads to resentment if attributed to the actions of others 

(Kemper 2001), which is seemingly at play in far right anti-elite, anti-immigrant rhetoric 

(Rydgren 2013).  This is especially the case for processes like globalization and the transition to 

post-industrialism, which are more nebulous and less visible than particular immigrant groups or 

mainstream politicians (Rydgren 2013). Mainstream left parties have been largely unable to 

present competing and appealing options to their one-time voters (Cramme et al. 2013).  This 
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diffuse popular resentment among a subset of the electorate gives rise to a variety of the 

nostalgia associated with the far right, anticipates the anti-immigrant and anti-establishment 

attitudes of far right voters, and stems from particular sociodemographic circumstance.  

Corresponding to the sociodemographic and attitudinal profile of potential voters, far 

right parties have increasingly courted the poorly educated and working class. The SVP and 

FPÖ’s electorates increasingly overrepresented these groups as they transformed into populist 

extreme right parties (McGann and Kitschelt 2005). Pim Fortuyn’s eponymous list was for a 

variety of reasons distinctive (Akkerman 2005), but courted a largely similar electorate (Rydgren 

and Van Holysten 2004). The French FN under Marine Le Pen has increasingly drawn from less 

educated routinized service proletariat, indicating again the role of education and social 

precariousness (Mayer 2013).  Similarly UKIP has courted this ‘left behind’ group increasingly 

as it developed into a brick and mortar party in the run-up to the Brexit referendum (Ford and 

Goodwin 2014). Other research has suggested that when at their most successful, far right parties 

have expanded into other demographic groups (Rydgren 2008). However, in post-crisis Europe, 

where economic issues have achieved greater salience, there is reason to suspect increased far 

right success will come from a deepening rather than broadening of their electorates, given those 

voters’ relatively discrete socioeconomic station.28  

The mobilization of working class voters with lower levels of formal education by the far 

right was seminally and influentially observed by Betz (1994), and confirmed in subsequent 

analysis (Rydgren 2013).  The refinement of far right positions to court these electorates is 

evidenced by strategic changes in party rhetoric accompanying this ‘proletarianization’ (Betz and 

Meret 2009). Betz (2003) finds the populist extreme right’s market liberal leanings tossed by the 

                                                 
28  The sociodemographic characteristics of far right electorates is the subject of the next chapter. It is worth 
mentioning here, however, that while economic anxieties or income level may not explicitly motivate far right 
support, there is an increasing socioeconomic structure (education and occupation) to far right electorates.  
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proverbial wayside because extreme right parties never legitimately committed to such a 

program, but instead saw such rhetoric as a way to crack into apparently closed party system. 

The German NPD for instance transitioned ‘from national-conservative platform to “German 

socialist”’ during a period of growing support in the early 1990s as an example (Betz 2003, p. 

81). Similarly, Westin (2003) finds the Danish People’s Party (DF) also developed toward an 

anti-immigration and xenophobic platform from one attacking the public sector in the late 1970s.  

Similar observations might be made about Scandinavian anti-tax parties, anti-EU parties in 

Britain, or the far right in the Alps (Ford and Goodwin 2014; McGann and Kitschelt 2005). This 

is especially important to the extent that ‘working class’ corresponds to a subjective self-

characterization, and, while correlated with occupation, permeates the distinction between 

occupation and attitude. As an identity apart from an ascriptive characteristic, working class self-

classification corresponds to the in-group/out-group populism above.  

The actual programmatic grounds on which this ‘proletarianization’ is or was achieved is 

somewhat ambiguous, which probably also contributes to the imprecisely specified socio-

cultural roots of far right support (Kriesi 1998). That is, the notion that far right party economic 

profiles are typically ambiguous, and therefore not obviously trained on working class voters, 

has been fairly well established (e.g., Bornschier 2010; De Lange 2008). Influentially, Kitschelt 

and McGann (1995), indicate working class voters support the far right despite the parties’ 

purported liberal economic policies because they wanted their firms to remain internationally 

competitive (also Kriesi et al. 2008). Others have similarly argued the far right attracts Old Left 

voters have become disillusioned with leftist economic policy, or simply less committed 

programmatically to social democrats (Art 2011). Rather, when noneconomic issues are salient, 

far right parties draw support from the working class with appeals to sociocultural 
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authoritarianism (e.g., Lipset 1959). Equivocal economic policies thus enabled the far right to 

court voters with sociocultural unified but economically divergent interests (Ivarsflaten 2005). 

Still others suggest that the far right is at least rhetorically committed to protectionism (Oesch 

2008), despite their support for rightist economic policies when in or in support of governing 

coalitions (Bale 2003). In brief, although the economic policies of far right parties have been 

historically ambiguous, they have been designed to target the aforementioned electorates 

structurally available to their appeals. 

 

Issues with four plausible interpretations of far right voters’ motivations 

 Far right durability and ubiquity pose problems for existing accounts of the party family. 

Early scholarship on far right voters framed the far right’s success in terms of single-issue voting 

(cf. Mudde 1999; Meguid 2005) or non-ideological protest (cf. Arzheimer 2009; cf. Eatwell 

2003; Mayer and Perrineau 1992). Other accounts attributed the rise of the ‘new’ extreme right 

to same changes in the political space that yielded parties of the New Left in the 1960s and 70s, 

either by relating the rise of the far right to novel political opportunity structures in post-

industrial democracies (Kitschelt and McGann 1995), or the salience of sociocultural issues over 

economic ones (Bornschier 2010; Ivarsflaten 2005). Although these theories have generated 

enormous scholarly attention and have been massively influential, each harbors shortcomings 

and the field has yet to converge on a set of explanatory factors consistent with the far right’s 

durability and pervasiveness across Europe, especially in the aftermath of the above crises. 

Partisan dealignment in post-industrial democracies is associated with increased issue 

voting (Dalton 2013; Van der Brug 2004). Because of the far right’s apparent preoccupation with 

immigration, single-issue voting has appropriately garnered considerable attention (Meguid 
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2005; Mudde 1999). Indeed, some scholarship refers to the far right simply as ‘anti-immigrant 

parties’ (Van der Brug et al. 2000). However, the single-issue thesis is unsatisfactory to the 

extent that the far right profile has converged on a set of positions associated with a post-

industrial dimension of party competition (Kitschelt 2004; Kitschelt and McGann 1995). In so 

doing, the far right has made inroads on issues other than immigration (Mudde 1999; Betz and 

Meret 2009; Zúquete  2008; Williams 2006). Rather, immigration is considered to be a catalyst 

for marshaling more generalized, unspecific antipathies native to post-industrial society 

(Bornschier 2010; Hooghe et al. 2002; Ignazi 2003). In this view, mobilizing against 

immigration allowed the extreme right to harness diffuse antagonisms and thereby access 

Western Europe’s previously ossified party systems (Bornschier 2010). There is also evidence 

that the extreme right’s focus on immigration is also subject to the populist ‘flexibility’ of the 

party family—wherein the far right adopts issues only to the extent they are under addressed by 

the mainstream—such that the singular focus on immigration may not ultimately endure 

(Williams 2010).  

Furthermore, channeling diffuse antipathies into a vote for the far right is not rightly 

interpreted as a non-ideological protest vote. There is no obvious reason why protest voting 

alone should disproportionately benefit the far right to the extent that it has (Eatwell 2003; Van 

der Brug et al. 2005), given the presence of other anti-establishment parties in Western Europe 

(Abedi 2004; also, Akkerman et al. 2014). Indeed, ‘protest’ is a somewhat superficial epithet that 

might apply to any oppositional party (Kriesi 2012; Williams 2006). Rather, the extreme right 

seems to consistently attract voters with particular attitudinal, occupational, and 

sociodemographic characteristics (Arzheimer 2009; Arzheimer and Carter 2006; Kriesi 2010; 

McGann and Kitschelt 2005). Besides, to some extent, as the far right continues to be 



   

 48

represented in parliaments and occasionally governments, it is appropriate to wonder how 

legitimate explanations centered on anti-establishment protest are (Abedi 2004; cf. Ignazi 2003). 

Two more systemic frameworks used to explain far right success have also gained 

traction. Some previous literature has considered an electoral realignment resulting from the 

occupational structure in post-industrial capitalist democracies (Kitschelt and McGann 1995). In 

Kitschelt and McGann’s seminal book, several ‘ideal types’ of far right parties precipitate from 

this realignment. One of which combines sociocultural authoritarianism and market liberalism—

the purported ‘winning formula’ for successful far right parties. However, this realignment has 

been widely criticized in subsequent literature due to the far right’s apparently equivocal 

economic platforms (Bornschier 2010; De Lange 2007; Ivarsflaten 2005). Although the far right 

has generally supported on welfare retrenchment when in center right coalitions (Bale 2003), far 

right parties have also advocated protectionism (Oesch 2008). While far right parties may 

ultimately be forced to affirm some concrete economic programs in the aftermath of the 

Eurozone crisis, any loyalty to either market liberalism or redistribution remains debatable. 

Although Kitschelt (2007) admits the historical contingency of market liberalism in his winning 

formula, and suggests advertising market liberal positions may not always be beneficial, the 

persistence of the far right requires additional specifications. 29  Moreover, Kitschelt and 

McGann’s (1995) four-way typology itself belies the extent to which far right parties have 

converged as a party family (Rydgren 2005; Mudde 2007).  

                                                 
29 This paradigm also emphasizes the ‘supply side’ (viz. the movement of other parties in the party space and 
strategic choices of party leaders), the explanatory power of which seemingly diminishes as the far right 
metastasizes across Western Europe. Research questions accordingly must be expanded to ask not why these parties 
are successful in some places but not others (e.g., Carter 2005; Givens 2005; Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008), but 
rather what features of Western European electorates have allowed these parties access to parliaments and 
governments across the continent.  The contradictory outcomes of recent British elections for UKIP at least suggest 
certain obstacles to far right success are epiphenomenal to their appeal.  



   

 49

Whereas Kitschelt and McGann emphasize an electoral realignment anticipated by 

changes to occupational structures in advanced capitalism, more recent scholarship has 

articulated a ‘right’ dimension of new politics defined exclusively by positions on sociocultural 

issues (Bornschier 2010; Hooghe et al. 2002; Mudde 2007; Swank and Betz 2003).30  This 

dimension usually includes elements of traditionalism, populism, nativism, and (like Kitschelt) 

authoritarian attitudes. There is no explicit economic dimension to this conception of right (Arter 

2010; Derks 2006; Mudde 2007), and a centrist position is expected in the literature (Ivarsflaten 

2005). 31   In keeping with this explanation, the far right has been influential in turning 

immigration from a labor market (i.e., economic) question to one of national identity in Western 

Europe (Schain 2006). Indeed, mobilization against immigration by the far right has been 

especially effective when prompted by sociocultural, rather than economic grievances 

(Ivarsflaten 2008; Oesch 2008). Consequently, some consider restrictive positions on 

immigration to represent the ‘rightist’ pole on this cultural dimension (Bornschier 2010).  

The extreme right’s cooptation of immigration into a post-industrial dimension of party 

competition is thought to have stabilized that dimension, and has resulted in the convergence of 

far right parties’ profiles around themes associated with ‘new’ politics (Kitschelt 2004; Rydgren 

2005). As such, literature has suggested extreme right parties succeed where sociocultural, 

quality of life, issues are salient and that their support may retrench when economic concerns 

                                                 
30 To some extent, this is an amalgamation of spatial representations of values in the electorate made by Inglehart 
(e.g., 1977) and Kitschelt (e.g., 1995). The ‘materialist’ pole of Inglehart’s project has been modified to reflect 
modern iterations of traditionalism, authoritarianism, or nationalism (nativism) (Mudde 2007; Hooghe et al. 2002). 
However, the dimension is still framed as primarily concerned with quality of life issues, and the predictive role of 
education is still central (Bornschier 2010a). Kitschelt’s ‘libertarian’ and ‘authoritarian’ labels are often retained, but 
are less obviously associated with occupation.  
31  Both Kitschelt’s explanation and conceptions based on the salience of sociocultural issues feature a two-
dimensional party space with a noneconomic dimension of politics running orthogonal to the conventional left-right 
economic cleavage. Visually, both are often rendered as a coordinate plane  (Bornschier 2010a; Kitschelt 1995, 
2004; De Lange 2007). Kitschelt’s second dimension reflects attitudes toward authority, carried over from 
hierarchical or horizontal patterns of authority in the workplace.  The second dimension in the latter representation 
indicates positions on quality of life issues. 
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reassert themselves (Bale 2003; Mudde 2013; Rydgren 2010).  Some versions of this argument 

suggest a post-modern crisis of identity and ‘anomie’ motivating noneconomic support for the 

far right (e.g., Ignazi 2003; Rydgren 2009; cf. Oesch 2008). Importantly, however, economic 

motivations for far right support have not been sufficiently revisited since the onset of the 

Eurozone crisis, and are underappreciated generally.  

Perhaps in response to Kitschelt and McGann’s (1995) emphasis on the extreme right’s 

market liberal commitments, explanations focusing exclusively on ‘rightist’ sociocultural 

attitudes have gained considerable traction. However, while the extreme right has profited from 

the salience of sociocultural issues historically (Bornschier 2010), as it allowed them to maintain 

electoral coalitions with divergent economic interests (Ivarsflaten 2005; cf. McGann and 

Kitschelt 2005), explanations contingent on the salience of sociocultural issues are particularly 

insufficient to explain the far right’s continued success in the aftermath of the European 

sovereign debt crises.32 Moreover, the ‘omnibus’ quality of the immigration issue—that might be 

cast in terms of crime, national identity, terrorism, or labor migration—is not fully appreciated 

from this perspective (Williams 2006; cf. Odmalm and Bale 2015). Furthermore, it is not 

obviously clear why the ‘losers’ of the transition to advanced capitalism came to vote for far 

right parties for noneconomic reasons in the first place (cf. Ignazi 2003). Even accepting an 

historical investment in a noneconomic, sociocultural dimension of politics, there remains a 

question of how and why the extreme right has maintained that support when those issues are no 

longer as salient. 

                                                 
32 Bornschier (2010) explicitly discusses the role of the ‘education revolution’ in fostering the development of far 
right parties in opposition to Green parties on the New Left. However, he isolates the impact of education to the 
‘other’ noneconomic cleavage in Western Europe, associated with cultural conflicts—most prominently church 
versus state. Because the salience of this cleavage differs more noticeably across West European democracies, and 
because this cleavage is less obviously associated with social situation, there are areas to develop his otherwise 
careful and astute analyses more completely. To wit, Bornschier does not study elections that occurred after the 
Eurozone crises of late 2009.  
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Defining the far right 

Given these parties’ idiosyncratic beginnings, and some of the difficulties defining 

membership in the party family discussed in Chapter 1, it is worth sketching characteristics of 

the party family here, with particular focus on how they are described in the literature cited 

above.  Most scholarship seemingly hews to something like Justice Stewart’s heuristic for 

pornography, or an “if it looks like a duck, quacks like a duck…it’s a duck” shortcut. As a result, 

a wide variety of labels permeate the literature, even if the parties considered thereunder barely 

fluctuate.33  I argue, however, that there are certain features of these parties, their electorates, and 

the party systems that they inhabit that make a more robust and stable definition possible, even 

if, again, it yields few surprises as regards case selection.  

Although I will use the barely-sensational ‘far right’ label mostly for brevity, there are a 

variety of alternatives in the scholarship. Here, I briefly consider the content of some of these 

alternatives, including the labels ‘populist’, ‘extreme’, ‘right’, and even ‘party.’ Each component 

can be meaningfully thematized to distinguish the parties under consideration in this project from 

(neo)fascist parties, radical left parties, and non-populist parties on the extreme and center right. 

As such, this phenomenon is not merely a nostalgic holdover from interwar Europe—although it 

is all the more surprising that far right parties have been so successful under the specter of 

interwar fascism—nor is it entirely reactionary in its goals or orientation. Rather than alternatives 

to modernity, ‘populist extreme right parties’ are products of modernity. Their endurance across 

a range of political and economic circumstances bespeaks a systemic quality to post-industrial 

politics and society that has nurtured far right ideology, strategy, and support since their 

emergence.  

                                                 
33 The party family is variously designated, inter alia, as “the extreme right” (Arzheimer and Carter 2006; Ignazi 
1992, 2003), “new radical right” (Kitschelt and McGann 1995), “anti-immigrant parties” (Van der Brug et al. 2000), 
“populist radical right” (Mudde 2007), “radical right-wing populists” (Betz 1994) 
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The first feature worth addressing is populism, a term that is essentially contested and 

means different things in different cases (Canovan 1981). However, with respect to the West 

European far right, populism is perhaps the most common feature used to describe the 

phenomena I am describing here. The type of populism exhibited by the West European far right 

also tethers them to post-industrial politics and societies in which they emerged and endure. The 

literature on populism and the far right engages with two components of the term: strategic and 

ideological. The first is a feature of these parties and their leaders, whereas the ‘ideological’ 

conception implies appeals to some homogenous ‘common man’ in-group and ‘his allegedly 

superior common sense’ (Williams 2010, p.115).   

The first definition emphasizes the far right’s ‘strategic flexibility’ to maneuver the 

political space in response to public opinion and political circumstance (Bornschier 2010; 

Williams 2010). This is enhanced by the unusually hierarchical structure of parties in this family 

(Bornschier 2010; Mudde 2007), and the fact that they are nearly always in opposition (Betz and 

Meret 2009). Opportunistic repositioning in the party space allows far right parties to attract 

voters across a range of conditions, and respond to the successes and failures of mainstream 

parties (Williams 2010) to defend their electorates and court new ones.  

The second conception of populism contains a fuller articulation of actual far right 

positions. Here populism constitutes a ‘thin centered ideology’ and a constituent characteristic of 

the far right party family (Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008; Derks 2006; Mudde 2007). The 

qualifier ‘thin’ is used because this and similar definitions do not necessarily require any specific 

economic or social platforms, or any particular boundary around the ‘in-group’ (Derks 2006).  

Hence, populism so defined does not necessarily include a ‘rightist’ element (Arter 2010; Derks 

2006; Kaltwasser 2014).  
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This ‘ideological’ definition of populism entails a specific objection to pluralism 

(Akkerman et al. 2014), which comports with the national-identity-defending, anti-immigrant 

attitudes of far right parties and supporters. As such, new politics’ authoritarianism and populism 

share common exclusionary elements (Kaltwasser 2014, p. 196). The prominence of 

sociocultural issues for the far right, particularly as they relate to national identity, coheres with 

the populist literature that emphasizes a homogeneous in-group. 34  Including a rejection of 

pluralism also allows scholarship to position the far right opposite the New Left (Bustikova 

2014). Thus, situating populism within a stable dimension of party competition implies a degree 

of electoral ‘closure’ (Deegan-Krause 2007), which better captures the socio-structural bases of 

far right success that seemingly all far right populist parties enjoy.  

Populism is integral to the far right’s ‘newness’ for several reasons. The quotable 

simplicity of the far right’s common-sense populism is driven by commercial incentives in the 

modern media environment (Mudde 2004, 2013; Esser 2008), access to which has been essential 

to far right success (Ellinas 2009).  Moreover, the particulars of the far right’s populism arose in 

their present form against the modern ‘cartelized’ iterations of mainstream parties (Katz and 

Mair 1995), and the EU’s democratic deficit. It is also possible that the abstracted sense of an in-

group has particular purchase in the context of declining associational membership (Rydgren 

2009), and is as socially constructed—and, indeed, media-dependent—as the original ‘imagined 

communities’ (Mudde 2007; Anderson 1993).  

                                                 
34 Among far right actors, the relevant out-group has changed over time. Immigrants are a durable ‘other’ for the 
West European far right, but the rhetoric against them has evolved from a question of labor migration and ethnicity 
to cultural and religious difference (cf. Brown 2006; Giry 2005). Also highlighting the importance of out-groups for 
the far right, although perhaps with a different intended meaning, in 2007 Jean Marie Le Pen equated “Islam [in] the 
twenty-first century [to] what communism was to the twentieth.” (qtd. in Williams 2010).  
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The far right’s populism, and perennially oppositional status, enables them to speak in 

grander terms than their governing counterparts (Betz and Meret 2009). As above, this makes 

them attractive for media outlets, and also has implications for the next competent of my 

preferred label: extremism. I part company with some scholars (e.g., Mudde 2007) who eschew 

the word ‘extreme’ for these parties because I find the implication of ‘anti-systemness’ in the use 

of the word to be unnecessary, and indeed it is unlikely far right parties would be as successful as 

they have been without some overtures to liberal democracy (Akkerman 2005). Ignazi (2003)—

one of the proponents of the ‘extreme’ label—uses antagonism toward the fundamental values of 

the democratic system as a defining characteristic of the new extreme right. However, the 

apparent commitment to procedural democracy, and in some cases a (perhaps disingenuous and 

Islamophobic) commitment to ‘liberal’ democracy (see Akkerman 2005), weakens the claim of 

anti-systemness.35  Moreover, this use of ‘extreme’ is outmoded given developments within the 

party family, and is especially wedded to the German case (e.g., Williams 2006), which is an 

unnecessary hindrance given the weakness of fascist successor movements (Carter 2005; Mudde 

2007).  What was called extreme right should be re-designated as neo-fascist or neo-Nazi.   

While I will retain ‘extreme’ on occasion, I use the label for a different reason. I contend 

that ‘extreme’ denotes exactly what Mudde (2010) considers the Western far right to be: a 

‘radicalized’ version of the mainstream. Although these parties cut their teeth on issues un- or 

under-addressed by mainstream right parties (e.g., Ignazi 2003; Kitchelt and McGann 1995), 

mainstream right parties have since adopted their tactics, and the far right has articulated 

positions on a greater number of issues to compete with the mainstream (e.g., Minkenberg 2013; 

Williams 2006). As such, far right parties can be credibly assessed on the same dimensions as 

their mainstream cousins, just as something that is ‘extremely cold’ is qualitatively 
                                                 
35 see also McGann and Kitschelt (2005) for a discussion on anti-systemness 
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commensurable to something that is ‘cold.’  For this reason, I use ‘far right’ interchangeably. 

Indeed, while some scholars apparently prefer the term ‘radical,’ (e.g., Kitschelt and McGann 

1995; Mudde 2007) that description seems to refer to the objective of wholesale systemic change 

(like revolutionary, or reactionary). Thus, it is inconsistent the party family as described above.  

‘Right’ is also potentially problematic descriptor, and one could argue for its 

abandonment given the present centrality of economic platforms in determining ‘rightness’ (e.g., 

Kitschelt 1994), and the historical equivocality of far right party economic positions. However, 

the label ‘right’ is worth retaining for reasons beyond just commensurability with existing 

literature. Indeed, the economic orientations labeled ‘left’ and ‘right’ are somewhat new when 

compared to the labels themselves (e.g., Lipset and Rokkan 1967).  Rather, ‘left-right’ is more of 

heuristic ‘super issue’ than one imbued with a fixed set of ideas (Huber and Powell 1994; 

Inglehart and Klingemann 1976). To the extent that ‘left’ and ‘right’ are conceptually descendant 

from the French Revolution, economic positions should be considered epiphenomenal to an 

ideological package consisting of tensions between liberty and authoritarianism and equality 

against inequality (Bobbio 1996). Moreover, to the extent that Enlightenment-era individualism 

still motivates the ideological ‘left’—and it certainly seems like it does in accounts like 

Kitschelt’s left-libertarianism (1994; and McGann 1995)—the moral traditionalism and 

communitarian orientations of the new far ‘right’ are worth labeling as such (Bornschier 2010; 

Ignazi 2003).   

Furthermore, it is not really the case that scholarship should abandon economic platforms 

entirely in the context of far right populism. Although early work suggesting a definite economic 

profile to far right parties has been widely panned (e.g., Kitschelt and McGann 1995), other 

research contains some implications for far right economic positions, even when they are not 
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emphasized, or indeed, ‘extreme’. To the extent that the far right’s economic platforms 

participate in ‘rightness,’ they do so through economic nationalism, which entails the social 

stratification familiar to the political right (Bobbio 1996). Moreover, while far right parties have 

not emphasized economic policy historically, seemingly in an effort to court both manual 

laborers and the petit bourgeoisies  (Ivarsflaten 2005; Kitschelt 2007), these parties tend to 

coalesce with or support center right governments when brought in from the cold (Bale 2003). 

Thus retaining ‘right’ is both unproblematic and conventional.  Distrust of an opaque welfare 

state coinciding with populism might also mimic economic rightness in the electorate (Derks 

2006). So too might an apparent dissatisfaction with the center left on the part of the working 

class (Art 2010).  

It is also useful to plainly state that this project is concerned with political parties and not 

explicitly with social movements or populist leaders. This helps situate the analysis in the 

comparatively ossified party systems in Western Europe, and consider why and how far right 

populists have become so entrenched in that context. That is, I am not considering pink tide or 

Left turn Latin American populist leaders, nor are extreme right social movements in Post-

Communist Europe and elsewhere under scrutiny (Kriesi 2012; Minkenberg 2002).  

The foregoing discussion of populism and the political right narrows the scope of this 

project to Western Europe’s advanced industrial democracies. The oppositional character of 

these parties uniquely enables their populist strategy, as they can then speak in terms most 

attractive to modern media outlets.36 Their position on the political right is configured by the 

historical context in which those terms emerge, and the space made available to them through the 

development of postindustrial party systems. Their emphasis on a homogeneous in-group vis a 

                                                 
36 Even in government, the Austrian FPÖ was able to retain its anti-establishment mantle (Ignazi 2003). 
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vis a monolithic, ‘othered’ out-group is both consistent with their populism and situates them as 

extreme with respect to the definition of right offered above. 

Conclusion 

 This chapter has attempted to sketch the circumstances of far right party emergence, 

suggest how other predictors of far right success precipitate from macropolitical and economic 

developments, and compare these developments with existing explanations of far right success. 

Changes in far right party rhetoric after critical junctures have been documented in previous 

scholarship (e.g., Eatwell 2003; Williams 2010). Similarly, scholarship has established important 

attitudinal measures consistently predictive of a far right vote (e.g., Arzheimer 2009). Although 

attitudes are thoroughly studied, comparatively little research has explored the interplay between 

changes in far right strategy and the motivating characteristics of far right voters. Similarly, 

recent scholarship on the far right fails to fully engage literature on party systems and 

sociodemographic characteristics of voters. A synthesis of several frameworks introduced above 

may address these shortcomings, and help explain the far right’s continued success after the 

economic crises. The remainder of this project attempts such an undertaking.  
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Chapter 3: Sociodemographic deepening and durability over the recession 

Whereas the previous chapter suggested theoretically where the socio-structural roots of 

far right support might lie, this chapter empirically examines the composition of electorates, with 

a narrower focus elections surrounding Europe’s downturn, 2009-2014. This period provides an 

important window into examining the sociodemographic groups most likely to support the far 

right as socioeconomic issues become more salient and thereby socioeconomic station more 

relevant for vote choice. Despite considerable research on far right party voters, the 

sociodemographic characteristics of far right electorates remain imprecisely specified. That is not 

to say various sociodemographic features of far right electorates have not been previously 

identified—many have been—but little work considers the far right as reflecting and mobilizing 

certain social situations, and the representative needs of certain social groups.  As such, scholars 

offering sociodemographic explanations for the rise of the populist far right offer occasionally 

inconsistent accounts. The increased salience of economic issues in Western Europe in the 

context of the Great Recession is as likely as any recent political phenomena to facilitate 

economic realignment, especially among those without the educational resources and skill sets to 

successfully navigate economic crises (see Rydgren 2013). As such, in this chapter I suggest that 

far right parties will deepen their support among the less educated and working class 

constituencies historically overrepresented in their electorates, as these voters lose faith in the 

political mainstream and are more susceptible to ‘common sense’ far right appeals (see Funke et 

al. 2016). 

