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Abstract

This master thesis seeks to explain how structacabrs influence the salience of the
immigration issue. Stated more precisely, the mebeguestion isTo what extent does
immigration influence the salience of the immigratissue, when also taking other main

plausible factors into account?

To answer the research question, literature onlmipadical right (PRR) parties is combined
with issue salience theory. Previous research trmdemand side account of the PRR party
literature has often tried to explain how structfmators influence the electoral support for
these parties. Their claim is that immigration &mel multicultural society has facilitated the
success of PRR parties. However, their empiricapett for this argument is generally

contested, especially by more supply side orieatédlars.

Issue salience theory contributes with relevarmrirgning factors to the causal chain
mentioned above. From this perspective, the elakcsniccess of PRR parties should partly
hinge on the salience of the immigration issueoAtke salience of the immigration issue
should, in theory, be more closely related to sstcuwtural factors. Factors related to party
competition, generally associated with supply sig®ories, are believed to enter the causal
chain at a later stage. Thus, the argument irthleisis stretches from structural factors to the
salience of the immigration issue. Even though sufitus would provide much insight into
how the PRR parties’ single-most important issusbees salient, it has yet not been
thoroughly investigated in the literature on PRRipa.

To investigate the research question, this thesgs two different analyses on a selection of
14 Western European countries from 2003 to 2008.vEHmiationbetweercountries is

analysed first. The results show that the shaferefgners and the inflow of immigrants
probably do increase the salience of the immignaissue. There is seemingly a threshold
effect of the share of foreigners; for the immigmatissue to become important there must be
a sizable share of foreigners in the country. Wthenvariationwithin countries is analysed, it
is found that a prosperous economy increases thertance of the immigration issue. The
results also show that increased immigratiorsincrease the salience of the immigration
issue, but only as long as the unemployment is [dhis supports the claim that the absence

of problems related to the economy facilitateseased salience of the immigration issue.
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1. Introduction

In the last decades, populist radical right (PR&}ips have become increasingly successful
and visible in Western European politics. Their triogportant political issue is immigration
and their policies and statements on this issueladyg lead to controversy. However,
scholars have generally sought to explain why theyceed, and not how their issue comes on
the agenda. This master thesis investigates howpdpelist radical right parties’ favourite

topic, immigration, becomes salient

1.1 The theoretical foundation

The research question ts: what extent does immigration influence the sakeof the
immigration issue, when also taking other main plble factors into accountPhe

theoretical framework is made up of a combinatibthe theoretical literature on PRR parties
and issue salience theory. Most of the literatur@®BR parties seeks, with some variation, to
explain how, why and why not these parties achedgetoral success and why people vote for
them. Causal claims about the influence of contExXactors on these dependent variables are
in general contested. The causal chain is therdfiarieen up at a strategic joint in this master
thesis, as advocated by Pierson (2003). This apbroas been taken before by van der Brug,
Fennema and Tillie (2005), but it is argued hee¢idsue saliencerovides a theoretically

and methodologically more sound break-off poinntakectoral potentiglwhich they used.

The salience of the immigration issue should adogrtb issue salience theory be a
prerequisite for the success of PRR parties.ttiegefore of great interest to the PRR
literature to find out why this issue gains salenthe further causal link between issue
salience and PRR parties’ electoral performancasti;nvestigated here, due to the inherent

limitations and scope of a master thesis.

1.2 The selection of countries and years

Scholars who study PRR parties have traditionaltyi$ed on the Western European context.
The studies of Betz (1994) and Kitschelt and McG@r@95) are two highly influential



examples. The PRR party family has generally bestricted to this geographic region.
However, more recent accounts, most notably Mu@@87%), have started discussing a pan-
European PRR party family. Pippa Norris (2005) goe=n further; she generalises the party
family® not just to Eastern European parties as Mudde?doesshe even includes parties
from North America, Peru, Thailand, Mexico, Taiwamd Israel The danger of generalising
concepts to a wide array of contexts is that yoetah the concept, thus running the risk of
watering out the concept itself. The results casilygaecome superficial and shallow when
the entire world is investigated under one concElpis consideration is cleverly formulated
by Giovanni Sartori: “[...] we can cover more — iavelling terms — only by saying less, and
by saying less in a far less precise manner” (14¥35). Even though one only expands the
context to Eastern- and Central Europe, one willcdtallenge the mobility of the concept.
Hirth (2009) argues that one should be very caiefabmparing Western European PRR
parties with their Eastern and Central Europeamtyparts. He finds in his empirical study
that these parties mobilise voters on differentessand that the comparability is dubious.
Taking these considerations into account, the Wie&taropean region will be the

geographical area of interest for this master ghesi

The selection has so far been limited to Westemogaan countries. However, it is not
common to include all Western European countriesmdtudying PRR parties. Finland,
Greece, Ireland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden and tliedJKingdom are excluded more often
than not, due to the absence of successful PRR@artthese countriésThis exclusion is
problematic because one is both selecting on therakent variable (Geddes 1990), which
usually is some variant of PRR party success, amtting negative cases (Mahoney and
Goertz 2004). This is likely to produce biased lssBoth Jackman and Volpert (1996) and
Golder (2003) argue that this has been a probletmeititerature on PRR partfed his will

be avoided here by including as many of the Wedtemopean countries as the data allow.

Many PRR parties broke through in elections in1880’s. Thus, this decade is usually
regarded by scholars as the dawn of the PRR pamihyf. Therefore, the period from the start

! It should be noted here that Norris (2005) usesehmradical right.

2 Mudde is however consistently aware of and expdibbut the differences between Eastern and Western
European populist radical right parties.

% See Ivarsflaten (2007) for a critical discussiorNorris’ selection of countries.

* One will find studies with case selections thattcadict the list | presented, but this is the gahtendency.
® Jackman and Volpert and Golder bypass the probfdeft-censoring of the dependent variable by gsin
Tobit model. This allows for analysing (negativakes with the score zero on the dependent variable.



of the 80’s to the present date should ideallynvestigated. However, lack of data for most
of this period makes it necessary to narrow dovetithe frame. This master thesis
investigates 14 Western European countries in ¢hieg 2003 to 2009.

1.3 Key methodological concerns

The two most important methodological concerngtice master thesis relates to the
measuring of the variables and the methods of aizal$urvey data are chosen to measure the
dependent variable. The reason for this is thatlédpendent variable calls for a measure of
people’s evaluation of the salience of the immigratssue. Surveys are compared with a

focus on measurement validity in the data and djper@isation chapter.