This chapter focuses on far right parties between 2009 and 2014 and asks if the 

sociodemographic profile of far right electorates is characterized by continuity or change—

similar or different voters, a broadening or deepening.  These years correspond to European 
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Parliament elections, wherein various issues and social identities are politicized cross-nationally 

and simultaneously. These time points also straddle important developments in the European 

Sovereign Debt Crisis and Great Recession, including bailouts, austerity, and rising 

unemployment.  This has implications for how economic and social situation might impact vote 

choice—especially with respect to the perennially-Euroskeptic far right, given that the EU 

seemingly has shouldered considerable blame in the minds of European voters. Given the 

importance of noneconomic issues for far right success historically, but the dramatically altered 

macroeconomic climate in which the far right is now successfully contesting elections, it is 

worth reexamining the sociodemographic bases of far right support. 

In a climate where different attitudes are salient in the electorate, do the 

sociodemographic bases of far right support also change? This is a way of testing the claim from 

the previous two chapters that far right parties are—uniquely among contemporary political 

parties—structured by sociodemographics. In what follows, I examine the sociodemographic 

profile of far right voters and find evidence that these parties are indeed attracting voters similar 

to the ones they already had when they are successful, rather than appreciably broadening their 

bases of support. This suggests that far right parties are almost anachronistic in the way their 

electorates are structured by sociodemographics. I note that they are the only party family to 

overrepresent less educated populations (those who stopped school at age 18 or younger) in 

Western Europe, and cordon off a disproportionate share of the working class. I continue to 

examine this ‘deepening’ phenomenon using regression analysis, finding that even when 

previous voting behavior is controlled for, far right parties continue to make headway among less 

educated and working class voters. I close with a discussion of the political profile of far right 

electorates, before addressing voter attitudes in the next chapter.  



   

 60

Disentangling ambiguity in previous scholarship 

Previous literature has expressed some ambiguity with regard to the sociodemographic 

roots of the far right (Kriesi 2010).  I contend there are two reasons for this: the historical context 

in which these parties emerged, and the populist strategy and ideology these parties employ.  

That is, context, and party strategy have historically obscured the social bases of far right 

support. 

The historical context of the far right’s emergence was discussed at length in the previous 

chapter. That these parties appeared as the social bases of politics around Western Europe were 

waning suggests that they might have weaker socio-structural roots themselves. Increased 

salience of quality of life issues made social station less relevant electorally (Inglehart 1977; 

Dalton 1996). However, while much work has focused on the emergence of far right parties, 

comparatively little has examined the family’s development (Meret 2010), and consolidation 

around a certain voter profile (cf. Betz 1994; Rydgren 2013). Although fledgling far right parties 

might have poached votes from ‘all social strata’ Ignazi 1992, p.5), scholars have observed 

increasing ‘proletarianization’—the electoral recruitment of working class voters—since these 

parties’ inception (Betz 1994; Ford and Goodwin 2014). The previous chapter also suggests 

some reasons why the partisan dealignment attending the ‘education revolution’ might impact 

potential far right electorates differently given their lower levels of formal education (Mudde 

2007).  

Just as the far right’s purported situation in a value/normative dimension of politics belies 

the socio-structural roots of its support, overburdening these parties’ ‘populist’ label tends to 

overstate the availability of new voters to their appeals. The characterization of the far right as 

populist largely sidesteps the social bases of the party family’s support (Albertazzi and 
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McDonnell 2008). Populist parties are ostensibly able to court new voters by responding to or 

generating salient issues unsuccessfully addressed by mainstream parties (Williams 2010; 2006). 

Populist rhetoric is also fairly homogenizing to the ‘in-group’ at which populists direct their 

attention, and focuses considerably on attitudes related to the ‘out-group’, viz. immigrants or 

political elites. It thereby obfuscates a fairly sturdy constellation of sociodemographic predictors 

present in the so-called ‘in-group’ (cf. Williams 2010). Indeed, it is not clear how common 

characterizations of ‘populism’ are sociodemographically manifest in the electorate, or if they 

need to be.   

I have posited that the far right emerged around social divisions native to 

postindustrialism that those divisions now structure the electorates of durable far right parties. 

The previous chapter sketched the contours of this structure, and how it developed from the 

transition to advanced capitalism. Moreover, I suggest education, occupation, and working class 

identity will reliably predict far right vote during Europe’s economic malaise, such that the 

structure of far right electorates is reminiscent of party politics before dealignment.  In this, far 

right parties are not necessarily unique, but similar to other historical parties that have mobilized 

around class, religion, domicile, or region, and unlike contemporary catchall parties. If far right 

parties draw from a similar base a starkly different macropolitical climate, it will be taken as 

evidence suggesting a consolidated far right electorate around poorly educated and working class 

voters in post-industrial democracies, whereas broadening their voter base will be taken as 

evidence they are competing against the political mainstream as a ‘normal’ opposition party 

might in a period of economic decline.  
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Dataset and Methodology 

As above, microlevel data for this project comes from the European Election Voter Study 

(EES). EES is administered to correspond with elections to the European Parliament, and the 

voter study has been conducted as a distinct entity since the 1999 EP elections.37 For this project, 

I use the 2009 and 2014 voter studies (respectively, van Egmond et al. 2013; Schmitt et al. 

2016), which are post-election (June and July) surveys comprised of n≈1000 representative 

telephone and face-to-face interviews in EU member states. The 2009 and 2014 waves 

contain broadly similar questions and question wordings. This chapter, as well as the next 

chapter, contains appendices with exact question wording for all variables used in 

analyses.  

EES confers a number of advantages compared to other cross-national datasets or 

national surveys. First, EP elections are useful foci insofar as countries across the continent 

organize concurrent elections, during which parties and other actors politicize a variety of topics 

simultaneously (e.g., Dalton 2016). Therefore the attitudes and grievances can be assessed absent 

the mitigating factors associated with the asynchronous elections gauged in other cross-national 

surveys. This logic extends to other questions that straddle the divide between sociodemographic 

questions and attitudinal questions, like subjective class identity, which may be more or less 

salient in a given electoral climate. Excepting country-specific items, the question wording is 

also identical cross-nationally. Given these advantages, the EES voter study has been used 

widely to study questions related to voting behavior in the European Parliament (Hobolt and 

                                                 
37 Data are available for download through GESIS Data archive (Study nos. ZA5055 (2009) and ZA5160 (2014)). 
More extensive discussion of the data is available at http://europeanelectionstudies.net/.  The European University 
Institute in Florence (EUI) coordinated collection of the PIREDEU 2009 data (“Providing an Infrastructure for 
Research on Electoral Democracy in the European Union”), and although the 2014 data were again coordinated by 
the Center for Social Research at University of Mannheim (MZES) in coordination with the European Parliament, 
much of the data are commensurate across waves.  
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Spoon 2011), economic voting (Lobo and Lewis Beck 2012; Nezi 2012), and voter-party 

congruence (Adams et al.. 2014; Dalton 2017). However, because EES is administered to 

correspond to European elections, it is perhaps underused for contexts external to the EP. As 

such, EES is useful inasmuch as it provides some external validity to results based on more 

commonly used datasets, like the CSES or ESS.38  

Second, EES contains a variety of measures of the outcome of interest—far right support. 

The dataset not only contains recalled vote in the last European election, but also recalled and 

intended vote for the previous and upcoming national elections. This is a useful robustness check 

insofar as the ostensible ‘second order’ status of European elections might elicit different 

relationships than national elections. The EES also contains a ‘probability to vote’ variable 

(PTV), in addition to dichotomous ‘vote or not vote’ questions, which both allows for the 

inclusion of smaller parties that might not receive enough (recalled) votes to be included in the 

analysis, and opens up a host of methodological tools that are unavailable for dichotomous 

outcomes.  Additionally, PTV and prospective vote choices are collected at the same time as the 

various attitudinal measures, and thus independent variables are not used to predict a ‘recalled’ 

vote, i.e., a past event, which is unavoidable in other election studies or cross-national surveys 

like the European Social Survey (ESS; see Lucassen and Lubbers 2012).  The PTV variable is 

used in regression analyses throughout the project and discussed in greater detail below. 

 Third, as my project requires the use of both sociodemographic and attitudinal data as 

independent variables, EES is valuable insofar as it provides these data from a single source. The 

2009 and 2014 data under examination here contain a fairly robust and commensurate battery of 

sociodemographic variables across waves, including fairly detailed occupational data, as well as 

a set of attitudinal variables including most important issues facing a respondent’s country, 
                                                 
38 Comparative Study of Electoral Systems 
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feelings about EU integration, left-right self placement and placement of parties, and a host of 

other domestic issue positions. The 2009 and 2014 data also record respondents’ positions on a 

variety of economic and sociocultural issues, allowing an analysis of how voter preferences 

shifted during the Great Recession, as the 2009 survey occurred in June and July and therefore 

antedates the height of the European Sovereign Debt Crisis. This information is valuable in 

linking sociodemographic factors and perceptions of status to attitudinal predictors, as well as 

connecting microlevel data to political opportunity structures.  

Unfortunately, the data are also limited to EU member states, which means Norway and 

Switzerland are both excluded.39 While this is unfortunate, the argument of this project is one of 

a West-European wide party family and can be expected to generalize to those parties in Norway 

and Switzerland, especially given the importance of European discourse for the far right parties 

in those countries, and they are often included alongside the far right parties in other analyses 

unproblematically (Ennser 2012; Mudde 2007).  

 

Social profile of far right voters 

The central question of this chapter is: Do the groups historically overrepresented in far 

right electorates before the crisis continue to be so in its aftermath? Put another way, does 

increased far right success result from broadening their electoral base, or deepening their support 

among the sociodemographic groups that have supported them previously. In order to court 

voters from different socioeconomic stations, (Kitschelt 2007; Ivarsflaten 2005), far right parties 

have not historically emphasized their economic programs (Rovny 2013). This chapter examines 

                                                 
39 The Norwegian Progress Party and Swiss People’s Party (FrP, SVP) are two large far right parties in Western 
Europe (Mudde 2007). The FrP, like other Scandanavian Parties like the Danish People’s Party, developed into a 
right wing populist party from an ‘anti-tax’ party. The SVP morphed into a far right party under Blocher’s 
leadership from a more moderate party appealing to primarily protestant farmers and small business owners 
(McGann and Kitschelt 2005). 
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whether the socioeconomic bases have consolidated as economic issues regain salience, or if far 

right parties have mobilized different constituencies in the different political climate. Less 

educated, working class, and blue-collar voters are likely to experience disproportionate 

precariousness in the context of the Europe’s economic malaise (Rydgren 2013), and are 

therefore arguably more likely to support the far right to the extent that perceptions of declining 

status are determinative. However, the far right’s credible opposition to greater EU integration 

might mean a wider cross-class appeal in a climate of heightened Euroskepticism. There is also 

some evidence that successful parties have made inroads into other sociodemographic groups 

(Mayer 2013), and broadening was certainly a strategy of the catchall parties with whom far right 

parties compete. I consider sociodemographic antecedents of far right support in 2009 and 2014 

to determine the composition and sociodemographic stability of far right electorates over time 

and the extent to which new groups were attracted to the far right after the crash. This can be 

fashioned as two competing hypotheses, given the empirical reality of far right success.  

H1A: As far right parties increased their vote share (2009-2014), they deepened their 
support among less educated voters, blue-collar voters, and self-identified working class 
voters.  
 
H1B: As far right parties increased their vote share (2009-2014), they broadened their 
bases of support among sociodemographic groups not historically associated with the far 
right.  

 
Distribution of sociodemographic groups over party families, 2009-2014 
 

I start by examining the distribution of far right voters across certain demographic groups 

suggested by the previous chapter. I compare these to bases of support for other party families in 

Table 1-3, each of which shows data from 2009 and 2014. The tables indicate both column and 

row percentages, which is arguably unwieldy, but is worth it. Column percentages indicate the 

weighted composition of far right electorate, whereas the row percentages indicate to what extent 
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parties have succeeded in capturing certain sociodemographic groups, which is important for 

assessing any ‘cleavage’. 40  Looking only at columns obscures the sizes of different social 

groups. By war of example, in Table 3, 62% of far right voters might have been male voters in 

2009, but far right parties are only supported by 13% of men (compared to 11% of voters 

overall). It is probably substantively interesting that far right electorates are mostly male, but 

inappropriate to suggest men qua men are captured by far right parties. Adding row information 

makes clear that these parties are smaller than their mainstream competitors, but also elucidates 

the extent to which they have captured a given demographic, for instance, in 2014 both far right 

parties and the considerably larger social democrats both secure ~30% of manual laborer vote 

(Table 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
40 The percentages are weighted by the weight variables included in EES (weight variables are wex in 2014, v100 in 
2009, from the datasets), although unweighted data do not produce substantively different results. However, because 
the groups generally underrepresented in the survey are also of particular interest in studies of the far right, weights 
are employed to get a better sense of far right electorates. These underrepresented groups of interest include less 
educated voters, young voters, far right voters themselves due to social desirability (Oesch 2008).  A quick bivariate 
regression also reveals that far right voters are more likely to have been coded as uncooperative, such that it makes 
sense to weight for nonresponse. 
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Table 3.1. Social bases of party support: Education, Occupation, Class; 2009 and 2014 

Traits, 2009 Party Family   

  Far Left Green 
S.D/Lab
. 

C.D./Con
. Liberal Far Right Total 

Education High (Age 20+) 5 22 22 27 17 6 100 

  53 77 47 45 61 33 52 

  Low (Age<20) 4 7 27 35 12 14 100 

  47 23 53 55 39 67 48 

  4 15 24 31 15 10 100 

Occupation Prof./Tech/Admin. 3 19 20 36 16 5 100 

  15 35 22 31 30 15 27 

  White Collar 5 14 23 34 16 8 100 

  48 42 39 46 48 36 43 

  Blue Collar 6 11 33 24 11 16 100 

  37 23 39 23 22 49 30 

  5 15 25 31 14 10 100 

Class Identity Upper/Middle 3 16 20 35 17 8 100 

  56 82 61 83 86 59 74 

  Working 7 10 37 21 8 17 100 

  44 18 39 17 14 41 26 

  4 15 24 31 15 10 100 

Traits, 2014 Party Family   

  Far Left Green 
S.D/Lab
. 

C.D./Con
. Liberal Far Right Total 

Education High (Age 20+) 9 16 31 22 12 10 100 

  65 63 48 43 60 26 47 

  Low (Age<20) 4 8 30 26 7 24 100 

  35 37 52 57 41 74 53 

  6 12 31 24 10 17 100 

Occupation Prof./Tech/Admin. 6 12 32 28 12 10 100 

  32 35 36 40 44 20 34 

  White Collar 7 14 30 24 9 16 100 

  46 47 38 40 40 36 40 

  Blue Collar 6 8 32 18 6 31 100 

  22 18 26 20 16 44 26 

  6 12 31 24 9 18 100 

Class Identity Upper/Middle 6 13 28 27 12 13 100 

  65 75 59 73 84 49 65 

  Working 7 8 36 18 5 26 100 

  35 25 41 27 16 51 35 

    6 12 31 24 10 18 100 
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Table 1 indicates the variables associated with the ‘left behind’ electorate that are of 

greatest theoretical significance for this project. These include education, occupation, and 

working class identity. Education, followed by occupation, is the most important demographic 

factor to the narrative sketched in the previous chapter.  In both 2009 and 2014 far right party 

electorates are overwhelmingly composed of voters who stopped formal education at or below 

the age of 19 (67% in 2009; 74% in 2014), although that group comprises only about half of the 

electorate in both cases. The effect of education on party choice generally is also clear, which 

reinforces the claim that the education revolution organizes the dimension of party competition 

in which the far right participates: The composition of new parties’ electorates is structured by 

education, whereas center right and left parties are not. Educated voters are majorities in far left, 

green, and liberal electorates (although there is variance across waves), but are a small minority 

of far right electorates. Meanwhile, Christian and Social Democrats draw about half their voters 

from both high-education and low-education categories (a 14% gap for Christian Democrats in 

2014 is the largest difference).  

Turning to the rows, far right parties capture about 14% of the less-educated vote in 2009 

and 24% in 2014, above the 10-18% of the overall electorate from whom they receive support. 

While this may be less than expected from a party that has ‘captured’ an uneducated pole of an 

education cleavage, it is a considerable portion of the electorate given the residual durability of 

partisanship across the continent, the comparatively small size of far right parties, and the stigma 

attached to these parties in certain countries (Oesch 2008). Moreover, as the far right increased 

its popularity across waves, it increased its support particularly among voters with lower levels 

of formal education.  

Source: European Election Study 
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 With respect to occupation, the most interesting rows are the ones describing manual 

labor. The results are striking: more than 40% far right party voters come from so-called blue-

collar occupations (44% in 2014 and 49% in 2009).41  No other party family’s electorate—

including both social democrats and the far left—is made up of blue-collar voters to this extent, 

and the results are not even close.  Furthermore, between 2009 and 2014, far right parties cordon 

off a greater percentage of the this occupational profile overall, receiving 31% of the blue-collar 

vote by 2014, nearly twice their overall vote share. Indeed, the cell of working class far right 

voters is the biggest contributor to the overall Pierson’s chi-squared for the table (91.8).  From 

this, it seems that far right parties are more structured by occupation and education than any 

other party family.42  This is taken as support for the previous chapters suggestion that the 

mechanisms of partisan dealignment might operate differently for lower educated voters or those 

with more hierarchical workplace environments.  

While actual occupation is certainly central to the sociodemographic profile of far right 

voters, participation in a political cleavage also requires the creation and mobilization of a 

collective identity (e.g., Deegan-Krause 2007). As such, Table 1 also include a subjective 

measure of class identity, which I have dichotomized into ‘working class’ or ‘not working 

class.’ 43  This is especially important to the extent that ‘working class’ corresponds to a 

subjective self-characterization, and, while correlated with occupation, permeates the distinction 

                                                 
41In 2009, EES provides three coarse categories for Skilled, Semi-Skilled, and Unskilled Workers. 2014 includes 
also the category of Supervisors (included in Skilled workers in 2009). These categories are umbrella categories for 
a variety of blue-collar professions including factory workers, foremen, bus drivers, mechanics, etc. (detailed in the 
codebooks available at GESIS (van Egmond et al. 2013; Schmitt et al. 2016)). I bin all of these together as ‘Blue 
Collar’ to simplify the tables, as no significant differences emerged in prior analyses. 
42 While the effect of education is also pronounced for Green and far left parties, the occupational composition is 
less obvious. Moreover, far right parties overrepresent less educated voters uniquely (to the extent they do), whereas 
liberal, green, and far left parties are all disproportionately comprised of voters with higher levels of education.  
43 Some include ‘lower middle class’ along with working class, but given the reduction of subjective class categories 
available to EES respondents from five in 2009 to three in 2014 (Westlake 2016), and thus an inability for 
respondent’s to describe their presence in the ‘lower middle class’, I find it requires fewer assumptions to 
dichotomize the variable.  
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between occupation and attitude. As an identity apart from an ascriptive characteristic, working 

class self-classification also corresponds to the in-group/out-group populism above.  In 2009, 

41% of the far right identifies as working class, more than any other party except the far left.44 

By 2014, 51% of the total intended far right voters describe themselves as working class, 

outstripping all other party families by 10% or more.  Similarly, in 2014, far right parties draw 

26% of the working class vote, whereas the historical center left parties of the working class 

draw 36% of that vote into their much more diluted electorate (although social democrats and 

labor parties get 36% of working class vote, working class voters are a minority within their 

electorate, which is not the case for the far right; working class voters are also a minority within 

far left electorates). Thus, over the course of the Europe’s economic malaise, far right parties are 

increasing their support among working class voters who identify as such.45  

 Table 2 presents data on union membership, domicile, and religiosity. Unlike Table 1, 

these variables reflect a more associational quality of voter experience. 46  These variables 

correspond to historical cleavages in Western Europe (the class cleavage, urban-rural, and 

church-state (Lipset and Rokkan 1967)). Most of these results are not especially striking, 

supporting the idea that far right parties participate in a different dimension of party competition 

defined by the variables in Table 1. Union members and nonmembers express support for the far 

right at similar rates, likely reflecting a change in union composition to include more white-

                                                 
44 This is meaningful in and of itself, in that the far left is geared explicitly to the economic interests of the working 
class (March and Rommerskirchen 2015), whereas the radical right’s emergence purportedly depended on a cross-
class alliance (Kitshcelt and McGann 1995; Ivarsflaten 2005). The apparent disconnect between education level and 
occupation on one hand, and class identity on the other, is also striking with respect to the far left, and indeed 
seemingly justifies treating occupation and class identity separately.  
45 These results are largely the same if Germany is removed from or included in the sample. The reason for this 
removal is the success of the AfD in 2014, and the relative lack of support for the German far right in 2009. 
Moreover, the NPD (2009) are, while certainly far right, not always considered far right populists. 
46 See Fitzgerald and Lawrence (2011) on social cohesion, domicile, and far right support 
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collar and middle class voters (Gallego 2009).  Regarding domicile, in 2009 far right party 

supporters seem to be less urban and more rural, but those differences are largely absent by 2014.   
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Table 3.2. Social bases of party support: Union Membership, Domicile, Religiosity; 2009 and 2014 
Traits, 2009 Party Family   

  Far Left Green 
S.D/Lab
. 

C.D./Con
. Liberal Far Right Total 

Union Member No 3 14 19 40 16 8 100 
  38 47 44 66 53 52 54 
  Yes 5 18 28 24 17 8 100 
  62 53 56 34 47 48 46 
  4 16 23 32 16 8 100 
Domicile Urban 4 11 21 34 17 14 100 
  34 25 30 38 40 48 36 
  Middle 4 16 26 31 14 9 100 
  44 46 47 44 44 40 45 
  Rural 5 22 28 28 12 6 100 
  22 29 23 17 16 11 20 
  4 15 24 31 15 10 100 
Religious Attendance Frequent 3 8 18 52 12 7 100 
  11 8 11 24 12 10 15 
  Infrequent 2 11 20 39 17 11 100 
  6 10 11 17 15 15 14 
  Rarely/Never 4 15 27 28 13 14 100 
  16 19 22 18 18 27 20 
  Non-Christian 1 16 32 31 16 4 100 
  2 7 9 7 8 3 7 
  None 6 18 26 24 16 10 100 
  66 55 47 34 48 45 45 
  4 15 24 31 15 10 100 

Traits, 2014 Party Family   

  Far Left Green 
S.D/Lab
. 

C.D./Con
. Liberal Far Right Total 

Union Member No 6 12 26 26 15 16 100 
  45 54 54 66 59 62 58 
  Yes 9 14 31 18 14 14 100 
  55 46 46 34 41 38 42 
  7 12 28 23 14 15 100 
Domicile Urban 5 11 26 29 12 17 100 
  22 30 27 38 41 32 32 
  Middle 7 11 30 23 9 19 100 
  47 40 42 41 40 47 43 
  Rural 8 14 37 19 7 15 100 
  31 31 30 20 19 21 25 
  7 12 31 24 10 17 100 
Religious Attendance Frequent 3 6 25 45 7 14 100 
  5 6 9 21 8 9 11 
  Infrequent 4 8 24 32 14 18 100 
  9 11 12 20 22 15 15 
  Rarely/Never 5 8 31 24 11 21 100 
  23 23 33 33 37 40 33 
  Non-Christian 10 9 59 11 6 4 100 
  8 4 10 2 3 1 5 
  None 10 18 31 16 8 17 100 
  55 56 36 23 30 34 36 
    6 11 31 24 10 17 100 
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I provide more detailed information for Christian religiosity given the variety of 

mechanisms through which Christian religiosity might portend the likelihood of a far right vote. 

Church attendance itself is likely to inoculate voters against far right support by bringing them 

into the fold of Christian democratic or conservative parties (Arzheimer and Carter 2009), much 

like union membership might keep left-of-center voters attached to social democrats despite 

working class affinity for the far right (above). 47 Religiosity also correlates with ‘new politics’ 

issues like marriage equality and gender attitudes. Christian religiosity might also be associated 

with more ethnocentric attitudes, the kind of which might encourage far right voting (Arzheimer 

and Carter 2009; Warren 2000), and some far right parties have adopted Christian imagery in 

their castigation of Islam (Risse 2010; Zúquete 2008). 48  The distribution of nonbelievers, 

frequent churchgoers, and irregular church attendees is therefore instructive. With respect to the 

far right, the important findings from this part of Table 2 is overrepresentation of non-attending 

Christians, under representation of Christians who frequently attend religious services, and about 

equal representation of atheists, agnostics, and ‘nones.’ 

Table 3 includes measurements of age and gender, which are important variables as 

regards ‘new politics.’ Younger voters whose formative years occurred during a time of peace 

and affluence in Western Europe lack both the partisan ties and concern with ‘material’ issues 

exhibited by previous generations. Among the quality of life issues prioritized by younger voters 

                                                 
47 Religious non-Christians make up a very small part of the sample, and it is unlikely that far right parties draw 
heavily on that support for a variety of reasons due to perceptions of Islamophobia and anti-Semitism.  
48 Unfortunately, the question wording here varies slightly, resulting in inconsistent row percentages. For instance, 
in 2014, nonreligious voters are coded as atheists or agnostics (which I have aggregated in Table 2). In 2014, voters 
are simply coded as ‘none/do not belong to a denomination.’ Moreover, in 2014 voters were asked if they attend 
religious services ‘about’ once a month, whereas in 2009 ‘at least’ once a month is used. 2014 also included a 
category for people attending services only on holidays or special occasions, which is absent in 2009. I recoded this 
as ‘infrequent’ to correspond with the 2009 category, but this is partially responsible for the oversized column in 
2014.  In any event, a coarse assessment of church attendance and religiosity is still possible here, and the 
distributions are largely consistent with previous appraisals.  

Source: European Election Study 
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are issues of gender and gender equality. By virtue of a decline in traditional partisanship and the 

transmission of partisanship across generations, younger voters are more likely to be available to 

far right parties. Relatedly, mainstream party convergence during younger voters formative years 

might have lead to an increased willingness to support populist parties. Male voters are usually 

overrepresented in far right electorates (Art 2011; Arzheimer and Carter 2006), which might be 

because they are more likely to participate in the occupations most susceptible to far right 

populism (Kitschelt and McGann 1995), or because men’s higher subjective assessment of their 

political efficacy makes them more likely to buck traditional parties (Mudde 2007).  

Table 3.3 Social bases of party support: Age and Gender, 2009 and 2014 
Traits, 2009 Party Family   

  
Far 
Left Green S.D/Lab. C.D./Con. Liberal 

Far 
Right Total 

Age <35 5 22 23 28 15 8 100 
  31 38 24 23 26 20 26 
  35-64 4 15 25 30 14 11 100 
  52 53 53 49 51 58 52 
  65+ 3 7 25 40 15 10 100 
  17 10 22 28 23 22 22 
  4 15 24 31 15 10 100 
Class Identity Male 4 12 25 31 16 13 100 
  47 38 50 49 52 62 49 
  Female 5 18 24 32 14 8 100 
  53 62 50 51 48 38 51 
  4 15 24 31 15 10 100 

Traits, 2014 Party Family   

  
Far 
Left Green S.D/Lab. C.D./Con. Liberal 

Far 
Right Total 

Age <35 7 17 31 18 11 17 100 
  28 36 26 19 30 26 26 
  35-64 7 12 31 21 9 19 100 
  56 53 52 45 47 56 51 
  65+ 4 5 30 37 10 14 100 
  15 10 22 35 23 18 23 
  7 12 31 24 10 17 100 
Class Identity Male 7 10 30 24 11 19 100 
  52 41 49 50 58 55 50 
  Female 6 14 32 24 8 16 100 
  48 59 51 50 42 45 50 
    7 12 31 24 10 17 100 
Source: European Election Study 
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As such, it is perhaps surprising that there is no real overrepresentation or 

underrepresentation by age group in the tables. However, age correlates with a variety of the 

other variables under consideration here, most obviously education (Gallego 2014). As such, it 

makes sense to postpone a discussion of age until the regression analysis below. The gender gap 

persists, but is softened slightly by 2014. 

 

Regression analysis 

The previous section considered the distribution of voters among West European party 

families’ electorates.  I have suggested that these distributions highlight both the socio-structural 

roots of far right support, and also that these parties are deepening rather than broadening their 

support with respect to education and occupation groups as the Great Recession unfolded.  This 

section attempts to provide greater insight by way of regression analysis.  Controlling for a set of 

predictors reveals the effects of each variable when all others are held constant, which is 

important because the social groups described above overlap in nonrandom ways. An example: 

Whereas in the tables above no age group seemed more or less likely to support the far right, 

when we control for other factors, like education or occupation, we should see that younger 

voters are more available to far right parties simply because they are less likely to be partisans of 

a mainstream party.  This process also provides greater insight as to whether these parties are 

gaining voters with similar or different sociodemographic profiles from their previous 

supporters, because recalled vote can be included in regression analyses.  If recalled vote is 

controlled for alongside the foregoing sociodemographic variables, the predictive power of those 

sociodemographic variables independent of a respondent’s vote in the previous election can be 

observed.  
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I model the foregoing sociodemographics predictors as factors. This is the case even for 

age or education that might be coded continuously, because many of the relationships are likely 

to be nonlinear (or at least, there is no reason to assume linearity a priori). The wording and 

coding for all variables in this analysis is in Appendix 3A.  

In total I run four models in both waves, 2009 and 2014. Model 1 is the baseline model 

and includes information about voters’ age, religiosity, domicile, union membership, gender, and 

a country-level fixed effect.  These variables are considered more mechanically related to the 

propensity to support far right parties.  That is, they lack the theoretical heft of variables like 

education, occupation, and class identity. As above, some of these variables are also reminiscent 

of the historical cleavages discussed above and in the previous chapter.  Age correlates with the 

period of partisan dealignment, and is therefore relevant to ‘new politics’. Because the models 

are only concerned with span of five years, I include country-fixed effects to control for time 

invariant factors, like electoral systems, thresholds, and number of parties, of which there are too 

many to model individually. The utility in ‘restarting’ with the baseline model is that the 

independent effects of these variables can be examined, which helps relate far right supporters to 

extant dimensions of party competition.  In the results below, some of these variables’ effects 

weaken considerably when the more theoretically meaningful variables (Table 1 above) are 

included.  

 Model 2 introduces education and occupation, which are the first two variables of 

greatest theoretical importance. Model 3 includes working class identity, which indicates the 

independent effect of self-identifying with the working class independent of occupation and 

union membership included in the previous models. That is, because working class identity is 

seemingly epiphenomenal to other more ‘objective’ sociodemographics, it makes sense to 



   

 77

introduce it later, as it likely saps some of the predictive power of upstream occupational 

variables.49 Finally, Model 4 includes a dichotomous measure of recalled vote. This is meant to 

capture which sociodemographic variables continue to motivate far right support even 

controlling for previous vote—thus it can be seen if far right parties continue to draw from the 

same sociodemographic groups or are improving among other segments of the population once 

those who voted for a far right party in the past are accounted for separately. 

 The dependent variable for all models is the 11-point probability to vote scale referenced 

above (PTV). This question asks respondents how probable it is that they will ever vote for a 

given party.50 When answering, ‘0’ indicates the respondent would never cast a vote for the party 

in question, and a ‘10’ indicates that the voter will certainly support that party. This PTV scale 

has some advantages, one of which is that it is an attitude gauged at the same time as the 

independent variables.  Indeed, considerable work on the far right (or voting generally) uses 

present attitudes to predict a vote that occurred in the past.  Some scholars deal with this issue 

adroitly (Lucassen and Lubbers 2012); however, the PTV construction eliminates this potential 

problem altogether.  The PTV also does not constrain respondents to thinking about a particular 

election, potentially mitigating contextual factors like strategic voting that might encourage or 

discourage a vote in any one given contest (Van der Eijk et al. 2006).  

Relatedly, PTV is valuable that voters can place themselves on an 11-point scale and not 

be forced into a dichotomous measure. This is advantageous because smaller far right parties 

may not ultimately collect enough votes to use a dichotomous measure in analysis, but can still 

be placed higher or lower on the PTV scale (Van der Eijk et al. 2006). By way of example, those 

                                                 
49 That is, it is seemingly likely that one’s occupation influences one’s propensity to identify as ‘working class.’ The 
converse seems less plausible. 
50 The question is phrased identically in both waves: “We have a number of political parties in [country], each of 
which would like to get your vote. How probably is it that you will ever vote for the following parties?” This and 
other wordings are in Appendix 3A. 
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declaring a ‘100%’ probability on the PTV represent a substantial minority (6.3% in 2009, 8.3% 

in 2014), but the number of respondents indicating their probability of far right support is greater 

than 50% is over 20% in both waves.51 Methodologically, this means that PTV is also more 

appropriate for regression analysis, and avoids problems associated with rare outcomes logistic 

models (King and Zeng 2001; Van Eijk et al. 2006). Respondents who indicated that they would 

not vote in that election are not included here (N2009=248; N2014=580).52 The reason for that is 

both those (non)voters and voters who will not support the far right for ideological reasons are 

coded as a ‘0’ in the PTV variable.  There are certain sociodemographic variables, like age and 

education and age, that correlate with both abstention and far right voting, such that it makes 

sense to consider only potential voters. That is, by reducing the sample a ‘0’ PTV score is only 

interpretable one way.  

PTV is also a more appropriate measure of perceived utility of vote than dichotomous 

measures of vote choice (Van der Eijk et al. 2006). This is important to the extent that the 

ideological distinctiveness of the far right and the ‘left behind’ quality of their electorate suggests 

far right parties are this population’s most proximate means of representation, even if an 

individual voter might ultimately cast a ballot for a party that represents him or her less well, 

which happens somewhat regularly (Dalton 2017).  Because PTV and other dichotomous 

measures of far right support (recalled vote in last EP election, recalled vote in last national 

election, vote intention) are important to this project and analyses on the far right generally, 

Appendices B-D are dedicated to exploring the correlations between dichotomous measures and 

the distribution of PTV.  

                                                 
51 This is an unweighted figure. If the recommended weights for education, gender, and region are added the figures 
increase to 7.9% in 2009 and 8.9% in 2014. Given under-coverage and social desirability, as well as far right 
performance in recent elections, the larger figures are probably more accurate. (Oesch 2008). 
52 Importantly, not all voters indicating a vote probability will ultimately vote, and there is likely a social desirability 
factor reducing the number self-declared abstainers. 
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Results from OLS regression. Bolded values indicate statistical significance at p<.05. Country dummies omitted. Full models with dummies and *’s available in Appendix. N 
2014= 6056, N 2009= 5094 

Table 3.4. Regression analysis of sociodemographic predictors on probability of far right support, 2009 and 2014 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

DV: Far right 
PTV 

2009 2014 2009 2014 2009 2014 2009 2014 

b se b se b se b se b se b se b se b se 

Gender, Ref: Female Male 0.28 (0.12) 0.34 (0.14) 0.1 (0.13) 0.29 (0.16) 0.09 (0.13) 0.28 (0.16) -0.03 (0.12) 0.08 (0.14) 

Age, Ref: 35-64 <35 0.09 (0.15) 0.24 (0.18) 0.18 (0.17) 0.38 (0.20) 0.15 (0.17) 0.41 (0.20) 0.09 (0.16) 0.49 (0.20) 

>65 0.03 (0.17) -0.73 (0.18) -0.32 (0.17) -0.86 (0.19) -0.28 (0.17) -0.84 (0.19) -0.27 (0.16) -0.82 (0.16) 

Domicile, Ref: Rural Suburban -0.42 (0.15) -0.02 (0.18) -0.23 (0.15) 0.01 (0.18) -0.26 (0.15) 0.03 (0.18) -0.21 (0.14) 0.01 (0.16) 

Urban -0.96 (0.16) -0.53 (0.20) -0.59 (0.18) -0.32 (0.20) -0.58 (0.18) -0.29 (0.20) -0.45 (0.16) -0.47 (0.18) 

Church att., Ref: Frequent 
Infrequently 0.43 (0.22) 0.49 (0.29) 0.66 (0.23) 0.54 (0.30) 0.64 (0.23) 0.59 (0.30) 0.37 (0.22) 0.54 (0.28) 

Rarely/Never 0.67 (0.22) 0.42 (0.25) 0.55 (0.23) 0.26 (0.26) 0.48 (0.23) 0.31 (0.26) 0.16 (0.21) 0.27 (0.25) 

Other Religion 0.15 (0.27) -1.14 (0.34) 0.43 (0.30) -0.99 (0.38) 0.28 (0.29) -0.93 (0.39) 0.13 (0.27) -0.67 (0.37) 

Nonbeliever 0.46 (0.19) -0.08 (0.25) 0.38 (0.20) -0.12 (0.26) 0.35 (0.20) -0.11 (0.26) 0.11 (0.19) -0.1 (0.26) 

Union, Ref: nonmember Union Member 0.14 (0.15) -0.18 (0.16) 0.37 (0.15) -0.16 (0.17) 0.36 (0.15) -0.2 (0.17) 0.39 (0.14) -0.18 (0.15) 

Age at which stopped full time 
education, Ref: 20+ 

<15 yrs ed 0.66 (0.23) 0.63 (0.25) 0.56 (0.25) 0.86 (0.28) 0.86 (0.25) 0.98 (0.28) 

16-19 yrs ed 0.42 (0.14) 0.52 (0.16) 0.49 (0.15) 0.84 (0.18) 0.61 (0.15) 0.91 (0.18) 

Occupation, Ref: White-Collar 
Prof/Admin -0.21 (0.14) -0.23 (0.16) -0.32 (0.15) -0.44 (0.18) -0.35 (0.15) -0.51 (0.17) 

Blue-Collar 0.45 (0.17) 0.85 (0.22) 0.61 (0.18) 0.84 (0.24) 0.78 (0.17) 0.86 (0.23) 

Class, Ref.: Upper/Middle Working Class 0.58 (0.16) 0.45 (0.19) 0.71 (0.17) 0.44 (0.20) 

Prior vote, Ref.: Other party Far right vote 5.76 (0.28) 6.57 (0.24) 
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Results 

The results from the regression models are presented in Table 3. Country effects are 

usually large and significant. To make the table more manageable, they are not presented here, 

but are presented in the Appendix 3B. 

 The models largely confirm expectations.  Model 1, which examines age, gender, and 

controls related to association and historical cleavages shows that in both waves men are more 

likely than women to support far right parties, residents of rural areas are more likely than urban 

dwellers, and religious non-Christians do not support the far right. Union membership does not 

seem to impact far right support in either wave, which again might reflect changing composition 

or declining membership (Gallego 2009), consistent with the tables in the previous section. 

Glancing at subsequent models also indicates the use of the base Model 1: Significance levels 

change for gender, domicile, and religiosity, but those variables are often shown to be important 

in the scholarship. Other variables vary slightly across waves, but they are not particularly 

striking.  

 In 2009’s Model 1, the data suggest that when compared with Christians who attend 

church once a week or more, less frequent attenders are more likely to support the far right, as 

are nonbelievers. In 2014, there are no significant differences between these groups, until the 

Model 3 when the coefficient for less frequent attenders approaches significance. The variable 

findings for Christian religiosity may reflect issues of question wording (above). However, they 

are for the most part consistent with studies on religion and far right populism (Arzheimer and 

Carter 2009).  Christians who regularly attend religious services are less likely than nonbelivers 

to support far right parties in 2009, while there is no statistically significant difference between 

nonbelievers and non-attending Christians. These results are slightly different in 2014, where 
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nonbelievers and practicing Christians support the far right less consistently than Christians who 

do not regularly attend church. Again, this likely reflects how the base category is coded (by 

EES), or possibly dissatisfaction with mainstream conservative parties during the Great 

Recession and migrant crisis (see below). The principal finding with respect to these variables in 

Model 1 is that religious Christians do not seem to support the far right.53  

 Turning to Model 2, the impact of education and occupation is clear. Less educated 

voters are more likely to support the far right, and blue collar voters are more likely than white 

collar voters to support the far right, who are in turn more likely to support the far right than 

professionals, technical workers, and administrators (although this latter distinction is only 

statistically significant in Models 3 and 4, once working class identity is included).  These are the 

largest coefficients in Model 2, indicating the importance of education and occupation. The 

results are similar for both 2009 and 2014.  The introduction of working class identity in Model 3 

evaluates something between an attitude and an attribute. That is, identity is formed ‘upstream’ 

of variables like age, and seemingly the other included sociodemographics. As such, it is not 

surprising that some of those predictors cede some significance.  However, many of the effects 

remain. Moreover, working class identity is strongly predictive of far right PTV in both models.  

 The last model presents the most telling information with respect to the deepening or 

broadening of far right electorates.  The only new variable in Model 4 is an indicator measuring 

recalled vote from the previous election. It is coded a ‘1’ if the respondent recalls voting for a far 

right party, and a ‘0’ if they recall a different vote or did not vote at all. Unsurprisingly, voting 

for the far right in the last election is a hugely significant predictor of future far right support, 

although this also suggests far right parties are not merely recipients of nonideological protest 

votes. What is more interesting, is that education, occupation, and class identity remain strong 
                                                 
53 As a result, the next chapter recodes this variable to be dichotomous.  
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positive predictors even after previous vote is controlled.  This suggests that rather than 

expanding their voter base, far right parties are deepening it, and increasingly becoming parties 

of the uneducated and working class, which is consistent with the tables in the previous section.  

 Figure 1 plots coefficients for these models. There is not substantial change across waves, 

again indicating deepening. Although in principle the coefficient plot presents no new 

information, a comparison of the Model 3 and Model 4 plots is instructive. While the effect of 

some variables, like those associated with religion and domicile change considerably, there is 

little evidence that including past vote changes the impact of low education, working class 

identity, or occupation. This is taken as further evidence of a deepening rather than broadening 

far right electoral base. 
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From demographics to politics.  

Just as the socio-structural bases of far right electorates needed clarification, the political 

profile of far right voters is similarly ambiguous. Are far right voters more likely to be 

disaffected Social or Christian democrats, new voters, or longtime abstainers? Scholars 

preferring any of these explanations have ample theoretical munitions, but few reliable empirics. 

Ignazi (2003) suggests far right parties emerged when centripetal center right parties that 

abandoned anti-immigrant platforms in favor of market liberalism. Others, including much of the 

previous chapter and above analysis, suggest a growing taste for far right politics among 

occupational and educational profiles historically associated with the Old Left (Ford and 

Goodwin 2014; Betz 1994). Encapsulating this ambiguity, when far right parties are brought in 

from the cold—i.e., participate in or support governments—they typically coalesce with the 

center right (Bale 2003). However, these same politicians may advocate protectionism during 

campaigns (Derks 2006; Oesch 2008).54 Moreover, on noneconomic issues, far right parties, like 

other right parties, have incorporated religious and cultural traditionalism as planks in their 

platforms (Betz and Meret 2009; Ignazi 2003, p. 238; Zúquete 2008), but seemingly do so to 

appeal to so-called ‘working class authoritarianism’ (Ivarsflaten 2005; see Lipset 1959). 

Considering the political profile of far right voters is additionally important in the climate of 

Europe’s economic downturn, given the political upheaval between 2009 and 2014 (Dalton 

2016).  

Having uncovered evidence of a deepening trend, I turn to a second question of where far 

right parties’ voters are coming from. The findings in the previous two sections suggest 

implications for party other party families. This includes the role of education in structuring the 

                                                 
54 Similar questions have emerged across the Atlantic with the ascension of Donald Trump to the US presidency. 
While racial resentment and anti-immigrant attitudes are predictive of support, the educational profiles, class 
profiles, and income of his supporters is more ambiguous.  
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electorates of new parties, the continued importance of church attendance in inoculating against 

far right support, and the movement of working class voters away from social democrats.  

Indeed, although considerable work has suggested a decline in class voting, it might be that an 

erosion of working class support for center left parties better characterizes the decline.  In a way, 

it seems that far right parties are something of an atavism. Not only are these parties comprised 

largely of working class and less educated voters, but their electorates are becoming more 

structured by those characteristics, contrary to the ample evidence for the declining influence of 

social situation on partisanship (Kriesi 2010).  

Table 5 compares recalled vote with vote intention for the six party families compared in 

the first section, and adds another category for abstainers. The design is similar to Tables 1-3, in 

that both row and column totals are presented. The rows indicate a recalled vote based on party 

family from the previous general election, and the columns intended vote ‘if the election were 

held tomorrow.’55 This indicates the degree to which parties retain their voters from recalled to 

intended vote (rows) and the extent to which electorates are composed of the previous cycle’s 

supporters.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
55 Whether abstainers are first time voters, or simply voters who sat out the cycle is impossible to say with any 
certainty, but if the age cut off is dragged increasingly downward, it is obvious that younger abstainers gravitate to 
new parties.  The data can be stratified in other ways. For instance, if only working class voters are considered, it 
appears they are being poached from social democrats more than any other family; however, that pattern is not 
overwhelming in the short period under study here.  None of these more granular distributions changes the 
interpretation of Table 5. 
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Table 3.5.  Voters in the 2009 and 2014 samples, recalled and intended vote.  
Recalled Vote Vote Intent 

2009                 
  Far Left Green S.D./Lab. C.D./Con Liberal Far Right Abstain Total 
Far Left 66 8 10 2 4 8 1 100 
  77 3 2 0 1 4 1 5 
Green 2 87 5 3 1 1 1 100 
  5 66 2 1 1 1 2 10 
S.D./Lab. 1 7 74 6 3 5 3 100 
  10 14 88 5 6 14 17 27 
C.D./Con 0 2 1 88 3 4 1 100 
  3 4 1 84 7 11 6 28 
Liberal 0 6 4 9 76 5 1 100 
  0 6 2 4 78 7 3 14 
Far Right 1 1 2 4 2 87 4 100 
  1 0 1 1 1 56 5 6 
Abstain 2 10 11 17 9 9 42 100 
  4 6 4 5 6 8 66 9 
Total 4 14 23 30 14 10 6 100 
  100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

2014 Vote Intent 
  Far Left Green S.D./Lab. C.D./Con Liberal Far Right Abstain Total 
Far Left 88 4 2 1 1 1 3 100 
  71 2 0 0 1 0 4 5 
Green 3 80 6 1 2 5 3 100 
  4 59 2 0 2 3 6 8 
S.D./Lab. 4 7 74 3 3 6 4 100 
  21 22 92 5 11 14 40 37 
C.D./Con 0 2 1 77 8 9 2 100 
  1 4 1 90 24 18 14 28 
Liberal 1 9 13 8 59 9 1 100 
  2 8 4 3 62 6 3 10 
Far Right 1 2 2 1 1 90 2 100 
  1 2 1 1 1 58 5 9 
Abstain 1 14 2 15 2 5 62 100 
  0 2 0 1 0 1 29 2 
Total 7 11 30 24 10 15 4 100 
  100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 Source: weighted data from EES 

First, within the table it is obvious that the best predictor of intending to vote for a party is 

having voted for that party in the last election, as the largest percentages are found on the 

diagonal. Smaller row numbers are interpreted as parties losing supporters across the elections, 

whereas larger row numbers are interpreted as a parties’ ability to retain its support (just as large 

numbers in Tables 1-3 indicated the extent to which a certain demographic group was ‘captured’ 

by a party family). Columns indicate the extent to which a party’s intended voters are comprised 
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of voters who voted for the party last time. Small column numbers along with large row numbers 

indicate a party family is retaining its old voters while attracting new ones. Large column 

numbers with smaller row numbers indicate party support is waning among their (presumably) 

more marginal supporters, and their electorates are increasingly comprised of more loyal 

supporters. This is confirmed by the ‘Total’ row and column. For example, in 2009, 66% of far 

left voters intended to vote for the far left in the next election, a figure which comprised 77% of 

5% of voters intending to vote for the far left. This makes sense given the row total, as 4% is 

about 77% of 5%. 8% of far left voters intend to defect to the greens, 8% intend to defect to the 

far right, and 1% intends to abstain.  

 In 2009, the data suggest green parties, center right parties, and far right parties are 

retaining supporters most effectively (row totals 87%, 88%, and 87%). In 2014, far right and far 

left parties have the highest row percentages. Indeed, no other party family has a row percentage 

of 90%, except the far right in 2014. This suggests that those who voted for the far right 

previously intend to do so again. Conversely, large column percentages and row percentages in 

the mid-70s indicate that center right and center left parties parties were less capable of courting 

new supporters in 2014, many of those parties’ previous supporters will support them again. 

Column percentages in the 50s, along with row percentages of 88 and 90, indicate far right 

parties are gaining support without sacrificing their old voters. This is consistent with Model 4 

above.  

 Where are defections happening? Far right parties are not making disproportionate 

inroads into any party family it seems, based on column percentages. They are taking 

considerable support from both mainstream Social and Christian Democratic parties in both 

waves. Indeed, recalled social democratic voters are intending to vote for parties all across the 
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spectrum, except for their center right competitors. The 8% of abstainers in far right electorates 

in 2009 suggests perhaps that marginal voters like the ‘left behind’ (e.g., Gallego 2009) joined 

the fold, and left fewer abstainers susceptible to far right appeals in 2014. In many respects, 

Table 5 presents intuitive results—voters typically are loyal, at least within blocs—but it also 

serves to highlight far right party entrenchment. Apart from the heterogeneous liberal party 

family in 2014 (Ennser 2012, also see Figure 5.1), who lose nearly half of their voters, far right 

parties also seem to draw defections from across the spectrum. 

 

Conclusion 

In this chapter I examined various sociodemographic predictors of far right between 2009 

and 2014 for a selection of Western European EU member states. Like the attitudinal predictors 

considered more thoroughly in the next chapter, little work has examined changes in the 

sociodemographic structure of far right electorates despite the radically altered political and 

economic circumstances in which these parties contest elections.  This chapter reveals that there 

is a stable host of sociodemographic features overrepresented in far right electorates and 

predictive of far right support, but also increased support coming from the those same groups in 

the context of the Great Recession. Although it is evident that the far right does not uniquely 

capture less-educated or blue-collar voters, those are shown to be stable characteristics of far 

right electorates over time, and the trend appears to be in that direction. In brief, the education 

revolution and concomitant occupational realignment associated with the transition to advanced 

capitalism have indelibly altered the politics of advanced industrial democracies. This is evident 

especially in the context of the far right’s ascendance, given the centripetal drift of Old Labor to 
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the economic center as the partisan commitment and composition of the blue-collar electorate 

changed over the last half-century.  

 Some of the most significant and consistent predictors of far right support are those 

hypothesized at the outset to constitute a nascent political cleavage. The previous chapter 

suggested that the education revolution after the Second World War altered the competitive party 

space and made certain less educated voters in former ‘Old Left’ occupations available to the 

populist extreme right. I suggested that the process of partisan dealignment should operate 

differently for these voters than voters with higher levels of formal education, given the 

importance of cognitive mobilization for declining partisanship (Dalton 1984). Although there 

remains considerable variation in the parties supported by working class and less educated 

voters, the causal mechanism that would lead to certain education and occupation groups to 

support the far right find evidence in this analysis. Unlike something like age, education level is 

not likely to change for great segments of the population over time once (e.g., Gallego 2014). 

Although other variables like gender and age continue to produce stars for researchers, the 

mechanisms by which they produce far right support are theoretically less stubborn: Voters will 

age, but level of educational attainment will remain constant as they do. Given the consistency 

with which certain occupational and educational groups support the far right it is worth 

examining the potential for socio-structural bases to far right support further, and what attitudes 

produce or are produced by those bases.  

 Now the cast of characters has been introduced. The sociodemographic characteristics of 

far right voters are largely stable over time, especially for the theoretically more important 

variables like education and occupation. As far right parties realize greater electoral success, they 

seem to draw on voters similar to the ones they already had. In the next chapter, I consider the 
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voter attitudes associated with the sociodemographic profiles examined here. If certain groups 

support the far right more than others, do they support them based on the same attitudes and 

salient issues? Or are far right voters somehow inoculated against changing political climate due 

to party loyalty? Or something else? Attitudinal correlates have been shown to be powerful 

predictors of vote choice in the climate of partisan dealignment, and it is to that question this 

project now turns.  
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Chapter 4: Attitudinal predictors of far right support, 2009 and 2014 

 
The previous chapter examined the sociodemographic correlates of far right party 

support. This chapter focuses on the attitudinal traits of potential far right voters, and how they 

have changed during the period of economic and political uncertainty between 2009 and 2014. 

There are several issue positions associated with far right support, with Euroskepticism, anti-

immigrant attitudes, and political dissatisfaction or distrust being the most common (Arzheimer 

2009; Lubbers et al. 2002). Other more diffuse anxieties or grievances about declining status or 

social and economic modernization also germane (Bornschier and Kriesi 2013; Ignazi 2003). 

These interrelated political attitudes are made more likely the social situation of (potential) far 

right voters and bespeak their position in a socio-structurally embedded dimension of party 

competition rooted in 21st century societal changes. The burgeoning new middle class, an 

increasingly commercial media environment, and the decline of trade unions incentivized center-

left parties to migrate to the economic center and incorporate cultural values of young, educated, 

professionals into their programs.  Less-educated and working class voters—potentially 

threatened both culturally and economically by the transition to postindustrial capitalism and by 

center left parties’ centripetalism—became available to nostalgic right wing populists as 

mainstream parties converged on issues like immigration and European integration (Kriesi et al.. 

2012; Bale 2003).  

Rarely did far right parties mobilize around economic grievances explicitly, which are 

historically the purview of the political left (e.g., Golder 2003). Instead, as far right parties 

became entrenched into West European party systems, they typically courted voters using 

nativist, anti-immigrant, and anti-elite rhetoric, appealing to the common man’s allegedly 
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superior common sense (Williams 2010). However, economic issues are again salient in the 

aftermath of the Great Recession, and far right parties in Western Europe are more successful on 

aggregate than any other time in the postwar period. In this chapter, I consider the motivations of 

far right voters in this starkly different political and economic climate. In brief, Chapter 3 

suggests who votes for the far right, this chapter points to why. 