There are two analysis chapters in this mastergh€ke first analysis is of a more qualitative
nature in the sense that it is a search for patteetween empirical categories (Ragin 2004).
The categories are created and compared with th@fproviding insight into the
relationships between the two measures of immignaaind the salience of the immigration
issue. Here, variatiobetweercountries is in focus. The second analysis comeigaithe first.
A panel analysis with fixed effects is used, and focuses on the variationthin countries.
The statistical analysis is more suited for testhrgghypotheses than the first. Another
advantage with the second analysis is that comtnetbles can be included in the model,
which means that multivariate models can be ingastid. The method and its assumptions
are presented in the first part of the second amsabhapter. All together, the combination of
two different methods of analysis will provide mamnsight into how immigration influences

the salience of the immigration issue.

1.4 The structure of the thesis

The theoretical framework is presented and discussehapter two. This will provide an
introduction to demand and supply side explanatioors literature on political parties in
general and on PRR parties in particular. Thergafigeue salience theory is presented. The
theoretical model used in this master thesis islleghin the last part of the theory chapter.

This combines aspects from the PRR party literatutie issue salience theory. Two



hypotheses that will provide insight to differespacts of the research question are presented

in the theory chapter.

The data and operationalisation of the variableshandled in the third chapter. An important
methodological discussion of the choice of sunegneasure the dependent variable with is
presented here. Measures of immigration and theagug are also handled here. This chapter
will provide a descriptive oversight of immigratiathe state of the economy and the salience

of immigration issue in Western Europe from 2002069.

There are two analysis chapters. Chapter fouraiditst, and the variatiobetweercountries

is analysed here. The countries are categorisedtding to their levels on the dependent
variable and the two most important measures ofigration. The aim of this analysis is to
investigate whether levels of the independent weginfluence the levels of the dependent
variable. Chapter five consists of the statistaralysis and a discussion of the method and its
assumptions. Theithin variation is in focus here. This method allowsrwrre sophisticated

estimations of the effect of the independent vdembn the dependent variable.

The sixth, and final, chapter starts with a dismrssf the hypotheses based on the results of
the empirical analyses. A conclusion will thendall where the overall findings are summed
up. The implications of this master thesis and satigns for future research are handled in

the final section of chapter six.



2. Theoretical framework — The populist radical ri  ght and
the immigration issue

The cleavage literature, possibly with Lipset araklan’'s (1967)Party Systems and Voter
Alignmentsas the most prominent contribution, focused on etgcand the conflicting
interests of groups within it. The political systamas to a certain extent explained as a
reflection of this. However, this direct and meadbkah effect of societal factors on party
support, from sociological to political variables,challenged in more recent literature. The
strategic behaviour of both voters and parties latteral markets, shaped by electoral
systems, has gained more attention. These ideabecaraced back to the seminal work of
Anthony Downs (1957). Issue ownership and partyceat@ent in ideological spaces have
become increasingly more emphasised in the litexatkitschelt and McGann (1995) and
Budge (2001) may serve as examples of scholarseniphasize these types of factors when

explaining success for PRR parties or politicatiparin general.

This theory chapter will first present how the redehe PRR party family has been explained
in the scholarly literature. The discussion wid brganised into demand- and supply-side
factors for PRR party succés§his distinction is quite common in the literapand it is
well-suited here as well. It creates a logic sefpamebetween contextual factors that are given
and can not be influenced by the PRR parties theesédemand-side), and factors that are
influenced by the party’s actions and efficiencyp(sly-side). It is also a chronologically
sound division as the latter have gained the attemif scholars more recently than the former.
A discussion on issue salience theory will thetofel This section focuses on the single-most
important issue in the political platform of the RRarties: immigration. The hypotheses will
be presented in here.

2.1 Populist radical right parties

A host of names is used to label the PRR partylfarithe choice of label is usually very
important because the parties are often a patteofihalysis as a variable. It is for example
common to use the electoral support for the PRRgsaas dependent variable. The different

labels cover different groups of parties, althotlggre is much overlapping. Thus, the choice

®This division of explanatory factors is commontie PRR literature, where it (to my knowledge) wiest fised
by Herbert Kitschelt (1995).



of label for these parties can influence the selrobf cases. This, however, is not the case
here because the parties (or their vote shara)ara variable in the analyses. Neither does it
affect the selection of cases. The label popudisical right (PRR) is used here, following
Mudde (2007) whenever | refer to these parties. Wiederring to other scholarly works, |
use the terminology of the author as choice of narag have influenced that particular work.
For a further discussion on the names and concgggsMudde (2007) and Fennema (1997).

It seems plausible to say that the mass politisatibthe immigration issue began in the
1980’s. Arzheimer points out that a new wave ohtig} parties started to gain momentum
from the early 1980’s: “All of a sudden, partiémt were dubbed as “extreme,” “radical,”
“populist,” or “new” right proved highly successfat the polls in countries such as Austria,
Belgium, Denmark, France, Italy, Norway, Swederd &witzerland” (2009:259). Events in
this period, such as the Scandinavian Progressiv&R newfound interest in the immigration
issue and the increasing success for anti-immauaparties from 1984 in many Western
European countries (Ignazi 1992; Fennema 1997:.ZA3-Arzheimer and Carter 2006:427),

make it reasonable to regard this as the dawneoPRR party family.



Figure 1 - The rise of the PRR party family
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Figure 1 shows how the support for this party fgrhhs grown, and that they have become
increasingly more relevant for Western Europearntipsl Many have tried to explain this

development and the following sections will provateoverview of this literature.