Because the far right has historically capitalized on the failure of mainstream parties 

(Williams 2010), the economic crises inundating Europe present additional opportunities for far 

right parties to consolidate their electorates, despite retrenchment in sociocultural issue salience. 

It is therefore reasonable to reexamine the attitudinal predictors of far right support given that the 

macropolitical climate in contemporary Europe differs sharply from the period of the far right’s 

emergence. This chapter considers the extent to which far right entrenchment has enabled their 

supporters to support these parties based on now-salient economic insecurities, in addition to the 

issues of which far right parties have historically made hay. That is, the previous chapter 

suggests that far right parties are mobilizing a socially structured electorate, and this chapter 

examines whether the far right has become a credible economic party family for those voters. 

Thus, this chapter seeks to explain the far right’s durability in contemporary West European 

politics by identifying potentially changing attitudinal correlates of the far right’s sustained 

success. These attitudinal traits, especially to the extent they participate in the far right’s 

Manichean populism (see Akkerman et al. 2014), may also comprise part of the collective 

identity requirement for Bartolini and Mair’s (1990) definition of political cleavages.56 

                                                 
56 One other issue that bears mention is the nearly universal friendly attitude West European far right parties have 
adopted toward Russia after the annexation of Crimea (Brownstein 2017). This can be interpreted in a variety of 
ways, including the far right’s emphases on Islamism, their Euroskepticism, other more fundamental criticisms of 
democratic institutions (Betz and Johnson 2004).  
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This chapter proceeds in four steps. First, I consider the grievances expressed by far right 

party voters and review literature on how far right parties profiles have changed as the party 

family has matured. This indicates historic precedent for far right parties reemphasizing or 

deemphasizing particular issues in pursuit of different social groups, taking advantage of their 

hierarchical organization and flexibility afforded by being largely oppositional (Bornschier 

2010).  I then narrow the focus to the same 2009-2014 time period examined in the previous 

chapter. Again using data from EES, I begin by considering the ‘most important problems’ 

expressed by far right party voters, as well as the voters for mainstream parties in a simple 

multinomial logistic regression.  By 2014, far right parties have gained competencies on 

economic issues, especially in the minds of less educated voters. Next, I examine more broadly 

the attitudinal correlates of far right support, including positions on both economic and cultural 

issues, but also affective evaluations of the economy, and national and European parliaments. 

Here I uncover that economic grievances and anxieties are more predictive of a far right party 

vote in 2014 than in 2009, and that the far right’s core constituencies—low educated and 

working class voters—express different grievances from other far right party voters in 2009, but 

not in 2014.  I conclude by discussing possible explanations of these findings before moving to 

party-level analyses in Chapter 5. 

 

Debunking the ‘non-material’ right 

Literature has suggested far right voters typically view European integration and 

immigration as noneconomic threats to national identity and culture, and that far right parties 

framed these issues in that way (Bornschier 2010, Schain 2006).  Cultural change, societal 

upheaval associated with globalization, increased immigration, and European integration, has 
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had non-negligible, noneconomic costs for those threatened with a declining status in 

postindustrial society, including those with low education and in blue collar professions (Ignazi 

2003; Rydgren 2013).57 Far right support motivated by explicitly economic grievances has not 

found as much evidence (Bornschier and Kreisi 2013; Ivarsflaten 2008). 

Hence, explanations for far right voting have been expressed in opposition to ‘New Left’ 

values. Ignazi (1992) is most explicit in this regard, referring to a ‘silent counter-revolution.’ 

Immigration, the enduring hallmark issue of extreme right politics, has been most effective when 

cast as a cultural issue of national identity and not immigration’s economic impacts (Betz and 

Meret 2009; Schain 2006; Van der Brug and Van Spanje 2009; Williams 2010). Other work 

extends the situation of national identity into ‘new politics’ by suggesting far right party appeals 

are ‘communitarian’ or ‘identity defending’ (respectively, Bornschier 2010; Ignazi 2003), 

relating far right appeals to the post-material value of belonging (Inglehart and Rabier 1986), and 

in opposition to the individualist values associated with the New Left. This discrete 

categorization is somewhat reminiscent of the Maslovian hierarchy, with belonging located prior 

to autonomy, but downstream of physical and economic security.  It is also consistent with some 

‘losers of modernization’ characterizations of far right party voters, to the extent that label 

implies a collective identity (Bornschier and Kriesi 2013; see also Rydgren 2009), if far right 

voters perceive themselves and their communities as being threatened by the cultural impacts of 

immigration and societal differentiation, in part because they generally lack the educational 

resources to negotiate these complexities (Rydgren 2009). Ignazi (2003) summarizes that the 

non-material demands of far right parties 

                                                 
57 This characterization is supported by the idea that populist extreme right parties have benefited from the salience 
of quality of life issues (e.g., Bornschier 2010; Rydgren 2010), and rose to electoral prominence at approximately 
the same historical period as parties on the New Left. That younger voters, irregular churchgoers, and non-union 
members are overrepresented among far right electorates also supports the significance of partisan dealignment for 
the far right’s ascendance (Arzheimer and Carter 2009; 2006). 
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…for an (ethnically) homogenous and harmonious community, and for strong, reassuring 
leadership and institutions (even at the cost of reducing the ‘excessive’ individual rights) 
reflects the need for being taken care of, being part of an aggregate, and being provided 
with an identity (p. 151). 
 
That belonging might come at the expense of ‘libertarian’ individualism further contrasts 

with the left-libertarian New Left (Hooghe et al. 2002; Kitschelt and McGann 1995). This is 

consistent with Bornschier’s (2010) contrasting of ‘libertarianism’ to communitarianism in 

characterizing the dimension of party competition in which the far right participates. 58 

Communitarianism is also intrinsically identitarian, and seemingly a reaction to the 

individualism promoted by cognitively sophisticated left-libertarians. These same post-EU 

identity politics for the so-called ‘losers of modernization’ are linked to education and 

occupation through the geographic mobility described in Chapter 3 (Coffé et al. 2007; Risse 

2010). Ignazi (2003) further describes far right supporters as the identity-defending ‘losers’ of 

post-industrialism, contrasted to the ‘self-affirming’ supporters of the New Left, with overtures 

to both poles of this social and political conflict.59  

From far right parties’ purported situation in a noneconomic dimension of party 

competition, some scholars have suggested that far right support should retrench when economic 

issues are of greater salience (Bale 2003; Rydgren 2010). And indeed, some scholars predicted 

far right retrenchment in the aftermath of the Eurozone crisis (Mudde 2013, p. 15). Mainstream 

left parties might have been expected to reassert itself during times of high unemployment 

(Cramme et al. 2013; Golder 2003; Kriesi 2012; Lipset 1981; Powell and Whitten 1993); or, 

where left parties were in power, the economic voting literature might suggest credible center 

                                                 
58 I would prefer ‘liberal-communitarian’ cleavage, which would allow scholarship access to concurrent debates in 
political theory; however, the idea seems to be the same in Bornschier’s (2010) rendering. 
59 To date, however, there has been little evidence that social disintegration promotes far right support (Rydgren 
2009; Oesch 2008). 
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right alternatives be the prime beneficiary (Lewis-Beck and Nadeau 2012). However, the far 

right is on aggregate not losing ground national elections across Western Europe, even in the 

aftermath Europe’s economic crises (Kriesi 2012).  This poses problems for accounts of the party 

family contingent on sociocultural grievances, and justifies examining the grievances of far right 

party voters in the aftermath of said crises. It also hearkens to the economic turmoil surrounding 

interwar extreme right ascendance and therefore warrants extended consideration (Funke et al. 

2016).  

In the aftermath of the Great Recession, it is reasonable to expect the far right will 

emphasize issues related to economic and physical insecurity, to the extent Europe’s sluggish 

recovery represents a failure of ‘Europhilic’ mainstream parties (see Williams 2010; also Hooghe 

et al. 2002). Europe’s post 2008 financial crises seem to represent mainstream party failure par 

excellence, so it would be consistent to see these parties adjust (Williams 2010). This suggests a 

new host of grievances and issue positions may predict far right support, especially those 

grievances conveyed in the far right’s cognitively simplistic, ‘common sense’ rhetoric (see 

Rydgren 2013).   

If far right parties are an entrenched force in West European politics it merits examining 

the extent to which their voters grant them competencies in economic issues. The ability to 

‘throw the rascals out’ is a primary mechanism of accountability in representative democracy 

(Anderson 2007). The state of the economy serves as an imperfect heuristic through which voters 

can judge incumbent parties’ performance. This ‘punishment-reward’ model of economic voting 

suggests that oppositional parties benefit from bad economies, and incumbent parties from good 

ones (Kriesi 2012; Lewis-Beck and Nadeau 2012; Powell and Whitten 1993). And indeed, for 

mainstream parties across Europe this held true during the Eurozone crisis (Kriesi 2012). 
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However, perhaps because of the far right’s alleged stake in noneconomic issues, the party 

family has not really been considered with respect to economic voting. However, the particulars 

of the Great Recession suggest that the perennially oppositional far right parties might benefit 

through these mechanisms.   

 Economic voting is most obvious when there are clear lines of accountability (Bengstton 

2004; Tilley et al. 2008).  However, those lines of accountability are blurred in Europe’s current 

economic and political climate, as both center-left and center-right parties were generally 

proponents of European integration (Hooghe et al. 2002; Lobo and Lewis-Beck 2012), and lines 

of accountability become blurred across regional, national, and supranational institutions. This 

constrains the ‘opposition’ options available to voters (Anderson 2007) and suggests that far 

right parties—which can credibly claim consistent opposition to the European project—may be 

in a position to uniquely benefit.  Similarly, because subjective evaluations of the economy are 

arguably more important than objective metrics of economic growth (Anderson 2007; Tilly et al. 

2008), the affective solutions of the far right might have particular resonance (see Hooghe et al. 

2002; Ignazi 2003).  

 Moreover, far right parties seem to be increasingly credible in the minds of their voters, 

beyond issues related exclusively to immigration (Mudde 1999). The number of countries with 

competitive far right parties has continually increased since their emergence in the early 1980s, 

as has their vote share (see Figure 1.1 and 1.2). As the far right’s popularity increased its 

positions gained respectability among mainstream voters and parties (Betz and Meret 2009; 

Williams 2010; Yilmaz 2012; Zúquete 2008; cf. Bohman 2011). The far right has survived 

various tenures in government (e.g., Austria, the Netherlands, Italy) (Bale 2003), and party splits 

(e.g., France, Austria) and represents an apparently durable addition to the party families of 



  

 98

Western Europe. I contend that some measure of ideological purity on salient issues like 

immigration and European integration, dissatisfaction with perceived mainstream party 

indifference and collusion, and increasingly comprehensive programs has enabled far right 

parties to channel post-crisis insecurities and grievances related to the economy into sustained 

success. 

 In summary, far right parties have attracted support based on sociocultural positions, 

grievances, and issues throughout their history. Positions refer to statements on potential policy 

proposals like ‘immigration policy should be made more restrictive’ or ‘the legalization of same 

sex marriage is a good thing’.  Grievances, as well as ‘evaluations’ or ‘anxieties’ may refer to 

more affective attitudes like dissatisfaction with government or worries about the future state of 

the economy, because there is not necessarily a policy prescription associated with statements 

like that. Individual issues or problems refer to particular statements about the most or next most 

important problems faced by a voter’s country at the time of a given survey. These include 

mentions of ‘unemployment’ or ‘immigration’ as important problems.  Moving from issue 

positions to grievances or evaluations and then most important problems traces the progression 

from more distal to more proximate correlates of voting behavior (e.g., Rosema 2006), and has 

implications for how voters attitudes predict far right support. Changing issue positions may 

reflect a more durable realignment than particular grievances or evaluations associated with the 

existing state of affairs, and differences in stated ‘most important problems’ may reflect more 

proximate issue salience and issue ownership. I start from the most proximate attitude—the most 

important problem mentioned—and progress toward more distal issue positions, as each step 

along the way corresponds to a more demanding hoop test of economic attitudes predicting far 

right support. Generally, I expect by 2014 far right party voting to be predicted by economic 
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attitudes. That is, far right parties will draw support based on economic and noneconomic issues 

and grievances that reflect the political climate in Europe, and not only the noneconomic 

grievances that have predicted support for them historically. 

 

Data and Methods. 

Considering key issues with respect to far right support.  

As in the previous chapter, I use individual level data from the European Election Study 

(EES). EES contains questions on all three of the attitude types above. As in the previous 

chapter, Appendix 4A contains the wording and coding for questions included in this analysis.  

The first and most proximate bit of data analyzed here are the most important problems 

respondents feel their countries face. The 2009 and 2014 EES ask voters to identify the most 

important problem facing the country, as well as the next most important (2009 also asked third 

most, but that is not included here). These data are recorded verbatim and then recoded by the 

EES team into coarser categories. Several of these categories are routinely the most prominent, 

including unemployment and the economy. I have taken the top five domestic issues listed by 

voters. These are unemployment, the economy, the environment, immigration, and the welfare 

state. When possible, I add similar categories together.60  

Respondents favoring any of these most commonly cited issues are considered with 

respect to the party family they would vote for in the next national general election. I compare 

intended voters for the traditional center-left and center-right mainstream (i.e., Labor, 

Conservatives, and Christian and Social Democrats) to voters favoring a far right party (Table 

1.2).  I look only at the second most important problem, such that a mention is coded as a ‘1’ and 

no mention is coded ‘0’. The reason for this is immigration is overwhelmingly the most 
                                                 
60 For instance, ‘Immigration’ and ‘Immigration policy’ both considered as listing ‘immigration’. 
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important problem identified by intended far right party voters. However, it is still informative to 

observe if intended far right party voters are registering other ‘most important problems’ 

differently over time. That is, while voters who find immigration to be problematic are more 

likely to vote for the far right, it is instructive to see if citizens identify economic issues as 

important as well, but continue to vote for the (historically noneconomic) far right regardless. 

Respondents were not required by EES to list two problems, such that single-issue ‘anti-

immigrant’ voters are not included.  I expect mention of economic issues to predict far right 

voting intention at the expense of mainstream parties by 2014, as economic hardships continued 

and government attrition meant fewer credible opposition parties. Restated as hypotheses: 

H1A: Considering economic issues to be important problems facing one’s country will 
predict far right support over mainstream support in 2014, but not 2009, especially 
among less educated voters. 
 
H1B: Considering economic issues will negatively predict far right support; far right 
parties still attract voters based on noneconomic issues. 
 

 I fit a multinomial logistic regression to vote for one of these parties, as there is no 

natural order among outcomes, where vote intention for one of the three party families is the 

dependent variable, and the second most important problems are the independent variables of 

interest. I also include demographic controls from the last chapter: occupation, age, gender, 

church and union membership. Age and gender are related to the ‘new politics’ cleavage in 

which far right parties participate, whereas union membership and church attendance have 

historically structured center-left and center-right electorates. From Chapter 3, occupation is 

likely relevant to all three party families. I also cluster standard errors around countries, as 

observations within a system are not independent.  Far right party vote intention is used as the 

base category in the multinomial logit, so that the correlates of far right party support can be 

directly compared to the center-left and center-right. Table 1 presents the results of the model. 
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Table 4.1. Results from multinomial logistic regression indicating two most important problems predictive power 
on vote intention in next election, 2009-2014 

  2009   2009   2014   2014   

 
high education low education high education low education 
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Far right vs. Center Left b se  b se b se  b se 

Unemployment -0.04 (0.26) -0.21 (0.25) -0.45* (0.18) -0.33 (0.39) 

Economy 1.05* (0.45) -0.06 (0.41) 0.42 (0.31) -0.85* (0.38) 

Immigration -0.58* (0.25) -0.78* (0.33) 0.03 (0.49) -1.16** (0.39) 

Environment 1.64+ (0.85) 1.20*** (0.33) 1.66** (0.54) 1.08 (1.15) 

Welfare 0.73 (0.85) -0.001 (0.38) 0.32 (0.25) -0.47** (0.14) 

Prof./Tech./Admin 0.77** (0.26) 0.34 (0.57) 0.77* (0.30) 0.14 (0.08) 

Manual Labor -0.35 (0.29) 0.12 (0.28) -1.20** (0.38) -0.69*** (0.14) 

Student -0.19 (0.50) 0.41 (0.48) -0.002 (0.38) 0.46* (0.22) 

Retired 0.85 (0.54) -0.13 (0.56) 0.22 (0.33) -0.16 (0.23) 

Unemployed -0.54* (0.25) 0.08 (0.57) 0.1 (0.27) -0.21 (0.21) 

Age 0.001 (0.01) 0.01 (0.10) -0.01 (0.01) 0.02* (0.01) 

Male -0.35 (0.26) -0.46** (0.14) -0.63** (0.23) -0.03 (0.03) 

Church Member 0.51 (0.42) 0.12 (0.28) -0.10 (0.22) -0.27* (0.14) 

Union Member 0.08 (0.28) 0.44+ (0.26) 0.06 (0.21) 0.27 (0.47) 

Constant 1.15+ (0.60) 0.15 (0.49) 1.95* (0.79) -0.52 (0.60) 

Far Right vs. Center Right                  

Unemployment 0.37 (0.30) -0.72+ (0.41) -1.10+ (0.57) 0.15 (0.26) 

Economy 0.94** (0.36) -0.2 (0.37) 0.67+ (0.34) -0.36* (0.15) 

Immigration -0.25+ (0.16) -0.70+ (0.41) -0.2 (0.34) -0.46+ (0.27) 

Environment 1.90** (0.60) 1.21** (0.44) 0.9 (0.95) -0.22 (0.95) 

Welfare 0.65 (0.89) -0.59 (0.54) 0.06 (0.43) -0.2 (0.16) 

Prof./Tech./Admin 1.40*** (0.29) 0.21 (0.30) 0.60* (0.26) 0.3 (0.22) 

Manual Labor -0.47 (0.40) -0.70*** (0.13) -1.03*** (0.35) -0.58*** (0.10) 

Student -0.04 (0.47) -0.71** (0.24) 0.17 (0.26) 0.53*** (0.14) 

Retired 0.4 (0.54) -0.64 (0.62) -0.85 (0.70) -1.71*** (0.22) 

Unemployed -0.65* (0.32) -0.5 (0.38) -0.06 (0.41) -0.38* (0.15) 

Age 0.003 (0.01) 0.01+ (0.01) 0.004 (0.01) 0.03** (0.11) 

Male -0.12 (0.25) -0.65*** 0.18  -0.63*** (0.13) 0.12 (0.76) 

Church Member 1.26** (0.41) 0.97* (0.41) 0.69 (0.69) 0.69 (0.57) 

Union Member -0,81*** (0.23) -0.5 (0.33) -0.18 (0.28) -0.32 (0.24) 

Constant 1.28+ (0.68) 1.09 (0.43) 1.04* (0.43) -1.29* (0.61) 

N 1784 
 

1534 
 

1789 
 

1899 
 

R2 7   7   6   7   

+ p<0.1,*p<0.5, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 

 

The top half of Table 1 compares the correlates of vote intention for the center-left with 

the far right, and the bottom half does the same with center-right parties. The leftmost two 

columns use data from 2009, and the rightmost two use data from 2014. Columns 1 and 3 
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consider voters who stopped education at age 20 or later. Columns 2 and 4 consider only low 

educated voters in the sample (i.e., those who stopped full time education at or before the age of 

19). In the previous two chapters I argued that for both macro and micro-level reasons, the less 

educated form the backbone of far right electorates, so it is worth considering them separately.61 

The 2009 columns present evidence consistent with the idea that far right parties are 

invested in a noneconomic dimension of ‘new politics,’ with immigration representing the key 

far right issue. Those listing immigration are less likely to support the center-left or the center-

right as compared to the base-case far right party family (p<0.1 for the center-right), irrespective 

of education level. Also highlighting far right participation in ‘new politics,’ voters listing the 

environment were more likely to support a mainstream party than far right party regardless of 

educational attainment. The variables related to the economy are also generally pointed in the 

expected direction if far right parties are assumed to be noneconomic actors in 2009. Generally, 

citizens concerned with the economy intend to vote for either the center-left or the center-right in 

2009, except less educated voters for whom listing the economy does not predict a vote for the 

center left over the far right. Where significant, the sociodemographic controls are consistent 

with expectations in 2009 as well, with educated professionals preferring a mainstream party, 

churchgoers preferring the center right, and less educated men preferring far right parties.  

 The picture changes by 2014. Among the less educated sample, considering the economy 

to be a problem negatively predicts support for the center right and the center left over the far 

right, and considering the economy to be one of the top two problems negatively predicts support 

for the center left over the far right. Less educated voters are also likely to prefer the far right to 

                                                 
61 A similar exercise for the working class produces broadly similar results, but working class identity is seemingly 
more flexible than level of educational attainment. It is also more correlated with union membership and occupation. 
Similarly, the so-called ‘education revolution’ is of greater theoretical importance than occupation or class identity. I 
return working class identity in the next section.  
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center-left parties on welfare issues. Somewhat puzzlingly, the ceteris paribus impact of 

considering unemployment to be an issue seemingly predicts far right support over center left 

support, and may also have a negative impact on support for the center right (p<0.1). Also, for 

less educated voters, the sociodemographic variables have greater significance in 2014 than in 

2009.  

This supports the idea that far right parties are not single issue, but increasingly brick and 

mortar participants in West European politics. By 2014, far right parties are competitive against 

the political mainstream among voters, especially less educated voters, who are identifying 

economic issues as important problems facing their country.  However, the conclusions drawn 

from this section should necessarily be interpreted as causal or demonstrative of impact, in that 

only second most important problems are considered. But the evidence from two waves suggest 

that voters perceiving economic issues to be important are more likely to support the far right in 

2014, which was not the case five years before.  These findings are in generally in keeping with 

the idea that by 2014 far right party voters are privileging that party family on issues beyond 

immigration and Euroskepticism, with especially evident effects for less educated voters. In the 

next section, I consider how far this pattern extends into more distal grievances and political 

positions held by West European citizens.   

 

 

Attitudinal predictors of party support  

In this section I consider whether voters likely to support far right parties are expressing 

different issue positions and grievances over time, which are more distally related to vote choice 

than the issues above.  Using regression analysis with the same PTV from Chapter 3 as the 
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dependent variable, the effects of positions and grievances can be examined for the relevant 

demographic groups suggested in the previous chapter, namely less educated voters and working 

class identifiers. I consider two types of attitudinal variables in this section, both issue positions 

and grievances. Both come from the EES examined in the previous section and chapter. As 

above, Appendix 4A lists the question wording and coding for the variables included (although I 

do not repeat information presented in the previous chapter’s Appendix 3A).  

First, I examine affective grievances against national and European parliaments in an 

effort to include the ‘anti-establishment’ quality of far right parties and their supporters 

(Akkerman et al. 2014; Ignazi 2003). I also consider respondents’ prospective evaluations of 

their county’s economic situation, given the importance of perceived declining status for far right 

support among the working class and poorly educated in particular (Rydgren 2013).62 These 

reflect affective attitudes rather than articulated issue positions.  Because far right parties have 

been historically Euroskeptic and critical of mainstream parties and politicians, it would be 

unsurprising to see their voters feel as though European and national parliaments do not care 

about them in both waves.  However, I suggest that negative prospective evaluations of the 

economy will motivate far right support in the 2014 wave, given perceptions of Europe’s 

sluggish economic recovery, to the extent perceptions of economic decline correspond with 

impressions of declining status. As hypotheses:  

H2A: Citizens who perceive a worsening economy will be more likely to indicate 
potential support for far right parties in 2014, with no effect in 2009.  
 
H2B: Feelings that European and national parliaments do not take into account the 
concerns of citizens will be predictive over time.   
 

                                                 
62 That is why prospective evaluations are used instead of retrospective evaluations. If retrospective evaluations are 
considered, the results are not as stark. If both are included despite moderate collinearity, negative prospective 
evaluations are still generally significant in the expected direction. 
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Next, I examine four issue position scales on immigration, European integration, same 

sex marriage, and wealth redistribution.63  Negative positions on immigration and European 

integration are expected to predict far right support in 2009 and 2014. The question on same sex 

marriage is meant to situate the far right parties’ voters under examination here in opposition to 

the New Left, and therefore also predict support in both waves.64  

The question on redistribution is meant to access the extent to which the increased 

salience of economic issues in the aftermath of the Great Recession has motivated far right party 

voters to articulate more definitive economic positions than they have historically. This serves as 

the ‘experimental’ issue position variable, as the relationship between far right support and the 

other issue variables is broadly known.65 Broadly, finding starkly different results between waves 

for this variable would indicate that, beyond capturing disaffected voters, far right parties and 

their voters may be situated in the party space programmatically on both economic and 

sociocultural dimensions. I consider three competing hypotheses on attitudes related to wealth 

redistribution. First, given distrust of governing institutions generally, center-left parties in 

particular, and perceptions that welfare benefits may go to ‘undeserving’ immigrants, far right 

parties may attract voters with rightist economic positions in 2014, but sociocultural positions 

will still be predictive in 2009.  It is also possible that leftist economic positions will predict far 

right support by 2014, given the relative job precariousness and status insecurity experienced by 
                                                 
63 The EES voter study does not use the same question wording in 2009 as it does in 2014 for the question on 
immigration. In other cases this is a problem—hence why only four of the possible 12 attitudinal scales are 
included—but the relationship between anti-immigrant attitudes and far right support is powerful and broadly 
known (even if the reason for those attitudes differs (Bornschier and Kriesi 2013)).  Given the strength of the 
relationship, slight changes in question wording should not appreciably change the effect (See Appendix 4A for 
question wording). Unfortunately, because the relationship between the economic variables and far right PTV is 
expected to change, inconsistently worded questions cannot be used because any change could be due to the 
question wording and not the undergirding attitude.  
64 This serves a similar function to the ‘environment’ issue question above. The issue position questions probing 
positions on the environment or climate change are not commensurate across waves, so I use this question instead.  
65 Although several far right party leaders have been gay or rhetorically supported gay rights in questioning Islam’s 
compatibility with European values (Rydgren and van Holsteyn 2005; Zuquete 2008), the sociocultural 
traditionalism of far right voters is hypothesized to still be reflected in questions about marriage equality. 
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less educated and working class citizens during and after the Great Recession, and governing 

parties emphases’ on deficit reduction.  Lastly, it is possible that economic preferences have no 

association with far right support, in keeping with much of the previous literature referenced 

above. This functions as the null hypothesis. Given the changes in sociodemographics from the 

previous chapter and the timeline of the Great Recession and Eurozone crisis, I suspect 2009 will 

be to early to observe these changes, and that economic attitudes will not predict far right support 

in the first wave.  

H3A: Voters who express rightist economic positions will be more likely to support far 
right parties by 2014, but have no impact in 2009 

 
H3B: Voters with left of center attitudes will be more likely to support the far right by 
2014, especially working class and less educated voters.  
 
H3C: There will be no consistent relationship between voters’ economic preferences and 
propensity to support the far right across sociodemographic groups or across waves.  

 

 Like the last chapter, I develop sets of paired models for 2009 and 2014 (Tables 4.2 and 

4.3). There is some limited compatibility across waves, such that combining the datasets is not 

feasible, which is a limitation of EES. Thus, the coefficients cannot be directly compared across 

models.  The first models consider sociodemographic variables similar to those found in the 

previous chapter.  That is, I consider occupation (including indicators for retirees, the 

unemployed, and students), education, and working class identity (both dichotomized). Controls 

for gender, age, and union and church membership are also included, along with a country-level 

fixed effect.66 The age variable is factored into three categories, for those under 35, older than 

64, and in between (reference group).  

                                                 
66 The previous chapter considered religiosity and found that religious voters (Christians and non-Christians) were 
both less likely to support far right parties than nonreligious voters, or non-attending Christians. As such, this 
chapter simply codes a dichotomous variable for religious or not, still based on attendance at services, given 
sociodemographics are not the focus of these models.  This way both religiosity and union membership are coded 
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The dependent variable for all of these models is the same dependent variable in the 

previous chapter (far right PTV). Many of the advantages of this variable are discussed in the 

previous chapter, but one more can be added here. The previous section used a dichotomous 

measure of intended vote, which (as in Chapter 3) is susceptible to various institutional or 

strategic constraints—a voter may not intend to vote for a party they know will not enter 

parliament, participate in coalition, et cetera.  In this section, PTV potentially describes a much 

more significant change in (potential) far right party voter attitudes.  Because PTV assesses 

whether a voter would ‘ever’ cast a ballot, and therefore better describes the utility a given voter 

(with certain sociodemographic traits) ascribes to a party (Van Eijk et al. 2006), the scope is 

considerably wider than the vote intention variable used with the multinomial logistic regressions 

above, which only capture competencies given by voters to particular parties at a particular time.  

Potentially, this provides evidence for broader attitudinal alignments beyond retrospective 

evaluations or strategic voting, which may partially account for findings with respect to 

dichotomous outcomes.  

 I develop five total models per wave. Model 1 in both waves includes only 

sociodemographic variables (and working class identity); Model 2 incorporates the more diffuse 

grievances discussed above, relevant for the second set of hypotheses—measuring the extent to 

which far right PTV is associated with feelings of being ‘left behind’ and concerns for the 

future.67 Model 3 introduces the attitudinal variables described above. Models 4 and 5 contain 

interaction terms measuring the anxiety variables and redistribution attitudes for less educated 

and working class voters respectively. The interaction terms are meant to probe the possibility of 

                                                                                                                                                             
dichotomously, which is sensible because they are both thought to operate as a prophylactic against far right support 
by tethering voters to other party families.  
67 The questions about national and European parliaments’ concern were measured on four-point scales in 2009, and 
five-point scales in 2014, with the neutral category being removed. However, these are the only questions with 
identical wording across waves that measure satisfaction with these representative institutions.  
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the cross-class alliance historically supporting the far right (Ivarsflaten 2005; Kitschelt and 

McGann 1995). In this, I access the extent to which the grievances and issue positions of far 

right voters have converged or diverged across sociodemographic groups as they have deepened 

their support among the less educated and working class.   

 

Results and Analysis 

Tables 2 and 3 present the results 2009 and 2014 respectively. Model 1 presents few 

surprises in either wave.  Country fixed effects are usually significant. It is not surprising that 

time invariant contextual factors exert an impact, but due to the size of the tables these are 

relegated to Appendix 4B. As above, the measures for low education and working class identity 

are significant in both years. Similarly in both waves sociocultural and technical professionals, 

and higher administrators are less likely than white-collar workers to support the far right, 

whereas manual laborers are more likely. There is a negative effect of church membership (at 

p<0.1 in 2009 Model 1, but of greater significance in subsequent models and 2014 models), 

consistent with the idea that church membership keeps potential far right voters loyal to center 

right parties (Arzheimer and Carter 2009).  Younger voters consistently express a higher PTV for 

far right parties, as they also are not as likely to be partisans.  In 2014, union members are less 

likely to support the far right, but that effect dissipates after other variables are included. 
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Data from European Election Study. Country effects included but omitted in table *p<0.5, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
  

Table 4.2. Regression estimates on probability to vote for far right party in next general election, 2009 

  Model 1 (Base) Model 2 (Evaluations) Model (Positions) Model 4 (Interactions) Model 5 (Interactions) 

  b se b se b se b se b se 

Working Class 0.79*** (0.10) 0.72*** (0.10) 0.58*** (0.10) 0.59*** (0.10) 0.39 (0.40) 
Low Education  0.70*** (0.08) 0.63*** (0.09) 0.29*** (0.09) -0.18 (0.34) 0.29** (0.09) 
Male 0.21** (0.07) 0.25** (0.08) 0.21** (0.08) 0.21** (0.08) 0.21** (0.08) 
Age <35 0.25* (0.11) 0.26* (0.11) 0.28** (0.11) 0.28* (0.11) 0.27* (0.11) 
Age >64 -0.15 (0.13) -0.15 (0.13) -0.21 (0.13) -0.21 (0.13) -0.21 (0.13) 
Prof/Tech/Admin Work -0.47*** (0.11) -0.51*** (0.11) -0.29* (0.11) -0.28* (0.11) -0.29* (0.11) 
Manual Labor 0.45*** (0.12) 0.37** (0.13) 0.29* (0.13) 0.30* (0.13) 0.29* (0.13) 
Student 0.04 (0.19) 0.06 (0.19) 0.2 (0.19) 0.19 (0.19) 0.2 (0.19) 
Unemployed 0.22 (0.18) 0.1 (0.18) 0.08 (0.18) 0.09 (0.18) 0.1 (0.18) 
Retired -0.19 (0.14) -0.26 (0.14) -0.41** (0.14) -0.41** (0.14) -0.42** (0.14) 
Church Member -0.16 (0.10) -0.15 (0.10) -0.24* (0.10) -0.25* (0.10) -0.24* (0.10) 
Union Member 0.05 (0.08) 0.06 (0.08) 0.11 (0.08) 0.11 (0.08) 0.11 (0.08) 
Prospective Economic Eval. 

  
0.05 (0.04) 0.07 (0.04) 0.03 (0.05) 0.07 (0.04) 

EU concerned about me? 
  

0.34*** (0.05) 0.18*** (0.05) 0.26*** (0.06) 0.23*** (0.05) 
Parliament concerned? 

  
0.14** (0.05) 0.05 (0.05) -0.01 (0.06) 0.04 (0.05) 

Attitudes on redistribution 
    

-0.11*** (0.03) -0.18*** (0.04) -0.17*** (0.04) 
Attitudes on immigration 

    
-0.55*** (0.03) -0.55*** (0.03) -0.55*** (0.03) 

Attitudes on same sex marriage 
    

-0.09** (0.03) -0.09** (0.03) -0.09** (0.03) 
Attitudes on European integration 

    
-0.12*** (0.01) -0.12*** (0.01) -0.12*** (0.01) 

Low Ed.*Prospective Eval. 
      

0.08 (0.07) 
  

Low Ed.*EU concerned 
      

-0.17 (0.09) 
  

Low Ed.*Parl. concerned 
      

0.12 (0.09) 
  

Low Ed.*Redistribution 
      

0.14* (0.06) 
  

Working*Prospective Eval. 
        

-0.21* (0.11) 
Working*EU concerned 

        
0.02 (0.10) 

Working*Parl. concerned 
        

-0.02 (0.09) 
Working*Redistribution 

        
0.32*** (0.08) 

Constant 2.85*** (0.14) 1.67*** (0.20) 5.04*** (0.28) 5.26*** (0.32) 5.11*** (0.30) 
aic 36928   35006   31781   31779   31766   
adj. R2 0.15 

 
0.17 

 
0.23 

 
0.23 

 
0.23 

 
N 7253   6896   6358   6358   6358   
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Table 4.3. Regression estimates on probability to vote for far right party in next general election, 2014 

  Model 1 (Base) Model 2 (Evaluations) Model (Positions) Model 4 (Interaction) Model 5 (Interaction) 

  b se b se b se b se b se 

Working Class 0.28** (0.09) 0.1 (0.09) 0.13 (0.09) 0.13 (0.09) -0.35 (0.39) 
Low Education  0.66*** (0.09) 0.55*** (0.09) 0.28** (0.09) 0.24 (0.36) 0.28** (0.09) 
Male 0.46*** (0.07) 0.51*** (0.08) 0.38*** (0.08) 0.39*** (0.08) 0.38*** (0.08) 
Age <35 0.29** (0.11) 0.31** (0.11) 0.49*** (0.11) 0.49*** (0.11) 0.49*** (0.11) 
Age >64 -0.19 (0.12) -0.12 (0.12) -0.30* (0.12) -0.30* (0.12) -0.30* (0.12) 
Prof/Tech/Admin Work -0.60*** (0.11) -0.58*** (0.12) -0.47*** (0.11) -0.47*** (0.11) -0.48*** (0.11) 
Manual Labor 0.73*** (0.14) 0.65*** (0.15) 0.57*** (0.15) 0.57*** (0.15) 0.57*** (0.15) 
Student -0.31 (0.21) -0.42 (0.22) -0.27 (0.22) -0.27 (0.22) -0.27 (0.22) 
Unemployed 0.2 (0.17) 0.1 (0.18) 0.06 (0.18) 0.06 (0.18) 0.05 (0.18) 
Retired -0.28* (0.13) -0.36** (0.13) -0.41** (0.13) -0.41** (0.13) -0.41** (0.13) 
Church Member -0.35** (0.11) -0.19 (0.12) -0.37** (0.12) -0.37** (0.12) -0.37** (0.12) 
Union Member -0.13 (0.09) -0.13 (0.09) 0.02 (0.09) 0.01 (0.09) 0.02 (0.09) 
Prospective Economic Eval. 

  
0.29*** (0.05) 0.18*** (0.05) 0.19** (0.06) 0.18** (0.06) 

EU concerned about me? 
  

0.48*** (0.05) 0.25*** (0.05) 0.21** (0.07) 0.22*** (0.06) 
Parliament concerned? 

  
0.35*** (0.05) 0.24*** (0.05) 0.27*** (0.08) 0.22*** (0.06) 

Attitudes on redistribution 
    

0.18*** (0.03) 0.18*** (0.04) 0.17*** (0.04) 
Attitudes on immigration 

    
0.43*** (0.03) 0.43*** (0.03) 0.43*** (0.03) 

Attitudes on same sex marriage 
    

-0.22*** (0.03) -0.22*** (0.03) -0.22*** (0.03) 
Attitudes on European Integration 

    
-0.14*** (0.02) -0.14*** (0.02) -0.14*** (0.02) 

Low Ed.*Prospective Eval. 
      

-0.02 (0.09) 
  

Low Ed.*EU concerned 
      

0.09 (0.10) 
  

Low Ed.*Parl. concerned 
      

-0.06 (0.10) 
  

Low Ed.*Redistribution 
      

0 (0.06) 
  

Working*Prospective Eval. 
        

0.1 (0.11) 
Working*EU concerned 

        
0.06 (0.11) 

Working*Parl. concerned 
        

0 (0.09) 
Working*Redistribution 

        
0.03 (0.07) 

Constant 4.04*** (0.15) 1.15*** (0.23) 2.43*** (0.31) 2.44*** (0.35) 2.58*** (0.33) 
aic 42094   38057   34427   34434   34433   
Adj. R2 0.11 

 
0.15 

 
0.23 

 
0.23 

 
0.23 

 
N 8077   7353   6784   6784   6784   

Data from EES. Country effects included but omitted in table *p<0.5, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001. Country effects included but omitted from table (Appendix 4A) 
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Model 2 adds variables describing the extent to which voters feel their national and 

European parliaments take into account their concerns, which concern H2A and H2B above.  

First, disagreement with the statement ‘The European parliament takes into consideration the 

concerns of European citizens’ positively predicts far right support. This is an important, if not 

especially surprising, finding that indicates political alienation predicts far right party voting.  If 

the question is switched to reference national parliaments, the same finding exists in 2014, but is 

mostly absent from the 2009 models. This is partially explicable because these variables are 

correlates (r = 0.41), but also may indicate a stronger association between frustration with 

mainstream parties and institutions and propensity to vote far right. 68  However, the most 

compelling finding in Model 2—also present in all other models and consistent with H2A 

above—is the effect of negative prospective evaluations of the economy. In 2014, the feeling that 

things are going to get worse economically is positively predictive of far right party support. 

That effect is absent in 2009. This can be interpreted as a unity between fears of declined status 

among far right voters and the economic grievances expressed by these voters in the aftermath of 

the Great Recession above (and below).  

Whereas Model 2 presents the relationship between particular (economic) grievances and 

far right vote probability, Model 3 presents compelling evidence that voters expressing rightist 

economic preferences are more likely to support the far right by 2014. Rightist attitudes on 

wealth redistribution have a negative effect on far right support in 2009 (b = -0.11). In 2014, the 

sign flips (0.24), but the results are also significant (p<0.001). This suggests that not only are 

rightist economic preferences a significant predictor of far right party PTV, but also that there 

may be something of a realignment, given the sign flip. The other attitudinal variables in Model 

                                                 
68 If the EP concern variable is removed from the 2009 models, the parliamentary concern variable is significant 
across the board.  
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3 do not yield especially surprising results. Anti-immigrant attitudes and misgivings about 

continued European integration predict increased probability of far right support in both waves, 

consistent with what is known about the party family. The finding that voters unfavorable toward 

same sex marriage legalization are more likely to consider voting far right is also consistent with 

far right parties’ situation in the competitive party space and their generally culturally 

conservative outlooks.69  

 Because leftist economic attitudes toward redistribution predict far right support in 2009, 

and rightist attitudes predict support in 2014, I fit a pair of interaction models that separately 

consider less educated voters and working class voters’ economic preferences and the 

relationship of those preferences to far right vote probability. This is done in Models 4 and 5. I 

estimate these models separately given the overlap between the two groups (r=0.30).  

In Model 4 I interact the Model 2 grievance variables as well as the measure of attitudes 

toward redistribution with a dichotomous indicator of low education. Including the grievance 

variables is meant to examine if these groups experience additional feelings of political 

alienation. In 2009, there are differences in the redistributive preferences expressed by less 

educated voters as they relate to far right vote probability. relative to the main effect for the 

redistribution term, less educated voters have a significantly flatter slope, such that there is no 

significant effect of attitudes toward redistribution and far right PTV in 2009.  That is, the 

finding above that suggests leftist economic attitudes predict far right support is seemingly only 

true for more educated voters. The same is the case in Model 5; working class voters did not vote 

for the far right based on attitudes toward redistribution in 2009. There are also no effects for 

negative prospective evaluations of the economy on self-identified working class voters’ 

                                                 
69  Some far right party leaders have suggested tolerance of homosexuals and gender equality put ‘European 
civilization’ at odds with Islam (Zúquete  2008), but apparently this has not extended to their voter base.  
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propensity to vote for the far right.70  That is all to say, that less educated voters and working 

class voters did not vote for the far right in 2009 for economic reasons, either based on policy or 

economic anxiety. This is consistent with a great swath of the literature described above.  

 Models 4 and 5 in 2014 tell a different story. Or rather, they tell the same story told by 

Model 3, which is preferred by Aikaike’s information criterion.  None of the interaction terms 

are significant. Thus, unlike 2009, in 2014 there was a correlation between policy preferences 

toward wealth redistribution and propensity to vote for the far right among the two 

sociodemographic groups shown in Chapter 3 to be most likely to support the party family. This 

is consistent with findings in Chapter 3 that suggest voters with those characteristics make up an 

increased percentage of far right party voters. The findings on prospective economic evaluations 

show the same effect.  As such, while it is perhaps appropriate to suggest that far right parties’ 

key constituencies did not support the party family based on preferences or anxieties related to 

the economy in 2009, there is considerable evidence that a relationship existed by 2014.71   

 The overall argument of this project has been one of far right entrenchment and 

durability, which implies the consolidation of far right voters around certain issues. This finds 

evidence in Models 3-5. In 2009, the redistribution interaction terms are both significant. The 

slope of redistribution attitudes is flipped for working class identifiers, and the significance 

vanishes for this group. The same holds true for those who stopped schooling at age 19 or 

younger. That is, in both cases, for the demographic groups of interest, economic positions did 

not predict far right support in 2009, whereas leftist attitudes favorable to redistribution increased 

the likelihood of far right support for upper/middle class voters and those who stopped school 

                                                 
70 The interaction term is significant, but the main effect is insignificant when the slopes are added. 
71 Of course, these models do not demonstrate causality, but association.  
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after the age of 19. This is evidence suggesting inconsistent economic attitudes among potential 

far right voters in 2009, is consistent with other research (Ivarsflaten 2005).  

 In 2014, the divergent effect of attitudes toward wealth redistribution is absent. Rightist 

economic preferences predict support for far right parties for working class voters, low education 

voters, and the sample as a whole. This is evidence of a consolidation of far right electorates 

around this set of issue positions. That is, no interaction term need be (or should be) included for 

working class voters. For less educated voters, two of the interaction terms are significant, but 

not necessarily important.72 This suggests a greater degree of homogeneity with respect to far 

right party voters economic positions in 2014 than in 2009.  

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

There are a variety of possible explanations for the differences between 2009 and 2014 in 

the models above. First, it is possible that including with centripetal Social Democrats extends to 

the policy preferences of that party family (Art 2011).  That is, not only are far right party voters 

dissatisfied with mainstream parties, but those groups who used to be overrepresented in Social 

Democratic electorates now display exhibit dissatisfaction with the regulated Keynsienism 

historically the purview of that party family. This same logic can be extended if distrust of 

government mimics rightist economic attitudes (Derks 2006). If far right party voters see the 

politicians administering wealth redistribution to be corrupt and collusive, especially on issues 

like immigration (Akkerman et al. 2014; Rydgren 2013), it is reasonable for them to extend 

suspicion to the redistribution itself.  

                                                 
72 It seems that less educated voters express slightly more hospitable attitudes toward immigrants and same sex 
marriage, but the direction does not change, and the slope is still considerable  
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This has implications for welfare chauvinism as well. Kitschelt and McGann (1995) 

meant the phrase to mean a combination of leftist economic policies and sociocultural 

authoritarianism (distinct from the ‘right-authoritarian’ winning formula for the new radical 

right). Later, the authors suggest ‘chauvanist welfarism’ might be more appropriate (McGann 

and Kitschelt 2005). Other scholars (Coffé et al. 2007), suggest welfare chauvinism means a 

desire to keep welfare benefits away from ‘undeserving’ immigrants and their decedents 

(Rydgren 2013).  While Kitschelt and McGann (1995) suggest an economic calamity the size 

and scope of the Great Recession might reinvigorate the appeal of their brand of welfare 

chauvinism for far right parties, the foregoing results seemingly indicate this is not the case. 

Although the prospect of economic decline motivates far right support by 2014, rightist attitudes 

and not leftist attitudes predict support for the far right as well.  

In fact, this is more consistent with Kitschelt and McGann’s original winning formula. 

Rightist attitudes on redistribution and sociocultural conservatism (on gay marriage, 

immigration), predict far right support in 2014. The same logic—that working class and less 

educated voters are more vulnerable to market fluctuations and therefore reluctant to support 

redistribution in order to keep their industries competitive—might apply, as deficit reduction 

measures went into force across the continent. The alternate version of welfare chauvinism is 

also plausible in a more multicultural Europe.  There is also scant evidence in 2014 of the cross-

class alliance Kitschelt and McGann originally conceived. In 2009, there may have been to some 

extent, but from Table 2 above, the predictive power of redistributive attitudes varied by 

sociodemographic group. 

Welfare chauvinism—that is, reluctance to provide immigrants with welfare benefit—can 

be viewed as an instantiation of the more diffuse frustrations felt by the sociodemographic 
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groups courted by the far right (Rydgren 2013). Relatedly, the ideological clarity associated with 

rightist economic positions holds an appeal seemingly unmatched by ‘third way’ Social 

Democrats’ economic programs (Cramme et al. 2013). That is, if far right parties partake in 

‘common sense’ solutions to complex problems (Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008; Mudde 2004), 

the commonsensical appeal of deficit reduction in a debt crisis may have particular sway (see 

Blyth 2013). This is an explanation more contingent on party behavior than offered by this 

chapter, but addressed in Chapter 5. Or perhaps, far right parties’ voters have taken note of the 

coalitions most often supported by the party family, which tend to be right-of-center (Bale 2003), 

and economic preferences have aligned as a result. 

 The analysis in this chapter also suggests a corollary of the deepening of far right 

electorates considered in the previous chapter. That is, leftist attitudes toward redistribution 

predict far right PTV in 2009 for better-educated and non-working class citizens, whereas there 

was no impact of redistributive attitudes for the less educated or working class in far right PTV. 

By 2014, rightist economic attitudes predict far right support, and no differences emerged when 

less educated voters or working class voters are considered separately.  

 

Summary 

This chapter has suggested that far right party voters are increasingly considering far right parties 

to be credible on economic issues. Moreover, conservative economic positions have come to be 

predictive of far right party support in the aftermath of the Great Recession among the 

demographic groups most associated with the party family. The next chapter considers the extent 

far right party platforms have shifted to emphasize the issues explored above.  
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So far, this study as a whole has asked whether the characteristics correlated with far 

right support have changed in the context the many political, economic, and social crises 

besetting Europe. I have considered voter-level data two time points: 2009 and 2014. I find that 

between these relatively proximate points of reference, a considerable number of economic 

attitudes and grievances become predictive of far right support. These include the finding from 

the multinomial logistic regression that voters expressing economic grievances are variously 

privileging far right parties at the expense of mainstream parties. I also suggest that negative 

prospective evaluations of the economy and, more distally, conservative attitudes toward wealth 

redistribution are predictive of far right support by 2009. The former findings suggest the 

continued ability of far right parties to capitalize on perceived failure of mainstream parties, 

while the latter suggests consolidation of far right parties around an economic dimension of party 

competition alongside their continued stake in anti-immigrant politics.   

 Throughout their history, the far right has been a primarily oppositional party family, and 

one uniquely capable of capitalizing on the failure of mainstream parties. Through their 

continued mobilization against immigration, far right parties have consolidated a position in 

West European party systems beyond the non-ideological protest vote suggested in early 

literature. Both of these impressions are furthered by the apparently significant changes to far 

right electorate profiles that occurred over a relatively short period of time, between 2009 and 

2014. In the next chapter, I consider the extent to which far right parties are pursuing this policy 

actively, or are merely the recipients of support from a segment of the population increasingly 

dissatisfied with mainstream parties. 
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Chapter 5: Mainstream and far right positioning over the Great Recession  

The previous chapters suggest a deepening rather than a broadening of far right 

electorates between 2009 and 2014. That is, as far right parties generally increased their vote 

share during this period, they did so by courting voters who looked sociodemographically similar 

to voters they already had. Similarly, rightist economic positions predicted far right support 

across the board by 2014, no longer varying by class or level of formal education. In this last 

empirical chapter, I turn to the parties themselves. The microfoundations of far right success 

described in the previous chapters are predicated on strategic decisions made by mainstream 

parties and by far right parties themselves.  That is, the macro-political and economic factors 

associated with the rise of far right parties and the microlevel characteristics of voters that 

constitute the ‘demand side’ of far right support are mediated by meso-level ‘supply side’ 

strategies of mainstream and extreme parties. Having uncovered changes in voter attitudes and 

sociodemographics associated with far right support, this chapter asks how parties have 

responded to the political and economic climate in Western Europe.73 In this chapter, I examine 

the extent to which far right parties have changed their economic positions, both within the party 

family itself, but also with respect to the positions of other parties in their party systems.  

The exchange between voters and political parties is elemental to representative 

democratic governance (Powell 2004; Sartori 1968). It is therefore unsurprising that 

macropolitical phenomena on the scale of the Great Recession might have facilitated—or 

necessitated—changes to party strategy and voting behavior. This is the case to the extent that 

Europhilic mainstream parties shoulder a great deal of the blame in the minds of voters—

evidenced by the considerable turnover in governing coalitions between 2009 and 2014 (Dalton 

                                                 
73 These data are cross-sectional, so it is difficult if not impossible to assess if far right parties are responding to their 
voter base, or vice versa. 
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2016, p. 525; Thomassen 2005, p. 17). Similarly, far right parties that have historically 

capitalized on the perceived failure of the political mainstream should be in a position to benefit 

from the same political fallout (Kriesi 2012; Williams 2010).   

However, the mechanisms facilitating the success of mainstream opposition parties 

versus the largely oppositional far right are different. Whereas mainstream oppositional parties 

are more readily considered credible alternatives to mainstream governing parties (Van der 

Wardt 2015), far right parties do not regularly participate in government and it is not clear that is 

their goal.  Mainstream parties are likely to capitalize on the negative retrospective evaluations 

of mainstream parties, whereas far right parties mobilize an electorate of ‘left behind’ voters that 

is almost anachronistically structured by social situation and identity. Indeed, the ‘mainstream’ 

and ‘extreme’ labels in part reflect this strategy. The electoral appeal of mainstream parties is 

maximized by their courtship of the median voter (Downs 1957; Iversen 1994; Arnold et al. 

2012). As in Chapter 2, after the education revolution, the so-called ‘new middle class’ became 

the largest voting bloc in post-industrial polities (Kitschelt 1994; Kriesi 1998; Stubager 2010). 

Thus, centripetalism was eminently rational for the vote maximizing party. The post-industrial 

distribution of voters benefited parties in the ideological center, and center parties are advantaged 

in coalition formation (Ezrow 2005). Indeed, ideological distinctiveness can be a liability to a 

catchall party: It was better to be all things to all voters.  

As suggested by their electorates, far right parties represent a different kind of opposition. 

As mainstream parties converge, they may lose appeal to some peripheral voters (Spoon and 

Kluever 2016). That is, incentives for marginal voters to participate electorally are positively 

correlated with the ideological distance between mainstream parties in recent Western European 
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elections (Thomassen 2005, p. 19).74 Consequently, it serves the interests of small parties to 

stake out ideologically distinct positions relative to their closest mainstream competitor (Spoon 

2011). This strategy seems to better describe far right parties, who have historically emphasized 

their distinctiveness on cultural issues, by framing political debates as along a single dimension, 

pitting themselves against the entire political class (Rydgren 2013).  

This is consistent with far right parties’ mobilization against immigration and the EU 

given the purported ‘conspiracy of silence’ surrounding mainstream party positions on those 

issues (Bale 2003).75 Far right parties have been integral in framing immigration as a question of 

national identity in West European democracies (Schain 2006), and there is evidence to suggest a 

similar cultural dimension of party competition structures debates about European integration 

(Hooghe et al. 2002). Mainstream party convergence on this cultural dimension—the conspiracy 

of silence—created a vacuum on the political fringes that was be exploited by far right parties.  