2.2 Demand-side

Since the 1950s, political scientists have focusethe composition of societies when trying
to explain the political system. Different segmeotghe population had different interests,
and the conflicts between these interests wereatefd in the political system. Marxist theory
with its emphasis on class struggles is a well-kmewample. The depth of a political conflict

would be related to the size of the groups involRiding numbers of urban workers would

"“The figure shows the average vote share of thieteiging populist right parties in national pantiantary
elections between 1984 and 2004. The eight risamjgs are: The Frendfront National the Austrian
Freiheitliche ParteiOsterreichsthe Belgiarvlaams BelandpreviouslyVlaams Blok, the DanisiDanske
Folkeparti (previouslyFremskridtspartiet the SwissSchweizerische Volkspartéhe Norwegian
Fremskrittspartietthe ItalianLega Nord and the Dutchijst Pim Fortuyri (Ivarsflaten 2005a: 18).



for example give the labour or communist party meupport in elections. Politics was
explained by relating it to observable changesoriety. Nevertheless, such a relationship is
unclear when it comes to the electoral successRét Parties and the scope of immigration.
PRR patrties are first and foremost concerned vagtricting immigration and opposing the
multicultural society, but whether their successythinges on the number of immigrants and
asylum seekers in their respective countries israested question. Terri Givens (2002) tests
the effect of socioeconomic variables on the sicadsradical right parties. Although she
finds that high unemployment and immigration isoassted with higher electoral support for
radical right parties, she also claims that theicmmonomic variables are insufficient in
explaining variation in the dependent variable #rat “[...] cause and effect are not clear”
(Givens 2002: 156) This seems to be the general perception of theadd-side explanatory

models.

The demand side explanations can be traced batketearly generations of scholars who
studied the support for political parties, with &gt and Rokkan as two of the most prominent.
They explained support for different parties byusiog on cleavages in the electorate. A
cleavageis stronger and more long-lasting thaooaflict (Flora et al. 1999:34)hat is quite

clear in Seymour M. Lipset and Stein Rokkan’s (@9€eminal book. The cleavage concept
will be briefly discussed here because it is thenftation of the demand-side theories and

shows how societal development has been conceiviedlience politics.

The cleavage concept has evolved over time as Zwmekes (1975) discussion about
cleavages shows. He claims that Weber and Marg'©tithe word was tightly connected to
class Flora, Kuhnle and Urwin (1999:35) also draw timi® to Marx’s concepts, where class
struggles emerged as a consequence of the evohiftiodustrial capitalism. A person’s class
was for Weber determined by the person’s objegtvation in the economy. For Marx, this
objective criterion was not enough; “Classes doauristitute themselves as such until they
participate in political conflicts as organized gps...” (Zuckerman 1975:232). There has to
be some form of political organisation; the meresince of a group that has the potential of
being mobilised is not sufficient. This resembleskkan's terminology, where latent and
manifest cleavages were central concepts; “In Rokkaiew these frequently 'latent’
differences break out at critical junctures andetadn 'manifest’ organisational and

8 She finds these relationships between the vasgahl@ustria and France, but not in Germany.



institutional forms in the process of political sm-building (Flora et al. 1999:7).
Zuckerman (1975:234) argues tebgavageoriginally were, in Lipset and Rokkan’s usage, a
social phenomenon where conflict groups organimempposition to other such groups. These
social cleavages are politicized “[..ds they become issues of large-scale conflict and
become tied to political parties. Implicit herghg conceptualization of political cleavage as a
type of political division based on major socialidions” (Zuckerman 1975:234). Cleavages
may in other words exist in a society, but they rmoe political until they are made manifest
through political organising. This is highly comahle with the division between demand and
supply side factors in the literature on PRR partighe cleavage is transmissible to the
demand in the electorate (or distribution of idgis in the electorate with Downsfan

terminology) and the supply side revolves arourdpdlitical organising.

2.2.1 Immigration

Migration has changed the ethnic, religious anducal composition of Western European
societies. It is perhaps not the migration, the emoent of people, in itself that causes
political reactions. Transnational migration hassading to Falter (1996:230) the following
effect on xenophobia in Germany: It leads to etbalbdral heterogenization, which in turn
leads to more xenophobia and hostility towards igmers®. This specific example from
German politics is presented here in order to shHmvsupposed causal mechanism. Norris
(2005:4) is in line with this view when she, on arm general basis, claims that the rising
salience of cultural protectionism is a responsemigration and globalisation. This new
salience of issues associated with the multicdltsariety has according to those who

emphasise demand-side factors created a demanrekfdctive policies towards immigration.

In Downsian terms, one could say that a societ@hgh changes the distribution of ideologies
in the citizenry, in this case seen as negativaiops and attitudes towards the multicultural
society. There is a shift in the opinions of thecebrate which could potentially be utilised by
new (or established for that matter) parties. Ndoctaims that “... [a]lternative variants of the
demand-side thesis suggest that the rise of thealadght is fueled by shifts in public
opinion” (2005:166). She claims that these shifes@used by increasingly multicultural and

° | am here referring to Downs (1957). His theorpiigsented later.
10 Falter also claims that within-society disparitie® right extremism contribute to increased xenbjsas
well.



ethnically heterogeneous societies. Anderson (1€86% that support for the two progress
parties of Norway and Denmark was driven by indreasiumbers of foreigners in these

countries.

The construction of in- and out-groups, where thwke have cultural or ethnic features that
do not correspond to the imagetbé natiort* are placed in the out-group, has been stressed
by many scholars in the literature on PRR partie @n social psychology (Mudde 2007;
Lubbers et al. 2002; Brader et al. 2008; Pettige®@2). People who fall into the out-group
category are typically of an immigrant backgrounl ahey are in the words of Mudde
“outside the nation, within the state” (2007: B9)The perceived threat of the out-group is
often regarded as twofold; some emphasise the edortbreat of immigrants (Givens 2005;
Golder 2003), while others claim that the cultuhakat is more important (lvarsflaten 2005b;
Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart 2007:413; Sides atwhC007; Messina 2007), and there
also seems to be some variation between the ceantriregards to what type of arguments
PRR politicians use (Simonsen et al. 2009).

Those who are sceptical of the explanations ofddm®and-side generally have a hard time
seeing how immigration cazauseelectoral success for parties that are restricbweards this.
They do however agree that immigration or presafidereigners creates an opportunity for
these parties, without conceding much explanatawep to such theories. Mudde (2007)
calls this a search fdahe perfect breeding grounan activity where the researcher tries to
find the structural factors that maximise the eleait support for PRR parties. The fact that
immigration has been going on for a much longeetiman PRR have been successful, may
support this view. Messina (2007:76-77) is in liwgh this view when he argues that the
increase in the support for anti-immigrant groujasribt coincide with the first wave of post-
war immigration. He dates this wave of surplus labmmigration to the period 1945 to 1979,
whereas the popularity of the anti-immigration greincreased mainly after the 1980's.