 Conversely, the economic profiles of far right parties have been historically ambiguous 

and even deliberately obfuscated (De Lange 2007; Ivarsflaten 2005; Rovny 2013). In this 

chapter, I argue that given the sociodemographic structure to far right electorates (Chapter 3), 

and the increased predictive power of economic issues on far right party support in the aftermath 

of the Great Recession (Chapter 4), it is implausible that (or at least worth examining whether) 

far right parties continued success post-crises can be explained without regard for their economic 

                                                 
74 This obviously simplifies a more complex process contingent on electoral rules, number of parties and their 
ideological placement, as well as seemingly the age of the party system (see Kaminski 2001). There is additional 
evidence that increasing the effective number of electoral parties depresses voting among the less educated (Gallego 
2009); and reduces the extent to which incumbents can be held accountable both because more parties generally 
increases the likelihood of coalition government—thereby blurring lines of accountability—and because voters have 
more ‘credible’ opposition parties from which to choose (Adams et al. 2006; Kriesi et al. 2008). 
75 There is additional evidence that parties advocating extreme positions retain their voters more effectively (Spoon 
and Kluever 2016), and that niche party voters are more likely than mainstream party voters to update their Left-
Right placement in response to niche party Left-Right shifts (Adams et al. 2012). This is consistent with previous 
chapters’ findings that indicated far right parties do not seem to be losing support, even as the grievances expressed 
by their supporters changed. 
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platforms. I have argued elsewhere that far right parties’ ideological distinctiveness and 

definitive sociodemographic roots make far right parties somewhat of an anachronism. In this 

chapter I consider how far right parties strategically maintained the mantle of the ‘left behind.’ I 

contend that by 2014, it was to far right parties benefit to stake out ideologically distinct 

positions on an economic dimension, and this strategy is germane to their post-crisis success.   

Like the previous chapters, this chapter uses voter-level data corresponding to the 2009 

and 2014 European elections available from the European Election Study. I supplement these 

data with party-level data from Voter Advice Applications corresponding to the same elections, 

and expert evaluations on issue salience available from the Chapel Hill Expert Survey, 2010-

2014 (Bakker et al. 2015; Polk et al. 2017). The remainder of the chapter proceeds in four parts. 

First, I present the argument for expecting far right parties to adjust their economic programs in 

the climate of the Great Recession, with reference to far right party populism, Euroskepticism, 

and generally hierarchical leadership structure.  Second, I introduce the VAA data and use it to 

examine far right party positions between 2009 and 2014 on economic and cultural dimensions, 

both at the aggregate level of ‘party family’ and within each of the eight cases under 

consideration (Table 1.2). Next, I develop a series of multilevel models combining party 

characteristics with characteristics of voters familiar from the previous chapters. The first set of 

models takes into account the distance of a far right party within its system from the weighted 

average of other parties calculated from VAA data. The next set uses CHES and VAA data to 

consider the salience and rightward movement of far right parties on economic issues. I find that 

distance to the right, salience, and rightward movement on economic issues all positively predict 

the probability of far right voting. I conclude with a discussion of the findings, exploring 

implications for citizens, parties, and party systems.   
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Far right party strategy 

Far right parties themselves play a key role in the interplay between societal 

developments and voter preference. Far right parties are seemingly the most likely remaining 

vehicles for self-identified working class or less educated voters for participation in electoral 

politics, given the trends discussed in previous chapters.76  This is especially plausible in the 

context of recent research from the US and Europe suggesting political parties are generally 

unresponsive to this type of voter (Hacker and Pierson 2010; Heath 2015).77 Far right parties’ 

ideological distinctiveness on sociocultural issues historically promoted their success among this 

demographic group (Betz 2003), and for less sophisticated voters, ideological distinctiveness 

facilitates choice (Gallego 2009). That is, far right parties are functionally differentiable from 

mainstream parties on issues like immigration and European integration in ways that matter for 

their core constituencies. Moreover, far right parties pursue ideological differentiation actively, 

explicitly mobilizing against political elites and mainstream party cartels (Akkerman et al. 2014; 

Bornschier and Kreisi 2013).78 With respect to actual issue positions, far right parties are also 

especially worth considering in this context because their hierarchical party organization 

facilitates maneuverability corresponding to changes in issue salience and the actions of other 

parties (Bornschier 2010; Williams 2010).  

                                                 
76 This group is potentially akin to Dalton’s (1984) apoliticals. 
77 Income is a problematic predictor in far right research, but this is true with respect to education level and 
occupation. Low wages themselves are not thought to stimulate far right support, given the importance of perceived 
rather than actual declined status (Rydgren 2013).   
78 Whether far right electorates are more properly understood as abandoned by the center right or the center left is 
subject to some debate. Chapter 2 indicates clearly that the occupational profile and class identity of far right party 
voters resembles the profile of Old Left voters. However, Ignazi (2003) suggests that immigration was first 
mobilized against by center right parties, whose subsequent centripetalism afforded far right parties a point of entry 
into Europe’s closed political systems. Chapter 3 in this project does not indicate either center right or center left 
parties disproportionately losing voters to far right populists, over the relatively brief period (2009-2014) under 
analysis.   
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That far right parties exploit available space on the political fringe comports with another 

aspect of their strategy, namely the ability to ‘speak in grander terms’ than their mainstream 

competitors (Betz and Meret 2009). Unlike mainstream parties—liberals, conservatives, 

Christian and social democrats—far right parties have not pursued the prevailing strategy of 

converging on the ideological center. As above, this reflects their mobilization of ‘left behind’ 

voters who are themselves not likely located in the ideological center. This strategy is also 

explicable if far right parties do not have any particular interest in joining governments, and 

indeed, the party family’s vote share has declined in elections immediately preceding such 

participation (e.g., Austria’s FPÖ, the Netherlands’ LPF). Far right parties are moreover 

remarkable for maintaining an anti-establishment strategy even when in or supporting coalitions 

(Ignazi 2003). To wit, if far right parties did not want to sit in coalition, their strategy should 

look about the same as the one they employ.  

Rather than centripetalism, the far right has mobilized on issues un- or under-addressed 

by mainstream parties, and away from issues successfully handled by these parties (Williams 

2010). These issues are largely filtered through their nativist, populist Weltanschauung 

(Williams 2006), such that instead of hopping around the competitive party space, they become 

entrenched and deepen their support among their core supporters. This component of far right 

party rhetoric is a constituent element of their populist strategy and ideology, which is another 

durable characterization of the party family (McGann and Kitschelt 2005). Far right populism 

distills diffuse antipathies into concrete arguments, mobilizes through anger, forces mainstream 

parties to respond and thereby makes decisions easier for far right parties’ generally less 

sophisticated voters. ‘Populism’ is an especially useful idea for characterizing their negotiation 

of the competitive party space in the aftermath of the Great Recession, which is also consistent 
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with the economic voting discussion in the previous chapter, to the extent far right parties 

mobilized against political elites during the economic downturn, purporting instead to represent 

virtues of the common man (and, indeed, it is most often a man). While economic voting 

scholarship typically assesses whether voters will support incumbents or oppositional parties 

under certain economic conditions, economic crises at the EU-level might be seen as an 

indictment on the entire Europhilic mainstream.  

In Chapter 2, I discussed two characterizations of far right party populism, one strategic 

and one ideological. The ideological conception of populism—appeals to a virtuous and 

homogenous in-group’s moral rectitude against a given out-group (Akkerman et al. 2014; 

Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008)—is partially accounted for by the enduring ‘anti-attitudes’ and 

working class identity discussed in the previous chapters. While grouping has historically been 

rendered in cultural terms, there is no reason that must be true in perpetuity (Derks 2006). The 

other component of far right party populism, more germane to the analyses below, is the party 

family’s ability to negotiate the competitive party space in response to the successes and failures 

of mainstream parties.  Far right party populism in this sense is facilitated by the comparative 

‘strategic flexibility’ of the party family (Bornschier 2010), and the idea that they are rarely 

called on to form coalition, and thus compromise ideological purity or deliver substantive 

political outcomes.  

The ideological and strategic components of far right populism are reconcilable in service 

both characterizations. The strategic component vastly overstates the availability of new 

sociodemographic groups to far right party machinations, sidestepping the social bases of that 

support (e.g., Albertazzi and McDonnel 2008). Conversely, an unqualified characterization of far 

right parties as ‘ideologically populist’ eschews the strategic flexibility these parties enjoy 
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relative to their mainstream (and new left) counterparts. The two concepts are unified in the 

channeling of new issues through the anti-immigrant worldview of far right parties (Williams 

2006), as well as the party family’s willful resistance to the centripetalism endemic to other party 

families, seemingly including the Greens (Bale 2003; Dalton 2009; Dolezal 2010; Brunstetter 

and Brunstetter 2011). That is, far right parties incorporate new issues into their existing 

paradigm against mainstream elites in immigrant out-groups, thereby retaining their core voters 

and deepening support among those sociodemographic groups.  

Thus, I argue that while far right parties have framed immigration and European 

integration as sociocultural issues and mobilized voters based on those concerns rather than 

concerns related to the economy historically, there are incentives for far right parties to 

incorporate economic messages given the impression of mainstream party failure during the 

Great Recession. Moreover, the hierarchical organization of far right parties and the strategic 

flexibility characteristic of their populism enabled the far right to effectively adapt to this 

environment.  

 

Historical evidence of far right repositioning 

There is historical evidence of the far right strategically maneuvering the party space, 

emphasizing or deemphasizing particular issues as they secured and retained their core 

constituencies.  Far right parties stoke diffuse popular antipathies native to post-industrial society 

by associating those misgivings with issues like immigration, European integration, or elite 

indifference (Derks 2006; Hooghe et al. 2002; Ignazi 2003). 79  

                                                 
79 Ignazi (2003) refers to an extreme right ‘mentality,’ if not an ideology proper, that is susceptible to far right 
machinations (p.197).  
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For instance, Kitschelt’s (1995) seminal text on far right parties suggests right economic 

preferences combined with sociocultural authoritarianism to be the ‘winning formula’ for 

successful far right parties, although later recognizes the formula’s contingency (De Lange 2007; 

Kitschelt 2007).  The market liberal dimension is integral as it coincides with the available 

electorate for a post-industrial far right party, as voters with certain occupational profiles, whose 

industries are threatened by international competition, are overrepresented in the ‘new radical 

right’ electorate and were attracted to neoliberalism such that their industries remained 

competitive. Thus, economic globalization that reoriented the political space, making ‘right-

authoritarianism’ a viable package for far right parties. Kitschelt goes on to speculate that far 

right voters might be more extreme in their support for market liberalism than for they are 

socioculturally authoritarian, given that, by definition, authoritarianism entails deference to 

traditional political structures, and the new radical right is, again by definition, ‘new’ (Kitschelt 

and McGann 1995).  

More recent literature has questioned far right parties’ market liberal commitments (e.g., 

Mudde 2007), suggesting either far right parties shed them from their platforms or market liberal 

commitments were illusory from the start.  Moderating their economic platforms purportedly 

allowed far right parties’ sociocultural authoritarianism to appeal to both blue-collar workers and 

the petit bourgeoisie—voters who are divided rather than unified by the economic dimension 

(Ivarsflaten 2005; Kitschelt 2007).80 That is, while center right and liberal parties soaked up 

many of the market liberal voters, social conservatism was ceded to the far right party family. 

Far right parties distinguished themselves from their closest competitors in this respect, but also 

                                                 
80  De Lange (2007) indicates that the typologies presented by Kitschelt conflate libertarianism and anti-
establishment populism, which coupled with instrumental moderating of economic platforms, necessitates revision.  
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expressed equivocal economic commitments, consistent with their apparently centrist position 

and consistent with the discussion above (Ivarsflaten 2008).  

Leftward economic movement and strategic obfuscation of far right parties’ economic 

positions reflect the ‘proletarianization’ of far right electorates. As in previous chapters, 

contemporary far right parties developed from various idiosyncratic movements and leaders, 

ultimately gravitating toward a nascent political cleavage largely structured by the ‘education 

revolution’ once they realized a toehold in parliaments and party systems. Citing the German 

NPD as an example, Betz (2003, p. 80) finds that far right parties’ market liberal leanings have 

gone by the proverbial wayside because extreme right parties never legitimately committed to 

such a program, but instead saw such rhetoric as a way to crack into apparently closed party 

systems. Similarly, Westin (2003) finds the Danish People’s Party (DF) also transitioned toward 

an anti-immigration and xenophobic platform from one attacking the public sector in the late 

1970s. 

Indeed, the far right stake in West European political systems is best characterized by 

their positions on immigration, and their ownership of that issue. Indeed, immigration has been 

shown to be the grievance most effectively mobilized by the extreme right (Ivarsflaten 2008). 

However, even on immigration, Betz (2003) notes that while some far right parties in the early 

1990s focused on labor immigration, later in the decade immigration was primarily discussed in 

terms of national identity and Western values (Schain 2006; cf. Williams 2010) to unite blue and 

white collar voters in support of far right parties (Ivarsflaten 2005). For example, in France, 

immigrants have been mobilized against as labor migrants, then Arabs, and later Muslims, 

corresponding to transient popular antipathies (Brown 2006; Giry 2006, p. 91). Thus the 

‘omnibus’ issue of immigration (Williams 2006), consistent with ideological characterizations of 
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populist in-groups and out-groups, has been rotated and reconfigured to first charm and then 

insulate the far right’s core voters.  

In brief, far right parties’ populist ideological commitment and ability to capitalize on 

mainstream party failure  (Williams 2010), suggest the potential for continued viability after the 

Great Recession, despite historic investment in predominantly noneconomic issues (Ivarsflaten 

2005; Schain 2006; Mudde 2007). I suggest they realize this potential by incorporating newly 

salient issues into their anti-immigrant frame, deepening their support among less educated and 

working class voters, thereby isolating the so-called ‘left behind’ from the rest of the party 

system. In what follows, I examine far right positions on the redistributive conflict (i.e., 

economic left-right) before proceeding to a multilevel analysis in which far right party and far 

right party voter characteristics are considered.  

I have suggested that far right parties are likely to take steps to distinguish themselves 

from mainstream parties on an economic dimension as Europe’s economic crises wore on, 

consistent with their previous negotiation of the party space when mainstream party failure is 

perceived (Williams 2010). Movement of far right parties might take three forms. First, far right 

parties might move en masse to the right of the political spectrum. This would be consistent with 

the findings regarding voter attitudes in the previous chapter, as well as partially consistent 

Kitschelt’s (1995) original winning formula.81 Moreover, because far right parties coalesce with 

or support center right governments (conservatives and conservative liberals), there is reason to 

believe their programs might reflect those sympathies.  Economic right positions also have 

various commonsensical elements (Blyth 2015), that might appeal to far right voters, whereas the 

same ideological clarity is absent on the political (center) left (Cramme et al. 2013). Similarly, 

political dissatisfaction with opaque and institutions of the welfare state might produce or mimic 
                                                 
81 But, see Discussion and Conclusion in previous chapter. 
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rightist economic attitudes (see Derks 2006). Finally, the specter of immigrants receiving welfare 

benefits might lend itself to rightist economic appeals.  

H1A: Between 2009 and 2014, far right parties will move from centrist economic 
positions to rightist ones. 
 
A second option that far right parties might move to the left is also reasonable on its face. 

In terms of their occupational profile and class identity, far right party voters look very much like 

voters who historically supported the Old Left. Chapter 3 suggests that far right electorates are 

composed of a greater percent of working class identifiers than both center and radical left 

parties, and that far right parties continue to make inroads among those types of voters. The—

largely justifiable—precariousness felt by the less educated and working class could reasonably 

stimulate support for redistribution (Rydgren 2013), especially in the climate of economic 

restructuring, and Kitschelt’s (1995) original conditions for ‘new radical right’ success also 

suggested a severe economic crises could open the door for economically leftist and socially 

conservative variants of the party family (see also Van der Brug et al. 2009).  Far right parties 

have also advocated protectionist policies in the past (Oesch 2008). 

H1B: Between 2009 and 2014, far right parties will move from centrist economic 
positions to leftist ones. 
 
It is also possible that far right parties historically equivocal economic platforms persist. 

Although the party family displays a great deal of unity in policy positions (Ennser 2012), 

especially relative to liberal parties, there is also reason to believe the actual position of far right 

parties makes less of a difference than the distance between them and their competitors 

(Williams 2010).  Especially in Western Europe’s (mostly) multiparty systems, it is reasonable to 

expect considerable polarization around salient economic issues (e.g., Downs 1957). Moreover, 

because far right parties are mostly unburdened by the responsibility of government, they retain 
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their ability to speak in grander (and more extreme) terms than their opposition. Thus, far right 

populism might compel idiosyncratic programmatic responses to the crisis, wherein far right 

parties adjust only to what other parties in their system do, rather than ideologically realign to the 

positions above.  

H1C: Between 2009 and 2014, far right parties will change positions to keep their 
distance from mainstream parties on economic questions, but the directions will vary 
cross-nationally. 
 
Finally, it is possible that far right parties simply stay put. This is a functional null 

hypothesis, and somewhat unlikely given the voter realignments discussed in the previous 

chapter. However, even over the course of Europe’s economic crises, party systems have been 

remarkably durable (Dalton 2016).  While far right parties are more flexible than most 

mainstream parties (Rovny 2013), it is possible that the durability of dimensions of party 

competition in Western Europe will mean it is most rational for far right parties to remain 

ambiguous in their economic preferences (Ivarsflaten 2005).  

H1D: Far right parties will not significantly alter their economic platforms between 2009 
and 2014. 

 
Data Methods  

 

 In addition to the European Election Study data from the previous two chapters, this 

chapter uses data from Voter Advice Applications corresponding to the 2009 and 2014 elections 

to the European Parliament developed and fielded by the European University Institute (e.g., 

Garzia et al. 2015; Trechsel and Mair 2011). Voter Advice Applications (VAAs) are constructed 

using coders’ assessments of 30 party positions relevant to national and European elections, 17 

of which are repeated in 2009 and 2014. Coders are asked to place parties on a five-point Likert 

scale using a hierarchy of relevant candidate statements, interviews, party manifestos, and other 
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secondary sources.82 Parties were also given the opportunity to ‘self-place’, and were asked to 

clarify when discrepancies emerged between their declared position and the regional experts’ 

evaluations. Prospective European voters were able to fill out an identical survey indicating their 

political positions on the same set of issues, and were matched with parties corresponding to 

their preferences. 83  This information is synthesized into a 1-5 Likert scale representating a 

party’s position on a given issue.  For analyses in this chapter I supplement EES with the party 

position data from the VAA. These data are also collected to coincide with European elections, 

such that they are readily considered alongside EES. I use nine of the 17 repeated questions, 

which correspond to the economic and cultural dimensions constitutive of West European party 

systems.  

 Three central questions can be tackled using these data. First, although these data are 

cross-sectional, we can examine far right parties’ economic positions across waves to consider 

the extent they have clarified and converged around a dimension of party competition defined by 

economic and cultural party positions and a socio-structurally defined electoral base. Second, the 

positions of individual parties can be considered relative to the average position within their 

party system.  Finally, VAA data can be included alongside EES data in multilevel regression 

analysis to summarize the extent to which far right economic positions (i.e., the consolidation of 

far right economic positions around a dimension of political competition) impact the probability 

of far right voting.  

 Each of these undertakings requires translating the individual positions in the VAAs into 

scales, approximating the subdimensions of party competition. As above, comparative politics 

                                                 
82 These datasets and codebooks are publically available at the GESIS data archive (dbk.gesis.org, study numbers 
ZA5970 (2014 data) and ZA5801 (2009 data)). Questions included in this analysis are presented below in the main 
text. 
83 Although VAA voter data is also available, I continue to use EES, which is a better representative dataset (rather 
than opt-in VAA data). 
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has long considered there to be two dominant dimensions of party competition in Western 

Europe: an economic dimension, and a cultural dimension. In what follows, I consider the three 

questions associated with redistributive conflict (or some other reproduction of economic left-

right) asked in both waves of the VAA. Cultural positions are accessed using six issues asked in 

each wave, with three questions each corresponding to New Left and New Right positions.84 

Confirmatory factor analyses support the construction of these scales. The items in the scales are 

as follows:85 

 
Economic Scale (2014: r= 0.74, 
Cronbach’s α =0.85; 2009: r 
=0.87, Cronbach’s α=.092) 

1. Social programmes should be 
maintained even at the cost of higher 
taxes. 

2. Government spending should be reduced 
in order to lower taxes. 

3. Government should reduce worker 
protections to fight unemployment. 

Cultural Scale (2014: r=0.78, 
Cronbach’s α=0.88; 2009: r=0.64, 
Cronbach’s α= 0.78)  

1. Immigration should be made more 
restrictive. 

2. Immigrants from outside of Europe 
should be required to accept our culture 
and values. 

3. The legalization of same-sex marriage is 
a good thing. 

4. Criminals should be punished more 
severely 

5. The legalization of the personal use of 
soft drugs is to be welcomed 

6. Renewable sources of energy (e.g., solar 
or wind energy) should be supported 
even if it means higher taxes.   

  
These items are averaged into five point scales, where low numbers are associated with leftist 

economic attitudes and sociocultural liberalism, and high numbers rightist economic positions 

                                                 
84 These cultural items are more similar to ‘position’ issues, so constructing the scale requires the inclusion of more 
individual items. Economic issues are often considered ‘valence’ issues, in that everyone seemingly wants a ‘good’ 
economy, but disagree on the particular means. 
85 Far right parties stake out distinctly conservative positions on most of these cultural issues, not only immigration, 
although immigration may be more salient for the party family. 



  

 134

and sociocultural conservatism. That is, two five-point scales are constructed, one the average of 

economic positions, the other the average cultural position. I then center these scales at zero, 

such that positive numbers indicate position on the right and negative numbers on the left.  

 I consider the distribution of party families in Western Europe based on these two 

dimensions. Party families are constructed using European parliamentary groups, with a few 

exceptions: the UK’s Conservative party is considered alongside other countries Christian 

Democratic and Conservative parties, despite sitting with the ECR rather than EPP.86 Second, the 

Liberal parties are split up into two groups, the social liberals (e.g., D66, Liberal Democrats) and 

conservative liberals (e.g., Dutch VVD, Danish Venstre), given the considerable disunity in the 

party family (Ennser 2012). Finally, because far right parties are somewhat unique in not 

forming a cohesive transnational alliance, they are grouped together largely based on extant 

classifications (e.g., Mudde 2007), albeit with the modifications outlined in Chapter 1.  

Figure 1 displays the party family positions in 2009 and 2014. A few patterns are 

immediately evident. First, Labor and Social Democratic and Conservative and Christian 

Democratic parties positions are the most stable, even if there is slight rightward movement in 

each family. This is consistent with expectations for old, mainstream parties. Second, there 

seems to be movement within the liberal party family, as social liberals became more 

socioculturally progressive and economically leftist over the five-year period, whereas the 

rightist economic positions of conservative liberals were clarified. Finally, although there is not a 

great deal of movement on the cultural dimension for far right parties, there is movement on the 

economic dimension consistent with the findings in the previous chapter. Indeed, after the ‘right-

liberals’, far right parties are the most economically conservative party family in 2014. This is 

consistent with the notion that far right parties are able to take more extreme positions because 
                                                 
86 At the time of this writing, Tories can still be found in the European Parliament.  
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they do not govern. The increased predictive power of rightist economic positions in predicting 

far right support is sketched in the previous chapter. Given this finding, it was reasonable to 

expect conservative positions on taxes and redistribution to be more present in VAA evaluations 

of extreme right parties in 2014 relative to 2009.   

 Figure 1 might also suggest why the political right has been more successful than the 

political left in the aftermath of the Great Recession (e.g., Cramme et al. 2013). Whereas only 

two party families compete in quadrant one, there are four families represented in quadrant three 



  

 136

in 2014.87  Finally, Figure 1 also suggests considerable durability to the party systems of Western 

Europe. Even though some change is evident, the relative positioning of the parties does not 

change all that much. Far right parties move economically to the right of Christian 

Democrats/Conservatives, and social liberals move to the economic left of Social Democrats, but 

the overall dimension of party competition remains stable, if more polarized.  

The bird’s eye view presented in Figure 1 yields some insight, at least eliminating the 

possibility that the far right has moved en masse to the economic left. Figures 2 and 3 aim to 

provide a more granular analysis of how far right parties behave within their respective party 

systems. If the salience of economic issues also compelled far right parties to stake out more 

definite positions, this should be reflected in the positioning of far right parties relative to their 

competitors. Similarly, there is little reason to suspect far right cultural positions will have 

moderated; however, it is possible that other parties have moved in the direction of the far right 

on the latter dimension as far right issues like immigration achieved greater salience. 

Figure 2 compares far right party positions with the weighted mean position of the party 

system (excluding the far right party) on cultural issues. Figure 3 does the same for economic 

issues. Weighted means were calculated for parties receiving more than 5% of the vote in the 

European election to which the VAA and EES waves corresponded.88 

                                                 
87 The implosion of the Dutch PvdA party in March 2017, and concomitant gains by the Greens, socialists, and 
social liberals is consistent with this observation. 
88The weighted mean position takes into account party strength, and is therefore not biased by the presence of small 
extreme parties. Weighted party system positions are calculated from following equation:  Weighted System 

Positioni = Σ(Party vote sharei*Party Positioni)/ Σ(Party vote sharei)  



  

 137

 

          

 



  

 138

Figure 2 reveals a durable gap on the cultural dimension between far right parties and 

their competitors, and no real movement of party systems in a rightist direction. Because far right 

parties have endured on the cultural extremes for decades, this is not especially surprising: If far 

right parties had dragged their systems to the right, it likely happened before 2009. Similarly, 

although it is small when compared to the far right, increases by the radical left are a 

countervailing factor.89  

Figure 3 presents a more complicated picture.  Far right economic positions can be 

considered with respect to their distance from mainstream parties, their change over time, and 

their position. Far right parties maintain a distance from their competitors of one or more on the 

five-point scale five of eight countries in both waves (although not the same countries). 

However, in 2014, these are also the five most successful far right parties.90 Change over time 

presents a somewhat clearer picture. The only party with considerable leftward movement is the 

Sweden Democrats.  The Dutch PVV moved slightly leftward as well after their opposition to an 

austerity program initiated by the liberal VVD in April 2012. The position of far right parties on 

economic issues independent of other parties is also noteworthy. The only far right party located 

on the economic left is the Danish DF.91 The True Finns (PS) are coded as neutral after a two-

                                                 
89 Figures 2 and 3 do not measure polarization.  
90 In Figures 2 and 3 the positions of countries with multiple far right parties are averaged using the same equation 
from footnote 13. In 2009, this means the BNP and UKIP are both considered with in the UK’s row, and the BZÖ 
and FPÖ are both considered in Austria’s. In 2014, the BZÖ received only 0.47% of the vote and is excluded 
(although the results would not substantively change if it were included, given its low share). The BNP is included 
in 2014 as well. If the BNP and UKIP are considered separately, the economically more centrist BNP does 
considerably worse. This is not a causal argument, but consistent with the discussion.  In 2009, three of the five most 
successful far right parties have a distance exceeding one.  
91 The history of the DF and current Danish political climate provide some history on the apparently idiosyncratic 
economic profile of this party. The DF was formed from a split with the socially conservative, but also staunchly 
anti-tax Progress Party. As such, it was necessary to differentiate itself from the Progress Party’s economically 
rightist platform.  Additionally, unlike most other parties in the far right party family, the Danish DF has some 
considerable experience providing parliamentary support for center-right coalitions from 2001-2011, and again since 
2015. The Venstre and Conservative People’s Party in Denmark are well on the right both socioculturally and 
economically, such that the DF again might maintain a ‘welfare chauvinist’ platform to differentiate itself from the 
coalition parties it often supports.  The DF also sits alongside the UK’s Conservative Party and other economically 
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point move away from the leftist pole over the five-year period, and the French FN is coded as 

economically rightist after crossing from an indistinguishable and somewhat leftist position in 

2009.  

In summary, far right parties in Western Europe remain culturally distinct, and there is 

some tentative evidence that (at least successful) far right parties are beginning to differentiate 

themselves on economic questions as well. The party family is largely located on the economic 

right, and generally trended in that direction between 2009 and 2014. Only the Danish People’s 

Party remains on the left side of the economic divide according to expert assessments, and there 

are several factors which might explain that finding (footnote 16). Thus, the average economic 

position for the far right party family was 3.45 out of 5 in 2009, and 3.85 out of 5 in 2014, where 

high numbers are conservative. Moreover, the standard deviation fell from 1.4 to 1.1 over the 

period, potentially indicating convergence of the party family on rightist economic positions. 

This can also be interpreted as convergence of economic and immigration issue positions, as 

economic programs became more rightist and party positions on immigration remained so.92  

As such, there is some evidence of far right parties’ positions on economics and 

immigration are converging around economic and cultural conservatism. This seemingly testifies 

to the stability of economic ‘left-right’ as an overriding dimension of party competition in West 

                                                                                                                                                             
right-of-center parties in the ECR parliamentary group, perhaps implying they do not cling to their far-left economic 
platform especially tightly. Moreover, they are the only far right party in my sample to sit in the ‘mainstream’ ECR, 
while the others sit in Marine Le Pen’s newly formed Europe of Nations and Freedom group, Nigel Farage’s Europe 
of Freedom and Direct Democracy, or are otherwise non-inscrits.  Lastly, and perhaps most interestingly, a new far 
right party has formed in Denmark in advance of the countries 2019 national and European elections. Nye Borgelige 
explicitly differentiates itself from the DF on economic grounds, courts the same voters, and criticizes the DF as too 
accommodating on immigration (Panagiotopolous 2017).  
92 In the EES, economic attitudes are measured on an 11-point scale in 2014, and a 5-point scale in 2009. Although 
these variables can be rescaled for regression analysis, or interpreted via standardized betas, this makes a direct 
comparison of means difficult, and potentially misleading. However, when comparing far right voters to other voters 
in each wave, far right voters are nearly indistinguishable to other parties’ voters, whereas far right voters are 10% 
more rightist the mean for other voters, and conservative views on redistribution are significantly predictive of far 
right support in 2014 (Chapter 4, and below).  The comparatively moderate—though still rightward moving—
attitudes of far right party voters is consistent with literature suggesting that extremist parties are likely to stake out 
more exaggerated positions than their voters (Adams et al. 2005). 
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European democracies (also Figure 1), and one in which new issues are readily integrated as they 

achieve salience. That far right parties have positioned themselves at the rightist dimension of 

this conflict warrants a bit of discussion, but is unsurprising for a host of reasons discussed above 

in justification for H1A, and with evidence from the previous chapter. While far right parties are 

rarely included in government, they support or participate in right-of-center coalitions when they 

do participate (Bale 2003). Moreover, the ‘third way’ trajectory of New Labor is an important 

feature of the of the political opportunity structures that allowed far right parties to emerge, and 

dissatisfaction and disillusion with leftist economics has risen among the sociodemographic 

groups most supportive of the far right (Art 2011). As center left parties moved to the economic 

center and incorporated New Left cultural values, the sociodemographic profile associated with 

the Old Left became not only dissatisfied with the parties, but with redistributive policies 

themselves. These anti-establishment attitudes foment distrust of the complex and opaque 

welfare state and might mimic right economic attitudes (Derks 2006), even absent a principled 

opposition to state intervention in the economy.  Finally and relatedly, rightist economic appeals 

participate in the accessible ideological simplicity associated with far right populism to a greater 

extent than the comparatively ideologically bereft center left (Cramme et al. 2013).  

However, this project has not only argued that the left-right understanding of party 

competition in Western Europe is stable, or that far right parties are strategic actors identifying 

and amplifying transient popular antipathies native to postindustrialism, which are especially at 

play in the aftermath of the Great Recession. The previous chapters also suggest far right parties 

are participating in politics with a well defined socio-structural base of support, different from 

and almost anachronistic with respect to other party families in Western Europe.  This means that 

in addition to the movement of far right parties on an economic described above, these parties 
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should be moving to reflect (or influence) the interests of the less educated and working class 

voters shown in Chapter 3 to be their core constituents, and in Chapter 4 to be expressing rightist 

economic attitudes correlated with their far right support. In order to consider characteristics of 

far right parties alongside characteristics of their voters, I fit a set of multilevel models.  

 

Multilevel analysis  

The multilevel analysis combines data about party positions from the VAAs above with 

the 2009 and 2014 waves of the EES used in previous chapters. Together, I am including eight 

countries, ten far right parties, and approximately 7000 individual voters (see Tables 1 and 2 

below). I use the same sociodemographic variables present in the previous chapters (see previous 

appendices for question wording), with contextual effects from the VAA, as well as controls for 

unemployment, percent foreign born, far right vote share in the previous election, and the 

presence of a left government. The multilevel models also include a random effect for region, 

given important regional variation in far right support (Fitzgerald and Lawrence 2011). The main 

dependent variable is the 11-point PTV indicating a respondent’s self-declared probability of 

voting for a far right party in the future. Again, the 11-point scale has the advantage of being an 

attitude collected at the same time as the attitudes that function as independent variables, rather 

than being a recollected vote (see Lucassen and Lubbers 2012), being better able to capture real 

preferences about parties rather than questions constrained to choice, and not underreporting 

potential support for small parties (Van Eijk et al. 2006).93  

                                                 
93  Constructing models to predict recollected vote is not necessarily invalid, or even undesirable given data 
limitations, but it is logically unsound to the extent that attitudes collected at the time of the survey are used to 
‘predict’ some behavior that happened in the past.  Moreover, this asynchrony allows the possibility that a 
respondent’s attitude might have changed in the time between casting a ballot and participating in the survey. 
Notwithstanding, using the dichotomous measures of recalled or anticipated vote does not yield substantively 
different results.  
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 There are three main explanatory variables at the individual level: class identity, 

education level, and attitudes toward redistribution of wealth.94 This is the same measure used in 

the previous chapter. Attitudes toward wealth redistribution closely mirror the dimension of 

party competition structured by class conflict (Lipset and Rokkan 1967), and is thus a promising 

operationalization of economic left-right. The first two measures are dichotomized, where the 

self-identified working class and those who stopped full time education before the age of 19 are 

considered separately.95 Work situation is also included as it is related to class identity, and is—

alongside education—a measurement of social situation and status. I also include a scale 

measuring anti-immigrant attitudes and Euroskepticism, which are strongly associated with far 

right support across Europe. I also include sociodemographic controls measuring church 

membership, union membership, age, and gender.96 Appendices 3A and 4A contain the question 

wording for all of these variables 

This analysis also uses the economic and cultural scales derived from the VAAs 

presented above as contextual level independent variables.  Because far right parties exhibit little 

variation on the cultural dimension, and in many cases (except Denmark) little variation on the 

economic dimension, I include the difference between far right party position and position of the 

weighted average used in Figures 2 and 3.  In the models below, significant positive values 

indicate that far right parties are advantaged by being further to the right of the party system’s 

mean, and negative values indicate the being on the left would be advantageous. Insignificant 

                                                 
94 This is the only question in EES gauging this idea that is asked verbatim across waves. 
95 Another issue that arises in the EES is that class identity is recorded as a five-category measure in 2009, but is 
reduced to three categories in 2014. Following Westlake (2015), I combine self-described ‘lower-middle’ and 
‘working’ class voters into a single category in 2009, whereas no ‘lower-middle’ group exists in 2014. As above, 
there are no substantive changes to the results; moreover, without combining these two categories, the number of 
self-identified working class voters is nearly twice the size in 2014 as in 2009, such that combining these categories 
produces a more similar distribution.  
96 Church Membership is the only variable not drawn directly from EES here. Rather, I created a dichotomous 
measure using questions asking a respondent’s denomination and religious attendance. Christians who attend service 
at least once a month are coded as church members.  
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values mean that far right parties do not increase their PTV by differentiating themselves on the 

dimension in question.  Thus, this measure includes both distance and direction.  

At the contextual level, I also control for the success of a given far right party in the last 

national election immediately preceding the European election for which the surveys were taken. 

Because national vote total is correlated with a host of other factors, including district magnitude, 

effective number of parties, and numerous stochastic campaign and election events, this variable 

is a good control. I also include the change of percent unemployment and percent foreign born 

since the last European election. 97  I include a dichotomous control for presence of a left 

government, insofar as center right parties are located nearest to the far right in the issue space 

(Figure 1), and mainstream oppositional parties are more likely to coopt the messaging of nearby 

niche party competitors (Van der Wardt 2015). Finally, because different scales and question 

wording makes combining datasets undesirable, I fit two cross-sectional models.98 

 Table 5.1 reports the results for two models for each survey year. Model 1 includes only 

individual characteristics. Model 2 introduces the contextual variables including the distance of 

far right parties from the weighted average of the party system. For interpretability of effect size, 

all (non-dichotomous) variables have been rescaled to identical five-point scales.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
97Percent unemployment and percent foreign-born data for 2009 and 2014 come from the World Bank and OECD 
database respectively and plausibly impact both economic and anti-immigrant insecurities.  
98 The results are consistent if fixed effects are used. 
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Table 5.1. Results from multilevel models, 2009-2014 

  Model 1 (individual effects) Model 2 (contextual effects) 

2009 2014 2009 2014 

DV: Far right PTV in next election b se b se b se b se 

Stopped education before age 19 0.34*** (0.08) 0.31*** (0.09) 0.34*** (0.08) 0.31*** (0.09) 

Working Class Identity 0.56*** (0.08) 0.23** (0.09) 0.57*** (0.08) 0.25** (0.09) 

Prof./Tech./Admin. -0.23* (0.11) -0.46*** (0.11) -0.23* (0.11) -0.45*** (0.11) 

Manual Labor 0.34** (0.12) 0.53*** (0.14) 0.34** (0.12) 0.52*** (0.14) 

Student 0.11 (0.19) -0.29 (0.21) 0.1 (0.19) -0.29 (0.21) 

Unemployed 0.22 (0.18) 0.1 (0.17) 0.2 (0.18) 0.11 (0.17) 

Retired -0.17 (0.13) -0.08 (0.12) -0.17 (0.13) -0.08 (0.12) 

Distance from mainstream, economy     
-0.57*** (0.17) 0.56* (0.24) 

Distance from mainstream, culture     
8.55** (2.67) 2.35*** (0.57) 

Attitudes about redistribution -0.10*** (0.03) 0.20*** (0.03) -0.10*** (0.03) 0.20*** (0.03) 

Attitudes on EU integration -0.14*** (0.01) -0.20*** (0.01) -0.14*** (0.01) -0.20*** (0.01) 

Attitudes on immigration -0.57*** (0.03) 0.47*** (0.03) -0.56*** (0.03) 0.47*** (0.03) 

Male 0.21** (0.07) 0.44*** (0.07) 0.21** (0.07) 0.44*** (0.07) 

Age -0.02*** 0.00  -0.02*** 0.00  -0.02*** 0.00  -0.02*** 0.00  

Church Member -0.20* (0.10) -0.20+ (0.11) -0.20* (0.10) -0.22* (0.11) 

Union Member 0.1 (0.08) -0.01 (0.08) 0.09 (0.08) -0.02 (0.08) 

Δ % foreign born  (5 yrs.)     
-2.06* (1.00) 2.08*** (0.47) 

Δ % unemployment (5 yrs.)     
2.77** (0.98) 0.97*** (0.19) 

% vote in last national election     
0.05* (0.02) -0.07** (0.02) 

Left Government     
-2.32^ (1.22) 2.58*** (0.48) 

Constant  6.30*** (0.37) 3.51*** (0.24) -2.2 (2.14) -3.10** (1.08) 

Variance: regions 0.22 (0.17) 0 (0.09) -0.47* (0.19) -0.37*** (0.10) 

Variance: residuals 1.08*** (0.01) 1.12*** (0.01) 1.08*** (0.01) 1.12*** (0.01) 

aic 33611 
 

37958 
 

33600 
 

37923 
 

bic 33727 
 

38075 
 

33756 
 

38082 
 

N 6708   7444   6708   7444   

+ p<0.1,*p<0.5, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
 

 The findings from previous chapters are largely repeated here with the somewhat 

different specification in Model 1. Less educated voters who identify with the working class also 

express greater probability of supporting their countries far right party in the next general 

election. Manual laborers (ref: sales, service, and clerical workers), men, and young people are 

all also overrepresented in far right electorates. Church members are under represented (see 

Arzheimer and Carter 2009), as are professional and technical workers. Again, the most 
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interesting finding is the sign flip for redistributive attitudes, indicating that leftist economic 

positions predicted far right support in 2009, whereas rightist positions predicted support for the 

same set of parties in 2014.99 This finding is present in all models.  

 Model 2 introduces contextual effects. The findings with respect to redistributive 

attitudes at the individual level are supported with party level data.100  Increased distance to the 

economic right increases far right probability in 2014. Being to the economic left actually 

increased support for the far right party family in 2009, but this effect is entirely driven by 

Denmark. If Denmark is excluded economic distance is insignificant. Being to the right 

culturally is positively predictive of far right support in both waves, which makes sense in the 

context of far right parties’ efforts to differentiate themselves from other parties in their systems 

on this dimension.   

 Finally, I build two more models using only the 2014 data. Whereas Models 1 and 2 

measure the distance between far right parties and the average score of their competitors, Models 

3 and 4 concern themselves only with the actions of far right parties. In Model 3, I consider 

whether the salience of ‘economic left-right’ matters for far right party PTV. In model 4, I ask 

whether change in far right party platforms, not just distance from the average party, predicts an 

increased PTV. Model 3 uses data from the Chapel Hill Expert Study, which only asked experts 

to consider the salience of a left-right economic dimension in 2014 (on an 11-point scale, where 

low numbers correspond to low salience). Model 4 continues with the VAA data, subtracting far 

right parties 2009 position from their 2014 position, such that positive numbers indicate 

rightward movement. All of the same contextual and individual-level controls from Models 1 

                                                 
99 The previous chapter also showed considerable disunity in redistributive preferences among far right voters in 
2009, which was largely absent in 2014.  
100 It is noteworthy that far right parties did not generally jump across the political spectrum in embracing economic 
conservatism, but rather moved from neutral positions to more discernable ones (Figure 3)  
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and 2 are included here. In addition, I include a control measuring far right parties economic 

position independent of any other party. As such, the coefficient on the experimental salience 

and change variables measures the impact of only those factors, irrespective of what the far right 

party position actually was in 2014.  

 

Table 5.2. Salience and change of economic positions, 2014 

 
Model 3 (Salience) Model 4 (Change) 

DV: Far right PTV in next election b se b se 

Stopped education before age 19 0.33*** (0.09) 0.33*** (0.09) 
Working Class Identity 0.24** (0.09) 0.24** (0.09) 
Prof./Tech./Admin. -0.45*** (0.11) -0.45*** (0.11) 
Manual Labor 0.57*** (0.14) 0.57*** (0.14) 
Student -0.29 (0.21) -0.29 (0.21) 
Unemployed 0.09 (0.17) 0.1 (0.17) 
Retired -0.11 (0.12) -0.11 (0.12) 
Salience of econ (CHES) 1.14*** (0.16) 

  
Change in position 

  
0.66*** (0.15) 

Far right econ position 0.01 (0.15) 0.41* (0.17) 
Attitudes about redistribution 0.21*** (0.03) 0.21*** (0.03) 
Attitudes on EU integration -0.20*** (0.01) -0.20*** (0.01) 
Attitudes on immigration 0.47*** (0.03) 0.48*** (0.03) 
Male 0.43*** (0.07) 0.43*** (0.07) 
Age -0.02*** (0.00) -0.02*** (0.00) 
Church Member -0.20+ (0.11) -0.18 (0.11) 
Union Member -0.05 (0.08) -0.06 (0.08) 
Δ % foreign born  (5 yrs.) 3.11*** (0.38) 2.96*** (0.44) 
Δ % unemployment (5 yrs.) 1.30*** (0.32) 1.35*** (0.37) 
% vote in last national election 0.36*** (0.09) 0.48*** (0.11) 
Left Government 0 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 
Constant  -5.99*** (1.28) -1.86 (1.22) 
Variance: regions -0.57*** (0.12) -0.38*** (0.10) 
Variance: residuals 1.12*** (0.01) 1.12*** (0.01) 
aic 37703.1 

 
37722.57 

 
bic 37862.03 

 
37881.5 

 
N 7406   7406   

+ p<0.1,*p<0.5, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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 The findings from Models 3 and 4 reinforce the findings above. Both salience of 

economic position and rightward change in economic position are positively predictive of far 

right PTV in 2014. Rightist economic positions are themselves also predictive in Model 4.  It is 

unsurprising that emphasizing economic positions is a viable election strategy in the aftermath of 

Europe’s economic crises. Indeed, it would seemingly be negligent not to address economic 

grievances given their salience to European voters. Rightist positions on the economy and 

changes in a rightward direction are also significantly predictive of far right PTV.  This is 

justification enough for the movement of far right parties indicated in Figure 2, and is consistent 

with center left parties’ generally decreasing support over the last decade. Because this is cross 

sectional data, it is impossible to fully examine whether far right parties are leading their voters 

to be more economically rightist, or if parties are following their voters.   

 

Discussion and Conclusion  

Models 1 and 2 do not only recount the actions of far right parties, but of the entire 

system. As above, far right parties are impactful on a host of issues related to immigration, 

citizenship, and European integration (Bale et al. 2010; Bale 2003; Goodman 2014; Howard 

2003; Williams 2006). That is, numerous scholars suggest far right party success might compel 

center-right and center-left parties to move toward them on a variety of issues (Bale et al. 2010; 

Rydgren 2013). Figures 1-3 indicate however, a relative stability. Thus, implication of Figures 2 

and 3 is that party systems do not seem to be moving en masse toward the far right. Taken with 

Figure 1 that shows only minor movement for the traditional center left and center right, it seems 

at least over this relatively brief period (2009-2014), far right parties are not compelling 

mainstream parties or party systems to adopt their positions.  



  

 148

There are several possible explanations for this, but it is consistent with many of the 

findings from the previous chapters. In brief, it appears far right parties pursue ideological 

differentiation more actively than other parties pursue far right positions. As suggested in 

Chapters 1 and 2, as the far right insulates its electorate from the political mainstream on 

increasingly many issues, the incentives for mainstream parties to try to recapture those voters 

may diminish. To paraphrase Jean-Marie Le Pen, the left behind may ultimately prefer the 

original to the copy (in Mudde 2004), especially if perceived collusion of the political 

mainstream motivated defection to the far right in the first place.  

Another reason may be the 2009-2014 period itself. The ‘grander’ rhetoric available to 

the far right that is not available to governing or mainstream oppositional parties has already 

been discussed. The period between the 2009 and 2014 EP elections provided considerable 

political, economic, and social upheaval to European democracies, and intervening national 

elections were correspondingly volatile (Dalton 2017). The punitive quality of post-crisis 

elections reaffirms that ‘throwing the bastards out’ still motivates a considerable swath of 

European voters during economic crisis (e.g., Hibbing and Alford 1981), and it is not especially 

surprising that the actions of political parties would reflect this climate. Because of VAA coding, 

using candidate statements, interviews, and platforms (above), it is unsurprising to see parties 

competing for coalition seats or premierships use softer language, on both culture and 

economics, than the far right. Paradoxically for these parties, far right parties seem to be the 

chief beneficiary of this strategy. Models 1 and 2 indicated the further away from the mainstream 

far right parties are, the higher their PTV.  Issues ostensibly ‘owned’ by the far right, like 

immigration and Euroskepticism are of increasing importance to European publics; some 
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combination of circumstance and ideology seemingly prevents mainstream party movement into 

far right party space. 

It might have been thought that the resurgence of economic grievances, which have not 

historically benefited far right parties, might have complicated this picture. Nevertheless, 

evidence presented in this chapter suggests that on balance the far right party family has moved 

rightward on questions of redistribution, as have their voters. As far right parties economic and 

sociocultural positions unify (i.e., become more conservative), and their electorate deepens, it is 

worth considering the extent to which these parties and their voters are insulated from the rest of 

West European politics, and thereby representative of one pole of a nascent (or altered) political 

cleavage structured largely by the education revolution. 

 The implications for this are several.  Much of the scholarship on the so-called ‘education 

revolution’ (Bornschier 2010), implies normatively positive aspects of a more informed and 

cognitively capable citizenry (e.g., Dalton 1984; Norris 2002).  And seemingly, critical and 

efficacious citizens bringing unresponsive political parties to heel is a worthwhile democratic 

enterprise. That said, western democracies have seen political parties respond to the values of 

their increasingly educated constituents, typified by social democrats’ ‘third way’ trajectory, and 

appropriation of New Left issues. One side effect is a group of citizens ‘left behind’ by the 

education revolution, who are also, quite literally, left behind in the competitive party space by 

mainstream party centripetalism. Thus, lacking both the educational and associational resources 

to negotiate problematic political realities, it is not unreasonable to expect distrust and 
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dissatisfaction with ‘politics as usual’ in high quantities (Dassonneville et al. 2012, 2014; 

Rydgren 2013).101  

However, far right parties rarely sit in government and their Manichean worldview is 

seemingly maladapted to negotiation within coalitions (Akkerman et al. 2014; Bornschier and 

Kriesi 2013). Indeed, the distance they maintain from the political mainstream makes them 

unlikely coalition partners. It is therefore potentially of great consequence that dissatisfied 

citizens disadvantaged by their lower formal education seemingly have two options for 

registering dissatisfaction with the political mainstream: withdraw from electoral politics or 

support a party family that is unlikely to implement policy, at least directly. This impression is 

furthered by the results in this chapter. On salient cultural and economic dimensions far right 

parties seem to intentionally distance themselves from other parties in their system. It seems far 

right parties pursue a strategy to consolidate the left behind, and in so doing, make themselves 

less attractive coalition partners.   

  

                                                 
101 Note that although far right party voters seem to have higher levels of trust in others and more regular social 
interactions, church members are underrepresented in far right rolls, and the effects of union membership are 
somewhat ambiguous when Tables 2-4 are considered together. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusion  

The far right has weathered Europe’s economic crises. 102  They have done so by 

consolidating support among the so-called ‘losers of modernization’ or the ‘left behind’ (Ford 

and Goodwin 2014; Kriesi et al. 2008).103 These voters’ attitudes and grievances reflect the 

economic conditions, although they have also retained their social conservatism and cultural 

particularism. Far right parties deepened their support appreciably among their core electorates 

from 2009 to 2014. This period also saw a marked shift in the economic positions predictive of 

far right support, and the erasure of differences in economic attitudes across sociodemographic 

group. The last chapter suggested that the economic grievances motivating far right party support 

correspond to the ideological distinctiveness, economic salience, economic conservatism (in both 

position and rightward movement) advanced by far right parties themselves in 2014. The 

consequences of this are several, for Europe, party systems, and individual citizens. 

 In this chapter I revisit important findings from the preceding empirical chapters, 

sketching implications of each and relating the findings to each other more explicitly.  The 

preceding chapters identified three interconnected factors promoting far right success during the 

Great Recession: sociodemographics, attitudes, and party strategy. Conceptually distinguishing 

and then integrating these elements points to a party family that has been structured by the 

macroeconomic and political trends of the last several decades, and predicated on the existence 

                                                 
102 Over the course of this writing, UKIP was pummeled in the UK’s June 2017 snap election. There are likely a 
variety of explanations for this outcome, and on its face it contravenes somewhat the ‘durability’ argument presented 
in previous chapters. However, that argument was also predicated on ideological distinctiveness (Chapter 5), and 
issue salience (Chapter 4). Although UKIP developed a more comprehensive program as it became more successful, 
the unexpected outcome of Brexit referendum issuing from UKIP’s success in the 2014 EP elections gutted support 
for the party. UKIP lost the issue that most obviously structured their electorate. This is analogous to the decline of 
the German Republikaner after reunification (Ignazi 2003). Moreover, as the Conservatives attempt to midwife 
UKIP’s hyperbolic rhetoric into negotiations with the EU, the situation for UKIP seems to resemble the failures of 
other far right parties after they participate in government (FPÖ, for instance).  
103 As demonstrated in Chapter 3, even though the radical left has also made inroads, the party family remains small 
and seems to draw support from younger and more educated voters, similar to the Greens, despite their focus on 
issues that seem to belong to a previous generation’s Socialists and Social Democrats.  
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and political isolation of those who were left behind by the ‘education revolution’.  However, far 

right parties are not passive vehicles for the articulation of these voters’ grievances. The dynamic 

interplay of far right parties, mainstream parties, voters for each, as well as issue salience and a 

host of institutional factors suggest important avenues for future research. The success and 

durability of far right parties in contemporary Europe suggest the urgency with which that 

research is to be conducted.  

   

 

Classifying the far right in Western Europe 

The dependent variable of the empirical analyses was far right party durability. However, 

durability required emergence, such that emergence was treated as a dependent variable in the 

second chapter of this project. This narrowed the scope to only on the far right in Western 

Europe that were democracies during the party system upheaval of the 1960s-1980s.104 These 

countries had similar historic cleavages, similar experiences during the ‘education revolution’, 

and more recently, avoided the harshest parts of the Great Recession. A host of societal 

developments endemic to Western Europe fostered the background conditions necessary for the 

far right’s emergence and durability in these socieites. These developments include mainstream 

centripetalism, promoted by differentiated interests in an educated electorate and commercial 

media environment, which reduced but did not eliminate the size of the now-left behind 

electorate (thus enabling them to become left behind). Extended experience with European 

elections similarly opened the door for the far right, and the institutions of EU and mainstream 

complicity in the European project were germane to early far right successes (Rydgren 2005; 

                                                 
104 This contrasts with other important work on far right populism, or populism generally, that attempts to draw 
connections between the West European radical right and extreme right populist movements in Eastern Europe 
(Mudde 2007), or examine populism as a global phenomena (Norris 2005). 
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Hooghe et al. 2002; Gould and Messina 2014). The rise of quality of life issues among post-war 

generations in Western Europe is also important to far right success given early far right 

mobilization on issues like national identity (Ignazi 2003).  

These developments, as well as residual partisan attachments to Social and Christian 

Democrats were confined to this region given the age of party systems, meaning the ‘left behind’ 

voters could be more easily demarcated.105 If analyses extend to Post-Communist states, for 

instance, the partisan attachments are considerably more fluid (Dassonneville et al. 2012; Allen 

2017). Because the dimensions of party competition in Western Europe are all in some way 

touched by the industrial revolution’s class cleavage (Lipset and Rokkan 1967), and were 

similarly impacted by the rise of post-materialism (Inglehart 1977), I suggested far right parties 

and voters in this region should look and behave similarly. There is little reason to suspect this 

would be true if case selection were expanded to consider Eastern Europe or populists in Latin 

America.  

Using this as a point of departure, I examined far right success between 2009 and 2014. 