Immigration can, as many other social phenomenabdkh objectively observed and
subjectively perceived. Objective changes are haderstood as actual changes in the sense
that they are observable, for example throughsdtedi Subjective changes are perceived by

M For a discussion on the concept of the nationretinalism, see Benedict Anderson (2006) and Eric
Hobsbawm (1992)

12 Mudde (2007:69-73) makes a quite clear distinctiere between Eastern and Western Europe. The group
outside the nation, within the stagenerally consists of the immigrant populatioMiastern Europe. Itis to a
much larger extent made up of indigenous ethniconities in Eastern Europe.

10



the voters, or people in general for that mattes, they do not necessarily correspond to
reality, although they very well could. Bergh angg®lund (2009) analysed survey data
where the respondents were told to estimate howynramigrants live in Norway. They
found that those who live in a municipality witwfammigrants generally have too high
estimates about the number of immigrants at theomalt level. The fewer immigrants who
live in your neighbourhood, the more immigrants ybink there are on the national level.
The respondents residing in Oslo were generallyemorrect in their estimates, although they
too estimated that there were more immigrants tbficial statistics show. Bergh and
Bjarklund (2009: 362) found a similar pattern in &le&n and Denmark, whereas Sides and
Citrin (2007) found the same tendency in a sampl@0oEuropean countries. Voters vote
according to the knowledge they poss&seegardless of how this corresponds to national
statistics. So, incorrect knowledge about immigmatnay influence the attitudes of voters, as
Sides and Citrin (2007) argue, making the relatigm$etween the objective numbers of

immigrants and the act of voting on the immigratissue less direct.

Just how objective numbers on immigration relatattidudes towards this group is not clear.
Mudde (2007:217-219) points out that there is asmgslink here; we can not see how the
macro-level structures influence the opinions @ Woters at the micro-level. He calls for an
increased attention to meso-level factors. The aeéslione such factor that could partly
explain the relationship between the macro- andriloeo-level. Mass media have according
to Mutz “[...] displaced personal relationships, le@ypeople susceptible to a new, more
powerful and centralized reference group in thenfaf mediated representation of mass
collectives” (1998:268-269). The media have the g@oto influence the opinions of many
people at the time. This effect can be decisiveaftitudes towards immigrants (Brader et al.
2008; Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart 2007). Lise Bgg@004) claims that the importance
of the immigration/refugee issue has fluctuatedoretiog to media campaigns on this issue.
Such considerations may help us understand why fisea lot of unexplained variance and

inconsistency between objective measures of immagrand its effect on politics.

2.2.2 The social basis for support

13 This can be related to Downs’ (1957) conceptasits of informatiopwhere the next unit of information
always is more expensive than the last one.

11



The dealignment thesis suggests that the ties batwaters and parties have loosened. Such a
situation may have been beneficial for PRR partid®) could attain support from voters that
traditionally supported other parties. However,tigarthat rely on the support of disloyal
voters who move from other parties may suffer dr@es fate as their competitors in the next
election. The weakening of partisan cleavages coutither words both make and break the
PRR parties and their electoral support may be rabifting and unstable over time (Norris
2005:135). Oddbjgrn Knutsen (2006) investigatedtireclass voting is in decline or not.
He found that class voting is in decline, but itnet gone. The classical class parties,
Communists, Social Democrats and Liberals, aretetlke who have the strongest link to a
social class. The Greens, Christian Democrats adicRl Right parties are found to have

weaker anchorage in social classes.

One should be extremely careful in comparing thditional totalitarian fascist parties of the
last century with more modern rightist movementggehelt and McGann 1995:43; Ignazi
1992). In fact, extreme right parties are accordmd(itschelt and McGann (1995:277) less
successful the closer they are to neofascist patt€éhe Sweden Democratsuccess in the
2010 Swedish Parliamentary election could partlgx@ained by the party’s recent efforts to
distance itself from its neofascist past. PRR astikt parties do, however, have one quite
important similarity; they both had to find spacean electoral market already covered from
left to right by other parties, be it Marxists, difalists or conservatives. The different social
groups or classes of voters were already convigedther parti€$. Being unable to make
stable bonds of loyalty with any group in particuldney had to attain support from all or
most classes, regions and occupations (Fennema4B®&)7 This makes them vulnerable to
issues that split their voters according to otheerest (lvarsflaten 2005c). Something as
fundamental to politics as the economy may be amwh sssue (Coffé et al. 2007), as the

discussion on issue salience later in this chagttews.

Most parties seek support from all social claskesce the term catch-all parties. However,
most parties are more successful with some soomalpg than with others, thereby making
these particular groups the basis for their elettsupport (Betz 1994:150). PRR parties do
not have one core group of loyal voters. Those @l overrepresented in voting for the
extreme right are according to Arzheimer “[...] m&nters who are either young or rather

1 This is the general tendency, but it is not truredll PRR parties because not all of them are hgmazi (1992)
labels the latteold right wing parties
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old, those with a low level of formal educationdammongst the manual workers, the petty
bourgeoisie, and those in routine nonmanual empdoyin(2009:259).This tendency has
become clearer with time, especially as most pewjile higher education seem to have a
distaste for xenophobic rhetoric. Hans-Georg Bgt294:150-166) description of the changes
in the populist right’s social basis is quite tajjion this account. He points out that both the
DanishProgress Partyand the Frenclrront National attracted voters from the middle and
upper class, people with higher education, theealbloyed, skilled workers in addition to
the working class. They were in other words tru&lcall parties. Betz claims that the
composition changed during the 80’s; at the same fis their emphasis on the immigration
issue became more prominent. Betz labels thisitrams “[...] proletarization of their social
basis” (1994:155). The initial support from the eatied middle-class was weak and waned
during the 80’s. Thus, the typical populist rigliter of the 90’s was usually from a lower
class and had low to medium levels of educatioriZB894:166). This is the overall general
tendency, but there are exceptions. Both Betz (1984 Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers
(2002:347) point out th@ront NationalandFreiheitliche Partei Osterreichattained support

from the middle classes in addition to the supfrorh lower classes.