This is the second and most discussed ‘dependent variable’. There are important reasons why the 

European elections bookending the Economic crises in Europe are an important focal point. For 

instance, far right parties have historically benefited from the salience of sociocultural issues 

rather than economic issues, and their emergence is seemingly predicated on the primacy of 

those values for a certain threshold of European voters. However, far right parties endured and 

succeeded throughout the Great Recession, suggesting that while the salience of quality of life 

issues was important for their emergence (to the extent it corresponded with mainstream 

centripetalism (see Ignazi 2003)), it is not sufficient to explain far right durability.  I suggested 

that to the extent far right parties consolidated around an available, socio-structurally definite 
                                                 
105 This is another reason for Italy’s exclusion (Corbetta et al. 2004; Kriesi et al. 2008).  
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group of voters, deepening their support, they were able to endure. If those voters channel newly 

resurgent economic grievances into far right support and if far right parties maintain their 

distance from the political mainstream (thus isolating and insulating this segment of the 

electorate), at least one pole of a nascent or reconstituted political cleavage, structured by 

education could be evinced.  

 

Summary of main findings. 

 To examine durability, I asked: Who are these voters? (Chapter 3), what motivates their 

support for far right parties? (Chapter 4), and what role did party position play in consolidating 

this voter base? (Chapter 5) 

Chapter 3 examined the sociodemographic. Life chances associated with these traits were 

most closely touched by the education revolution and political developments described in 

Chapters 1 and 2. I suggested that the foundational social from which the socio-structural roots 

of far right support emanate is one that separates those and advantaged from those disadvantaged 

by the education revolution. The descriptive statistics in this chapter lend support to that 

hypothesis. While the electorates of mainstream parties (Conservatives, Labor parties, Christian 

and Social Democrats) disproportionately made up of either high or low educated voters, the 

composition of far right electorates, along with Green parties and eventually radical left parties 

were clearly tied to education level. Far right electorates are similarly structured by class identity 

and occupation, making the far right party family unique both with respect to the other families 

with which it is compared and generally an anachronism in the climate of dealignment.  

 Chapter 3 not only provides evidence that far right party composition over represents 

certain groups and that certain groups are becoming increasingly ‘captured’ by far right parties, 
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indicating a deepening rather than widening of far right electorates. Additionally, even when 

controlling for previous vote choice, far right parties made inroads among less educated voters, 

manual laborers, and self-identified working class voters during the Great Recession. This, 

coupled with evidence that far right parties are seemingly the only party family to uniformly 

benefit (at the aggregate) over the course of the Great Recession, suggests that far right parties 

are deepening rather than broadening their electorates as they become more successful.  

 The implications of this are numerous. Most obviously, it is unusual to see a parties’ 

electorate so neatly structured by sociodemographics in contemporary politics, given the waning 

social bases of partisanship. However, to a large extent the decoupling of partisanship from 

social situation is largely predicated on educational attainment, such that it is reasonable to 

expect the less-educated far right electorates participate in politics differently (see also Hutter 

and Kriesi 2013). As such, social situation is partially determinative of vote choice for at least 

some portion of the electorate.  If one adopts the position that far right success is normatively 

undesirable, it could be viewed as problematic that this set of voters—less educated than their 

compatriots and abandoned by mainstream parties—has seemingly only one vector into electoral 

participation: the populist far right. The far right is also somewhat of an ersatz point of entry into 

the electoral arena, because they rarely participate in government, and when they do, it is as a 

junior partner. Thus, this social division predicated on education level has distinct political 

consequences. One group of more educated voters evaluates parties that present themselves as 

credible alternatives in government, while the other group of less educated voters is available to 

the uncoalitionable radical right, lacking many other options because they are indeed spatially 

‘left behind’.  
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 Somewhere between social divisions and political representation of those divisions, 

attitudes, identities, and grievances operate. Chapter 4 considers these potential motivations 

linking voters with far right parties. First, given far right successes in national elections during 

the Great Recession, I asked whether the types of voters discussed in Chapter 3 are a) 

considering economic issues when they are voting for the far right and b) are privileging far right 

parties on issues other than immigration.106 The answer to both of these questions is yes.  Using 

multinomial logistic regressions to compare vote choice for far right parties against mainstream 

Christian and Social Democrats with respondents’ assessment of their country’s ‘most important 

problem’ as independent variables, it is clear that far right party vote intention is positively 

predicted by identifying economic issues as the most important problem. This is the case for less 

educated voters in particular. This was not the case in 2009, and again indicates far right parties 

evolving increasingly into ‘brick-and-mortar’ parties as they deepen their support from the ‘left 

behind.’  

 Chapter 4 also considered more distal issue positions, as well as grievances regarding the 

economy, the European Union, and national parliaments. Whereas stability characterizes the 

results from Chapter 3, the results in Chapter 4 are characterized by change, or more 

appropriately, consolidation. With respect to issue positions, the sociocultural authoritarianism 

and Euroskepticism of far right electorates is confirmed and consistent across waves. But 

attitudes toward redistribution change over the course of the Recession. In 2009, leftist attitudes 

are predictive on balance, and there is no predictive power of redistribution attitudes for working 

class or less educated voters. However, rightist attitudes become predictive of far right support 

by 2014, and there is no difference between working class voters, low education voters, and the 

                                                 
106 …or crime, or European integration, however fewer respondents identified these as the most important problem 
facing their county. Those who did declared vote intention for far right parties disproportionately.  
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population at large. Thus, consolidation has occurred, and it has occurred around the preferences 

of core far right constituencies.  

 Similar findings exist for the grievances and anxieties measured in Chapter 4. Feelings of 

alienation from European and national parliaments predict far right support across waves, which 

is unsurprising. However, the measure for perceived economic decline is unimportant in 2009, 

but significantly predictive by 2014. Thus as governments continued rotate in and out of power, 

and economic hardships persisted, the perception that things were going to get worse became 

significantly predictive of the ideologically-distinct far right party family.  

 These findings, along with the findings from Chapter 3 imply ideological consolidation 

of far right electorates on both economic and cultural dimensions by 2014.  They also suggest far 

right parties have gained competencies on ‘important issues,’ especially in the minds of the 

voters they court most vociferously. Moreover, the precariousness, or perceptions of declining 

status, felt by far right party voters is clarified with respect to economic hardship, in addition to 

alienation from political institutions. This suggests that in addition to their sociodemographic 

status, far right party voters perceive themselves to be ‘left behind’ in some meaningful way. 

Consolidating attitudes, an apparent ‘in-group’ identity—both with respect to working class 

identity, but also against a monolithic immigrant out-group—and an apparent feeling of being 

‘left behind’ suggest that the social division fostered by the education revolution has an 

attitudinal and identitarian manifestation.   

These are also interesting findings with respect to research that suggest far right party 

voters are not necessarily socially disintegrated (Oesch 2008; Rydgren 2009). It is also consistent 

with the possibility that being left behind by the education revolution and concomitant 

geographic mobility has lead this type of voter to not feel personally isolated, but as though their 
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group has been abandoned by political elites. Other accounts of far right parties consider the 

party family to hold strong ‘communitarian’ dispositions (Bornschier 2010), and that is 

consistent with this interpretation.  Other research suggesting social cohesion is important for far 

right party voters is also consistent with this finding (Fitzgerald and Lawrence 2011).  

 The correlates of far right party voting developed in meaningful ways between 2009 and 

2014. But far right parties themselves are not mere channels for fully formed antipathies. Rather, 

far right populists negotiate the political space in response to issue salience and in an apparent 

effort to mobilize more voters susceptible to their Manichean rhetoric. In Chapter 5 I considered 

both party families and individual party systems. In both cases, there is some evidence that far 

right parties moved to the right economically over the course of the five years measured in the 

analysis. This is again plausibly interpreted as a function of their ability to speak in grander 

terms than their counterparts that might be forced to implement promises into policy. Similarly, 

the commonsensical clarity of rightist economic programs is perhaps more appealing to far right 

voters than the unromantic hodgepodge on the center left (Cramme et al. 2013).  

 Within individual party systems, three party-level characteristics were considered: 

ideological distinctiveness, change over time, and position in the party space. On balance, all 

three indicated the increased relevance of rightist economic positions to far right success. By 

2014, most far right parties had moved somewhat to the right economically, were on the right 

economically, and the successful ones maintained an ideological distance from the average party 

position on economic issues. The only real bastion of welfare chauvinism—defined by Kitschelt 

and McGann 1995 to be the combination of leftist economic programs and sociocultural 

authoritarianism—was the Danish People’s Party, which is an interesting case for a variety of 

reasons (see Chapter 5, fn. 16).  
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 The same findings are repeated when party characteristics are added to regression 

models. Ideological distinctiveness on the right on economic issues mattered in 2014, but not in 

2009 for predictive far right vote probability. That is, the greater a far right party’s distance from 

the weighted average party position to the right, the greater probability of a far right vote. Using 

only 2014 data, and even controlling for far right party economic position, Chapter 5 also 

demonstrates that the salience of economic issues and that rightward movement on an economic 

dimension by far right parties also positively predict far right PTV.  

 Thus, far right parties are not passive vehicles for post-industrial grievances. With the 

data presented here, it is impossible to definitively suggest whether far right parties followed 

their voters, or voters moved in accordance with changes in far right party position. This is 

something to be unpacked by future research. Additionally, unlike the other chapters, there is 

some national level ambiguity here. That said, again, to the extent that far right parties are 

normatively unappealing, the results of Chapter 5 are troublesome.  If ideological distinctiveness 

is positively correlated with far right party support, that might indicate mainstream adoption of 

far right positions hinders far right success. Indeed, internal to party competition (i.e., without 

legislation or changing electoral rules), it is unclear what other strategies are available to the 

political mainstream. But Chapter 5 also suggests centripetalism is rational for mainstream 

parties, in which case far right success versus the mainstream is uncomfortably tethered to 

(un)fortuitous changes in issue salience and economic climate. 

 

Final thoughts  

 In part, the economic and physical security engendered by the European Union contained 

the conditions necessary for its sharpest critics to emerge. Increased economic security beget 
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mainstream economic convergence, the salience of quality of life issues, and hence the 

emergence of new parties. Blurred lines of accountability associated with supranational 

institutions similarly promoted dissatisfaction with parliaments and parties, while European 

elections amplified far right parties influence on party competition. General mainstream party 

agreement on questions regarding the EU also opened the space for far right parties as the EU 

became more prominent economically, culturally, and politically.  As the far right grew in 

strength, other parties necessarily shrank, increasing the number of parties included in coalitions, 

further blurring lines of accountability, and leaving the far right as the last purely oppositional 

party family standing. In the minds of their voters legitimated the far right claim that they alone 

represented the ‘left behind’ against the collusive political class.  As new issues emerged and 

were incorporated into this potent framework, far right voters were insulated from other parties. 

Perhaps they were no longer ‘left behind’ because they now had a party family to represent them. 

However, the consequences for political alienation seem unclear until these parties occasionally 

occupy government benches. Indeed, preeminent scholar of party politics once made a similar 

claim about Social Democrats, considering a similar group of voters. Academics, journalists and 

citizens will learn a lot about postindustrial democracies when and if the far right and the left 

behind take the reigns of government.  There have been numerous instances of far right parties 

sitting in or supporting coalitions, or having their most salient issues realize policy success, and 

it usually results in far right parties being punished electorally. If they take the biggest prize in a 

premiership, with similar results, what happens to the base that took decades to cultivate?  

There is a lot of scholarship on far right parties, but important questions remain. The 

interplay between parties and voters being is of fundamental importance for representative 

democracies. Given the durability of far right parties, scholarship on the subject needs to more 
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closely consider the relationship of far right parties and their voters. This project has sought to 

advance that line of inquiry. The status and motivations of the post-industrial individual most 

susceptible to far right appeals has broader implications for democratic ‘deconsolidation’, just as 

it is surely significant that a group of parties mobilize desperate or uninformed voters—whether 

cynically or sincerely—by scapegoating immigrants and challenging the legitimacy of 

mainstream parties and institutions. For decades, the far right has contravened scholarship 

emphasizing spatial or temporal restrictions on its success. Perhaps that is this project’s destiny 

as well, as UKIPs meteoric rise and fall both transpired over the course of this manuscripts 

composition. However, by deepening their support among their heretofore core constituencies, 

and increasing their ideological distance from the political mainstream on economic issues 

during the Great Recession, it seems unwise to bet against the party family’s persistence.  
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Appendix 3A: Variables from European Election Study 2009 and 2014 

 

Variable Survey Question  Coding 

Dependent Variables 

Recalled vote (Tables) (IV in 
Model 3) 

“Which party did you vote for at 
[last general election]?”  

0=Non-far right party, 1=Far right 
party 

Vote Intention (Tables) “And if there was a general 
election tomorrow, which party 
would you vote for?” 

0=Non-far right party, 1=Far right 
party 

Probability to vote for party 
(Models 1-3) 

“We have a number of political 
parties in [country] each of which 
would like to get your vote. How 
probable is it that you will ever 
vote for the following parties?” 

0=Will never vote for far right 
party, 10= Will vote for far right 
party  

Independent Variables 

Age “What year were you born?” Calculated: 2009/2014-
[Respondent’s answer], Recoded 
into three categories: Age <35, 35-
64, 65+ 

Education “How old were you when you 
stopped full time education?” 

Age in years. Recoded into three 
categories based on 2014 coding: 
age <15, 15-19, 20+ 

Gender “Are you…” 1= Male, 0 = Female 
Domicile “Would you say you live in a…” Recoded into three categories for 

commensurability: 1= Rural Area 
or Village, 2= Small or Medium 
Sized Town OR Suburb, 3= Large 
Town or City 

Religiosity Established from two questions: 
1. “Do you belong to a religion or 
religious denomination? If yes, 
which one?” AND 2. “Apart 
from special occasions such as 
weddings and funerals, how often 
do you attend religious services?” 

First, a dichotomous measure was 
created: 1= Christian 
denominations, 0=Other/None. 
Then ‘Christian’ was interacted 
with attendance and binned into 
five categories: 1= One month or 
more at Christian service, 2= Once 
a year or less at Christian Service, 
3= Rarely or Never at Christian 
Service (But still Christian), 4= 
Other religion, 5=Nonbeliever 

Union Member “Are you yourself a member of a 
trade union or is anyone else in 
your household a member of a 
trade union?” (four options: 1-
yes, I am; 2-yes, someone else is; 
3-both; 4-no) 

Recoded into dichotomous 
variable 1= 1-3, 0= 4.  

Occupation 2009: “And in your current job, 
what is your main 
occupation?”/”Please tell us 
about your last job, what was 

Recoded into three categories for 
commensurability: 1 = 
Professional/technical/higher 
administrative work, 2= clerical 
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your main occupation.” 2014: 
“What is your current 
occupation?”/” Did you do any 
paid work in the past? What was 
your last occupation?” 

work, service work, sales work; 3 
= un-, semi-, and skilled labor.  

Working Class Identity “If you were asked to choose one 
of these five (three in  2014) 
names for your social class, 
would you say you belong to…” 

Recoded into dichotomous: 1= 
Working class, 2= 
(lower/upper)middle class/upper 
class 
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Appendix 3B. Correlation between measures of xrp support, 2009 and 2014 

  
Last EP 
election 

Last National 
Election 

Next 
National Any PTV 

Last EP election 1 0.52 0.58 0.74 0.46 

Last National Election 0.49 1 0.63 0.67 0.46 

Next National Election 0.57 0.63 1 0.86 0.59 

Any of the Above 0.78 0.67 0.81 1 0.62 

PTV 0.38 0.45 0.35 0.48 1 

Source: EES           

2009 2014         
Source: EES. Shaded values correspond to the correlation between dichotomous measures of 
far right support in 2009, unshaded correspond to the 2014 values. Any of the above is coded 
‘1’ if a respondent reported voting for a far right party in either the last EP or national 
election, or intended to in the next national election. PTV is an 11-point scale; other 
measures are dichotomous 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 3C. Percent far right vote  
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  Far Right % 2009 Far Right % 2014 

Last EP election 5.44 7.39 

Last National Election 4.07 6.06 

Next National Election 5.83 9.57 

Any of the Above 8.64 12.67 

100% PTV 6.28 8.31 
Source: EES. Percentages of respondents reporting far right vote 
or intended vote, as well as respondents indicating 100% 
probability they will vote for a far right party in the future 
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Appendix 3E: Full results of regression analysis of sociodemographic predictors on probability of far right support, 2009 and 2014 

  
Model 1 Model 2  

  
2009 2014 2009 2014   

  
b se b se b se b se     

          
    

Gender, Ref: 
Female 

Male 0.28 (0.12) 0.34* (0.14) 0.1 (0.13) 0.29 (0.16)     

Age, Ref: 35-64 <35 0.09 (0.15) 0.24 (0.18) 0.18 (0.17) 0.38 (0.20)     

 
>65 0.03 (0.17) -0.73*** (0.18) -0.32 (0.17) -0.86*** (0.19)     

Domicile, Ref: 
Rural 

Suburban -0.42 (0.15) -0.02 (0.18) -0.23 (0.15) 0.01 (0.18)     

 
Urban -0.96 (0.16) -0.53** (0.20) -0.59*** (0.18) -0.32 (0.20)     

Church att., 
Ref: Frequent 

Infrequently 0.43* (0.22) 0.49 (0.29) 0.66** (0.23) 0.54 (0.30)     

Rarely/Never 0.67** (0.22) 0.42 (0.25) 0.55* (0.23) 0.26 (0.26)     

 
Other Religion 0.15 (0.27) -1.14*** (0.34) 0.43 (0.30) -0.99** (0.38)     

 
Nonbeliever 0.46* (0.19) -0.08 (0.25) 0.38 (0.20) -0.12 (0.26)     

Union, Ref: 
nonmember 

Union Member 0.14 (0.15) -0.18 (0.16) 0.37* (0.15) -0.16 (0.17)     

Age at which 
stopped full 
time education, 
Ref: 20+ 

<15 yrs ed 
    

0.66** (0.23) 0.63* (0.25)     

16-19 yrs ed 
    

0.42** (0.14) 0.52** (0.16)     

Occupation, 
Ref: White-
Collar 

Prof/Admin 
    

-0.21 (0.14) -0.23 (0.16)     

Blue-Collar 
    

0.45** (0.17) 0.85*** (0.22)     

Class, Ref.: 
Upper/Middle 

Working Class 
       

    

Prior vote, Ref.: 
Other party 

Far right vote 
        

    

Country, Ref: 
Austria 

Belgium -0.69* (0.27) 0.76*** (0.19) -0.61* (0.29) 0.79*** (0.22)     

 
Denmark -0.14 (0.26) -0.28 (0.22) 0 (0.28) 0.18 (0.25)     

 
Finland 0.92** (0.28) -1.20*** (0.23) 0.82** (0.31) -0.69** (0.25)     

 
France 

-
1.88*** 

(0.23) -1.34*** (0.23) -1.60*** (0.24) -1.18*** (0.24)     

 
Netherlands -0.79** (0.28) -2.05*** (0.19) -0.82** (0.29) -1.62*** (0.21)     

 
Sweden 2.24*** (0.27) -2.45*** (0.22) 2.42*** (0.28) -1.92*** (0.24)     

 
UK 0.33 (0.26) -0.82*** (0.22) 0.29 (0.28) -0.82*** (0.23)     

 
_cons 3.62*** (0.24) 4.70*** (0.29) 2.90*** (0.26) 4.05*** (0.32)     
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*p<0.5, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.  
  

Appendix 3E: Continued from previous page 

  
Model 3 Model 4 

  
2009 2014 2009 2014 

  
b se b se b se b se  

          
 

Gender, Ref: 
Female 

Male 0.09 (0.13) 0.09 (0.13) 0.09 (0.13) 0.09 (0.13)  

Age, Ref: 35-64 <35 0.15 (0.17) 0.15 (0.17) 0.15 (0.17) 0.15 (0.17)  

 
>65 -0.28 (0.17) -0.28 (0.17) -0.28 (0.17) -0.28 (0.17)  

Domicile, Ref: 
Rural 

Suburban -0.26 (0.15) -0.26 (0.15) -0.26 (0.15) -0.26 (0.15)  

 
Urban -0.58*** (0.18) -0.58*** (0.18) -0.58*** (0.18) -0.58*** (0.18)  

Church att., 
Ref: Frequent 

Infrequently 0.64** (0.23) 0.64** (0.23) 0.64** (0.23) 0.64** (0.23)  

Rarely/Never 0.48* (0.23) 0.48* (0.23) 0.48* (0.23) 0.48* (0.23)  

 
Other Religion 0.28 (0.29) 0.28 (0.29) 0.28 (0.29) 0.28 (0.29)  

 
Nonbeliever 0.35 (0.20) 0.35 (0.20) 0.35 (0.20) 0.35 (0.20)  

Union, Ref: 
nonmember 

Union Member 0.36* (0.15) 0.36* (0.15) 0.36* (0.15) 0.36* (0.15)  

Age at which 
stopped full 
time education, 
Ref: 20+ 

<15 yrs ed 0.56* (0.25) 0.56* (0.25) 0.56* (0.25) 0.56* (0.25)  

16-19 yrs ed 0.49** (0.15) 0.49** (0.15) 0.49** (0.15) 0.49** (0.15)  

Occupation, 
Ref: White-
Collar 

Prof/Admin -0.32* (0.15) -0.32* (0.15) -0.32* (0.15) -0.32* (0.15)  

Blue-Collar 0.61*** (0.18) 0.61*** (0.18) 0.61*** (0.18) 0.61*** (0.18)    

Class, Ref.: 
Upper/Middle 

Working Class 0.58*** (0.16) 0.45* (0.19) 0.71*** (0.17) 0.44* (0.20)   

Prior vote, Ref.: 
Other party 

Far right vote 
    

5.76*** (0.28) 6.57*** (0.24)    

Country, Ref: 
Austria 

Belgium -0.65* (0.30) -0.65* (0.30) -0.65* (0.30) -0.65* (0.30)    

 
Denmark -0.02 (0.28) -0.02 (0.28) -0.02 (0.28) -0.02 (0.28)    

 
Finland 0.78* (0.31) 0.78* (0.31) 0.78* (0.31) 0.78* (0.31)    

 
France -1.66*** (0.24) -1.66*** (0.24) -1.66*** (0.24) -1.66*** (0.24)    

 
Netherlands -0.92** (0.28) -0.92** (0.28) -0.92** (0.28) -0.92** (0.28)    

 
Sweden 2.37*** (0.28) 2.37*** (0.28) 2.37*** (0.28) 2.37*** (0.28)    

 
UK 0.15 (0.28) 0.15 (0.28) 0.15 (0.28) 0.15 (0.28)    

 
_cons 2.96*** (0.27) 2.96*** (0.27) 2.96*** (0.27) 2.96*** (0.27)    
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Appendix 4A: Question wording from European Election Study 2009 and 2014 not included in 

Chapter 3 

 

Variable Survey Question  Coding 

Church Member Established from two questions. 
1. “Do you belong to a religion or 
religious denomination? If yes, 
which one?” AND 2. “Apart 
from special occasions such as 
weddings and funerals, how often 
do you attend religious services?”  
Those who attended Christian 
religious services at least once a 
month were considered church 
members 

0=Nonmember, 1=Member 

Prospective Economic 
Evaluation 

“Over the next 12 months, how 
do you think the general 
economic situation in this 
country will be?” 

1 = a lot better, 5= a lot worse 

EP concerned about citizens “..indicate whether you agree or 
disagree with the following 
statements…The European 
parliament takes into 
consideration the concerns of 
European citizens” 

1= Agree, 5 = Disagree (4-pt scale 
in 2014), rescaled to 4 point in 
main text 

National Parliament concerned 
about citizens 

“The [national parliament] takes 
into consideration the concerns of 
citizens” 

1= Agree, 5 = Disagree (4-pt scale 
in 2014) 

Attitude on wealth redistribution 2014: “Now I would like you to 
tell me your views on various 
issues…Redistribution of wealth” 
(11-point)  
2009: “Now I will read some 
statements to you…please tell me 
to what degree you agree or 
disagree…Wealth should be 
redistributed” (5-point) 

Rescaled and reversed such that 1 
= positive attitudes toward 
redistribution, 5 = negative 
attitudes toward redistribution  

Attitude on immigration 2014: “Now I would like you to 
tell me your views on various 
issues…Immigration” (11-point)  
2009: “Now I will read some 
statements to you…please tell me 
to what degree you agree or 
disagree…Immigration should be 
decreased significantly” (5-point) 

Rescaled and reversed such that 1 
= restrictive attitudes toward 
immigration, 5 = liberal attitudes 
toward immigration 

Attitude on same sex marriage 2014: “Now I would like you to 
tell me your views on various 
issues…same-sex marriage” (11-
point)  
2009: “Now I will read some 
statements to you…please tell me 
to what degree you agree or 
disagree…same sex marriage 
should be prohibited by law” (5-

Rescaled and reversed such that 1 
= conservative attitudes toward 
same-sex marriage, 5 = liberal 
attitudes toward same sex 
marriage 
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point) 

Attitude on European integration “Some people say European 
unification should be pushed 
further. Others say it already as 
gone too far. What is your 
opinion?  

1= too far, 5 = should go further 
(rescaled from 11-pt scale) 
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Appendix 4B. Country Effects from Tables 3.4 and 3.5, Austria is reference category. DV Far right PTV 

2009  Model 1    Model2   Model 3 
 

Model 4   Model 5   
Belgium -0.55*** (0.15) -0.38* (0.16) -0.62*** (0.16) -0.61*** (0.16) -0.64*** (0.16) 
Denmark 0.29 (0.15) 0.39* (0.15) 0.71*** (0.16) 0.70*** (0.16) 0.70*** (0.16) 
Finland 1.17*** (0.15) 1.09*** (0.15) 1.12*** (0.15) 1.11*** (0.15) 1.12*** (0.15) 
France -1.46*** (0.15) -1.51*** (0.15) -1.32*** (0.16) -1.31*** (0.16) -1.34*** (0.16) 
Netherlands -0.38** (0.14) -0.27 (0.15) -0.07 (0.15) -0.06 (0.15) -0.08 (0.15) 
Sweden 2.54*** (0.15) 2.56*** (0.15) 3.12*** (0.16) 3.12*** (0.16) 3.11*** (0.16) 
United Kingdom 0.29* (0.15) 0.40** (0.15) 0.03 (0.15) 0.04 (0.15) 0.03 (0.15) 
2014  Model 1    Model2   Model 3 

 
Model 4   Model 5   

Belgium 0.63*** (0.15) 0.70*** (0.16) 0.56*** (0.15) 0.56*** (0.16) 0.56*** (0.16) 
Denmark 0.38* (0.16) 0.87*** (0.17) 0.52** (0.17) 0.52** (0.17) 0.51** (0.17) 
Finland -0.25 (0.16) -0.12 (0.16) -0.35* (0.16) -0.34* (0.16) -0.35* (0.16) 
France -1.31*** (0.15) -1.62*** (0.16) -1.66*** (0.16) -1.66*** (0.16) -1.66*** (0.16) 
Netherlands -1.75*** (0.15) -1.45*** (0.15) -1.37*** (0.16) -1.37*** (0.16) -1.37*** (0.16) 
Sweden -2.02*** (0.16) -1.71*** (0.16) -1.44*** (0.16) -1.43*** (0.16) -1.44*** (0.16) 
United Kingdom -0.88*** (0.15) -0.55*** (0.15) -1.03*** (0.16) -1.03*** (0.16) -1.04*** (0.16) 

*p<0.5, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.  

 