2.2.3 Unemployment — does it help the populist radi  cal right?

Unemployment has received much attention as anaeapry factor in the literature. It
should be noted initially that the focus in thisrtps on unemployment rates. These are
generally measured on an aggregate level and ceapath national election results, also on
an aggregate level. Drawing inferences from sucta ddbout voting behaviour at the
individual level could lead to an ecological fafjaas Givens (2005:71) points out. We may
be able to make inferences about opportunitiesvatetr potential, but “[...] how macro-level
factors exactly influence micro-level behaviour ens largely undertheorized” (Mudde
2007:230). This means that this section focusesamm unemployment affects PRR success,
and not how the unemployed as a social group reddteese parties.

The results of empirical analyses seeking evideiocethe alleged relationship between
unemployment and electoral success for PRR padiesoften weak, contradicting and
complicated (Mudde 2007:206). Some investigate dinisa regional level (Sides and Citrin

2007; Givens 2005) and others look for patternsaamational level (Arzheimer and Carter
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2006). Some argue that other factors, such as imatieg, play a mediating role (Golder
2003). There does not seem to be a straight-forwalationship in this matter. In the
following, the most prominent theoretical expeaas will be presented.

Arzheimer and Carter (2006:434) find that low unéyment makes extreme right parties
perform better in elections. Pia Knigge (1998) fanhy found that people are more proh®
voting for an extreme right-wing party when unenyph@nt is low. This seems to be the most
usual finding. Arzheimer and Carter are not certalty the extreme right wing benefit from
lower levels of unemployment, but they argue that plausible that voters have more trust in
more established parties in times of high unemplEywnCoffé, Heyndels and Vermeir (2007)
provide another explanation from an issue saligraspectiveVlaams Blokperforms better
when the economy is not a problem, because thimsn#dat the immigration issue can
receive more attention. Lubbers et al. (2002) twwl fthat a higher unemployment rate
decreases the support for extreme right-wing martiea multi-level analysis, but this finding
is not statistically significant on the aggrega¢eel. However, their analysis shows that
unemployed people are overrepresented in votinghferpopulist right. Thus, it may seem
that the relationship found between unemployment RRR support at the individual level

goes in the opposite direction from the findingstlo@ aggregate level.

Despite the abovementioned findings, there areorsmago believe that the effect of
unemployment on PRR support is weak. The aggregaédnal level may also not be the
best level of analysis for investigating the effetunemployment. Givens (2005) carries out
her analysis on the regional level in France, Geyrand Austria. She argues that national-
level analyses will be unable to identify the vada within each country. The populist right
parties could be successful in parts of the counthere they have their bastions of support,
and almost completely absent and irrelevant inroffaets. The ItaliarLega Nordand the
BelgianVlaams BloR/laams Belangan serve as examples of such regionally condedtra
parties. Givens (2005) found some contradictingultesin her analysis; the effects of
unemployment were positive and significant in Feamnd Austria, and not significant in
Germany. This may lend support to the claim thanaled-factors merely facilitate the
potential, and that factors on the supply-side eaplain why some are able to seize the
chance, while others are not.

15 Knigge does not use election results as depemdeiable. She uses survey-data from the Eurobasmet
where the respondents are asked who they wouldfepitan election was held tomorrow.
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Some scholars, such as Lubbers and Scheepers 4320433) and Golder (2003) argue that
an analysis of unemployment rates alone will mesgspof the picture. They claim that some
groups of voters perceive an ethnic competitiortygical argument from such a perspective
would be “immigrants steal jobs”, a popular statetnesed by politicians such as Jérg Haider
and Jean-Marie Le Pen (Golder 2003; Lorenz 2009:Rj&stvedt 2009:270; Givens 2002).
Golder (2003) labels this “the materialist argumesg¢eing as those who are sympathetic to
this notion are afraid of having their material lming reduced as a consequence of the
influx of immigrants in the job-market. This is al$n line with the social psychological
literature onrelative deprivation Pettigrew claims that relative deprivation “[..s] strongest
when there exists a clearly advantaged outgroupishperceived to be responsible for the
ingroup’s disadvantage” (2002:360). To claim thhé timmigrant population is clearly
advantaged would probably be to stretch the argtumeenfar, but if they are assumed to get
the jobs that the in-group is losing, they coulddoasidered advantaged from an in-group
point of view. If unemployment is high, and theseaiso a significant immigrant community
in the area, some people might blame the immigrémtsthe scarcity of jobs, or their
disadvantage. If there is such a mediating relatignbetween the two factors’ (immigration
and unemployment) effect on PRR party popularityeyt should be studied with an
interaction model (Brambor et al. 2006). GolderQ20460) finds a positive and significant
interaction effect of immigration and unemployment populist party support, meaning that
unemployment only increases the support for thesies when there are many foreigners in

the country.

The discussion on the effect of unemployment doet lead to any clear theoretical

expectations, yet. There does however seem to s evadence supporting the claim for a
negative (and weak) effect of unemployment, meaniay higher unemployment reduces
PRR support. A potential interaction effect is alslevant from an issue salience perspective.
Therefore, the formulation of a concrete hypotheslsbe presented in the salience section

below.

2.3 Supply-side
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Whereas the demand-side is an approach well-statgdaspwhat kind of policies (and thus
parties) that are wanted by the electorate whg they want it, the supply-side provides
explanations fohow parties try to tap into this demand. This appro&cmuch more actor
and institution oriented and revolves around striatbehaviour of political parties in electoral
markets. The following sections will provide anroduction to the supply-side theories. The
discussion will start with the early work of Anthomowns (1957), because this is the
foundation for more recent accounts of strategitabb®ur in electoral markets. Throughout
the literature review, there will be a particulactis on PRR parties and factors that restrict

and further their efficiency in winning votes.

2.3.1 Policy spaces

Unlike Lipset and Rokkan (1967), Downs (1957) uaadeconomic approach to explain the
mechanics of party systems Am Economic Theory of Democradyis economic approach

has contributed with conceptual tools of great @dtupolitical scientists. Downs pleaded that
his theoretical models were “[...] tested primarily e accuracy of their predictions rather
than by the reality of their assumptions” (1957:28ympathetic to this view, Sartori

(2005:305) claims that such oversimplistic modete aever meant to give a precise
description of reality, but offer oversight and fgiinto prominence basic features that

otherwise get lost in the details.

Anthony Downs’ (1957) theoretical models are basedparties’ behaviour. They move

strategically in policy spaces in order to win élats. Usually the party that gets the most
votes wins, and since most voters can be foundndrtlve median voter, parties focus their
attention towards this strategic part of the elettn Downs’ (1957:118) example of the
distribution of voters in a two-party system shdwsv the parties A and B are drawn towards
the median voter (Figure 2). They are not afraitbeing voters on the flanks in this situation
because the profit in terms of new voters won igyfaater. The parties in two-party systems
strive to resemble their opponent, whereas pariesulti-party systems do the opposite; they
ideologically distinguish themselves from their oppnts (Downs 1957: 126-13%)

% This is a simplistic presentation of party comipeti. Shepsle and Bonchek (1997) discuss more doatet!
models than the ones presented here.
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Figure 2 - The median voter and centripetal competiion

Source: Downs (1957: 118)

Parties place themselves according to where thikgvieethey can maximise the number of
votes. The political system reaches a state oflibqum after a while when no parties will
profit from changing their position. There will b® change in the number of parties and the
position of the parties unless a change in theridigton of voters takes place (Downs
1957:123).

Downs (1957:118) claims that a new party has trst bleance for success when it has the
opportunity to either “steal” a large portion ottiioters from the established parties, or when
it manages to get in between the established @artlyits voters. He uses the extension of
suffrage to the working class in England as an gfar(Figure 3) of a crucial incident that

caused a shift in the distribution of voters, asahels it.
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Figure 3 - A shift in the distribution
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The shift that can be seen in Figure 3 completabnges the electoral market. This creates
breaks for new parties who are able to supply the demand. Downs’ example shows how
the British Labour party were able to break through in the party syst&he following

sections will handle policy spaces in a PRR context

2.3.2 Taking advantage of policy spaces — external  factors

An open policy space provides the opportunity fd?RR party to gain success, but it is far
from sufficient. How efficient the PRR parties aeutilising the policy space depends on
factors both internal and external to the pdrtyhe external factors are elaborated upon first

and are followed by a discussion of the interneides.

Kitschelt and McGann (1995) used party competifamtors as central independent variables
in their influential bookThe Radical Right in Western Eurof@éey argue that the voters may
turn to a radical right party if they are disaffmttenough with the established parties. This is
in line with the theories of Downs (1957), where tientripetal competition draws the parties
towards the political centre, where the median wvotn be found. Kitschelt and McGann
(1995:275) argue that the extreme right in Weskarrope can find their niche in the electoral

market if the major parties on the left and righdesconverge in the middle. This is a situation

" Mudde (2007) introduces the internal and extedigtinction in his book on PRR parties.
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which arises when they alternate in position anich jooalition governments. Thus, the
convergence, the decrease of policy space betweemajor left and the major right party,
may create the opportunity for the radical righttiea. The coalition aspect of Kitschelt and
McGann’s theory allows for a congestion of partiesthe centre in multiparty systems,
something which Downs did not consider. A somevdiailar argument has been developed
by van der Brug et al. (2005: 548)They argue that the convergence in the cent@esen
opening on the right flank. From this perspectiire, relevant space for the PRR is decided by
the left-right position of the mainstream right-gicompetitor. The further this party moves

towards the centre, the bigger the space for tiaramigrant party.

The strategic positioning is not only about findihg best ideological place for oneself, but it
can be equally important to block out other parbggaking or approaching their stance on
issues, and thereby effectively reducing the sfzée policy space for that party. Lubbers et
al. (2002) point out thahe Conservativem the United Kingdom(Cristlich-Soziale Unionn

Germany andVolkspartij voor Vrijheid en Demokratien the Netherlands have taken a
restrictive stance towards immigration. Other, m@eical restrictionist parties, such as the
relatively unsuccessfulie Republikanem Germany an@ritish National Partyin the United

Kingdom, may therefore have a hard time findingcgpa the party system. However, this is
a strategy that could be counterproductive. It doubke tough stands towards immigration
more legitimate and hence increase the chancdbdd?PRR party having success in elections
(Arzheimer 2009:262). The opportunities for a PRRtypin the electoral markets are hence

influenced by the behaviour and positions of theepparties.

The institutional framework has also received adbattention on the supply-side account.
This does not primarily influence the demand foPBR party, but rather influence the
possibilities of a PRR getting seats in the pariatmJackman and Volpert (1996) conclude in
their study that the price of a proportional paygtent® is that it provides opportunities for

extreme right parties. A similar effect was foung ®Golder (2003) and Swank and Betz
(2003). The former found that although immigraticneated a demand for populist parties,
“[...] electoral institutions influence the extentwdich this demand is translated into actual
votes” (Golder 2003: 461).

18 Norris (2005) also discusses this argument thdriyug
¥ The institutional framework of party systems widit be handled in detail here. For a discussiopasty
systems, see Lijphart (1999).
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2.3.3 Taking advantage of policy spaces —internal  factors

Finally, the attention is turned to the internakliies of the PRR party and how it may
influence its own fate. The focus here will firg bn the party organisation before the rather
intangible phenomenonharismatic leaderships discussed. In regards to the former, the
same rules apply to the PRR as to any other panyell-structured organisation will perform
better than one that is not (Lubbers et al. 2002)sflaten (2005a) links this to the ability to
communicate the party’s policies to its potentiaters. She focuses on visibility and
credibility, to vital aspects of getting ahead lie tompetition for votes. The infrastructure of
the PRR party is an important explanatory factoPRR success for Mudde (2007) too, but
he also rightly points out that there are problewhen it comes to the operationalisation of
such variables. Measures of the quality of theypstructure are either of a rather low validity
(for example through expert surveys) or low geneadility (case studies). Nonetheless, it
seems plausible that a well-structured party islyiko be more efficient and more successful

in an electoral market.

A prominent feature of the Western European PRRigzars their flamboyant charismatic
leaders. Many of them are highly visible in Eurapg@alitics, even though they often do not
have corresponding electoral success to show feveitheless, the effect of the charismatic
leader does not seem to be considered very imgartahe scholarly literature. Both Mudde
(2007: 262) and Ivarsflaten (2005a: 28) argue thatgain of having a controversial and
highly visible leader is most important in the dhterm, at a breakthrough stage. The strong,
controversial leader may also be regarded as angsak The entire party becomes very
dependent on one single person. Bos and van dey @QL0) point to the collapse of the
Dutch PRR partyLijst Pim Fortuynafter their leader was slain. Another plausiblgatize
effect of a strong leader is that they have a teaglef hampering internal democracy and the
aspirations of talented party members (Mudde 2@07-272). Charisma is also a property
that is not well-suited for empirical research. IBtite issues of validity and generalisability as
discussed above are relevant here as well, butpasi@dem in particular is circularity; the

leader of a successful party is likely to be regefftias charismatic, whereas it is unlikely that

2van der Brug et al. are targeting their critiquexpert surveys.
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the leader of an unsuccessful party will be considl@s such (van der Brug et al. 2005). One

is therefore likely to measure whether succestffuccess when using such measures.

2.4 Issue salience

2.4.1 What is issue salience?

In salience theory, parties compete in trying totgeir issue to the top of the agenda. The
party wants the voters’ evaluations of the candisian an election campaign to be about its
favourite topic (Budge 2001; Budge and Farlie 1988wards Il et al. 1995). It is therefore
the emphasigut on different issues that is important. An imgation of this is that parties
will talk past each other, seldom go into a dirgiscussion about the topic at hand (Budge
and Farlie 1983), but rather try to pull the sgbttitowards the issue they own, meaning an
issue they have a track record and a reputatiggeddérming well on (Budge 2001: 62). This
means that when the left party emphasises welfai@ debate, the right party will counter
with arguments regarding taxation, and not welfatd@s goes both ways. In this regard the
PRR party will try to keep the attention on the ilgration issue.

Edwards Ill, Mitchell and Welch (1995) claim that @sue has a significant effect on politics
only when the incumbents are evaluated on thisqodat issue. Similarly, Fournier, Blais,
Nadeau, Gidengil and Nevitte (2003) conclude thatgerformance of the government on an
issue does not matter much as long as that issua important. Both the potential gains and
losses in terms of voter evaluation of a party’'§grenance on an issue are much bigger when
the issue is important. Therefore, it is highlydavable for a party if an issue it “owns” is
regarded as salient.

According to the salience perspective, parties aimpy fronting their own issues. But what
does it mean townan issue? Budge argues that a party owns anvdsel “[...] they have

a track record of carrying out the most populafgrences [...]” (2001: 62). They are in other
words associated with their past performances, camdhence not move around very much
along political dimensions. This can be linked varkflaten’s (2005a: 26-35) discussion of

credibility. The credibility of a party on a given issue ipeledent on its history (policy
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legacy) and its present qualities (party orgarosati That places the parties firmly in the
ideological landscape. This makes things a loteedsr the voters. It simplifies the search for
the appropriate party to vote for; the voter votasthe party that owns the issue that is

important at the time being (Budge and Farlie 128326).

2.4.2 Immigration - the populist radical right part  y’'s issue

Knigge (1998:255) claims that extreme right-wingtigs in six Western European countries
have narrowed down their attention from a widegeaaf issues to mainly focusing on
immigration issues. The parties are characterisdzbang against multiculturalism and for
restrictive policies towards immigration and asylseekers. They implicitly or explicitly
advocate xenophobia, racism and national chauvirfiemthermore, they are sceptical to a
strong state, but in favour of more police and tergounishment of criminals. Arzheimer
(2009:259) claims that although the extreme rigitypfamily, as he labels it, is very
heterogeneous, its strong concern for immigratssaes still distinguishes it from other
parties. Immigration is according to Arzheimer #irggle most important issue for such
parties. The signature issue for radical rightipartoday is, according to Norris, “[...] the
threat of 'the other,” driven by patterns of imnagon, asylum seekers, and multiculturalism”
(2005:132). The emphasis on the immigration isaufis master thesis does not mean that
the PRR parties are considered to be single-isatieg. They do have other issues, but the
point here is that the immigration is by far thesnionportant issue for PRR parties. It is on
the immigration issue the PRR have gained the greslibility. No one would believe that
the PRR party would carry out liberal immigratianlipes if it got in position. This is the
issue they own, and their electoral success iethiex likely to hinge on the salience of their
issue. Whether the salience of this issue in tepedds on the influx of immigration is

however not certain.

As mentioned above, the signature issue of popudjbt parties is the threat of ‘the other’. It

does not seem like the fear of other people isaamy scattered around on all foreign people.
Muslims are by many PRR parties considered as thst inmportant threat on both the

national and the international stage (Mudde 20Q8#4;0Betz 1994:173). This is empirically

quite obvious, especially after the terrorist dttaagainst the World Trade Center in 2001.
The anti-Muslim filmFitna, made by the charismatic Dutch politician Geertdéfis is one
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example of such agitation, and the heated debatid iaftermath of the Danish caricatures is
another (Heie 2009:199). Such a polarised debatetd raises the attentiveness towards the
immigration issue. Anti-immigration sentiments @ine most important attitudinal variables
for explaining populist right voting (BoomgaardemdaVliegenthart 2007:409; Lubbers and
Scheepers 2001:441; Lubbers et al. 2002). Howdivese attitudes do not influence politics
significantly as long as they are not salient. Rar et al. (2003) argue that there is an
interaction effect between attitudes and issueesedi; attitudes are not enough, they must
also be salient. Lise Togeby (2004: 37) claims smailar fashion that opinions about an issue
has few political consequences as long as the issugt salient, but when the issue is on the
agenda, it is much more likely to influence bothteve and politicians. Salience of the
immigration issues could be a more important fadt@an people’s policy positions for
explaining the upswing in electoral support foihtigt parties in Denmark. It is according to
Togeby (2004: 37) widely assumed that the Daneisiiops towards immigrants and refugees
have moved to the right. Contrary to popular belieé Danes’ opinions towards immigrants
and refugees have not changed much, but the sal@nte immigration issue has increased

significantly.

We know more or less which attitudes favour PRRi@ar This chapter has shown that the
immigration issue is the most important issue fig PRR parties and that their electoral
success should, according to issue salience thdunge on the importance of the
immigration issue. If the immigration issue is satient, the PRR party is unlikely to achieve
electoral success. Thus, finding out what makesigration important should be a prioritised
task in the literature on PRR parties. Demand amgply side theories have also been
discussed in the theory chapter. This discussiershawn that immigration frequently serves
as an independent variable for explaining electstalcess for PRR parties, and that the
relationships found are often weak and contradictihhas been pointed out that Bergh and
Bjorklund (2009) and Sides and Citrin (2007) foudiscrepancies between objective
measures of immigration and perceived levels of ignation. If people’s perceptions of
immigration levels do not correspond well to officistatistics on immigration, then their
evaluation of the salience of the immigration issoay also be somewhat detached from
objective measures of immigration. If the lattethe case, then this may help explain why
immigration levels seem to have a weak relationshifh support for PRR parties. The
disagreement about the causal claims justifiessinya&ting how immigration influences the

salience of the immigration issue.
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Because the literature on PRR parties has focusetie electoral success, we do not have
any empirically well-founded expectation as to hamvmigration influences salience.
However, the demand side assumption of a positationship between immigration and
vote share for PRR parties, will form the basisthis hypothesfs:

H1: Higher levels of immigration increase the satie of the immigration issue.

2.4.3 Competing issues — the vulnerable immigration issue

A discussion on the competition among issues irchiag the top of the agenda should
consider a theoretical threshold in regard to thenlmer of issues that are relevant. Is there
room for several important issues at the same tikh@® many issues do voters base their
final voting decision on? A theoretical discussamthis subject is necessary because it will
affect the operationalisation of the dependentaidei in the next chapter. Philip E. Converse
claimed that “[...] people generally have only a fesues that are particularly important to
them and to which they pay attention” (Edwardselilal. 1995: 110-111)his is consistent
with Downs’ (1957) concept of “information costsihere the next unit of information
always costs more than the previous one. To wiches @apacity is expensive, it is therefore
cheaper to prioritise. Budge and Farlie (1983: P%l-152) distinguish between the voters’
maximum issue capacity and the number of issué¢satitaally influence the vote. They claim,
regarding the former, that the communication betwparty and voter becomes inefficient
and the voter will probably get confused when toangnissues are on the agenda. They
estimate this threshold to be at around six torsessues. It is unlikely that so many issues
have a relevant effect on a person’s voting. Thetymate that somewhere between one
(seldom) to five issues influence the vote. Itilkely that there is considerable individual
variation in this matter. Different people haveeliént capacity for political issues. Education,
general interest in politics and so forth will paddy influence this. However, all individuals

must prioritise at some point, and Converse’s egtnof “a few issues” seems reasonable.

% This argument is explained more thoroughly infthal section of this chapter, where the theoréticadel
for this thesis is established.
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As previously mentioned, the PRR parties had td Bpace in political systems where the
political space was already filled from left tohtg They could as such not expect to compete
along the same dimensions as the established gafiee established parties had attained
issue ownership on most important political isswspecially those associated with the left-
right socioeconomic axis. The PRR parties wereefioee “[...] only likely to rise on issues
that cut across the main political axis” (Ivarsiat2005a: 81). This was seemingly the only
way of gaining foothold in the party system, bus tleaves the PRR parties vulnerable to the
salience of issues on the dimension that theyaitytihad to cross. Van der Brug and van
Spanje (2009) argue that the opinions of voterssamectured along two dimensions; the
traditional economic dimension and a new culturmhethsion. Political parties are only
structured along the former. This means that votdrs have a rightist stance on the cultural
dimension (restrictive to immigration) and a lefsance on the economic dimension (which
is generally in the interest of the working clags left with a tough decision: to vote either
according to the economic or according to the caltunterests. The political opinions of the
voter will in this situation not automatically det@ne the outcome because the voter will
have two equally appropriate parties to vote fdre Tecision will therefore depend on the
voter's weighing of the two dimensions. This is rag stable over time and this will,
according to van der Brug and van Spanje (2008y te increased volatility. The voter will
emphasise the dimension that is most salient attithe of the election; “Elections are
therefore increasingly decided by the issues tbatidate the agenda during the campaign”
(van der Brug and van Spanje 2009: 329). An imporiaplication of this is that the PRR
parties’ voters will be uncertain and increasindigloyal every time economic issues are

salient.

The discussion above has assumed that the PRRsJmdee leftist economic interests, but
that is not completely true. As mentioned in thetisea on social basis: several PRR parties
also enjoy the support of members of the middlesscleront National and Freiheitliche
Partei Osterreichsvere mentioned as the most prominent exampleisnrégard. This will
still render the PRR parties vulnerable to theesake of economic issues. Ivarsflaten (2005c:
490) calls the division among PRR voters in ecomamterests “the germ of destruction” for
the PRR parties. She also points out that PRRegsarti general have low credibility in
economic matters. The support for the PRR may is situation not be affected by the

conflicting interests of théndividual voter, but by conflicting interests afroups of PRR
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voters. Coffé et al. (2007) investigated support dod participation ofVlaams Blokin
municipal elections in Flanders in 2000. They fouhdt Vlaams Blokperformed better in
more prosperous communities. They also found thdbva unemployment rate made
participation by thé&/laams Blokmore likely. They concluded that this could belakged by
the concept of issue salience: “As economic issussome less salient, issues such as
immigration get more attention and this benefits YHaams Blok” (Coffé et al. 2007: 20).
This supports the argument that there is a competlietween the immigration issue and

economic issues, where the former is dependeitecdlbsence of the latter.

This discussion has shown that economic issuena@r®nly splitting PRR parties with a
homogeneous proletarian/working-class group of rgptbut also PRR parties that draw
support from both the working and the middle cla@snsequently, PRR parties should be
more successful in elections when economic issteesaa@ on the agenda. Coffé et al. (2007)
found that a prosperous economy facilitated in@easpport for the PRR party in Belgium.
However, the demand-side discussion in this chd@srpointed out that there is a perceived
competition from foreigners in the job market, attimmigration is more controversial when
the unemployment rate is high. The argument “imangg steal jobs”, which has been stated
by PRR politicians and studied by PRR scholars, diasussed earlier. Golder's (2003)
article can serve as an example here. He foundhigher levels of unemployment increase
the electoral success of populist right partiedoag as there are many foreigners in the
country. Foreigners are, from this perspective,exarntroversial when they are many and
when the economy is considered a problem. So, Hwevwell-being of the economy
influences the salience of the immigration issueais unclear. This calls for an empirical
investigation of the effect of the economy on thkesice of the immigration issue in Western
European countries. The discussion leads to thewilg hypothesis, which is in line with

Coffé’s argument:

H2: A prosperous economy facilitates higher saleeatthe immigration issue.

Further, the studies of Coffé et al. (2007) andd8pl(2003) call for an investigation of a
potential interaction effect between the economg enmigration. They do this from two
different perspectives; Coffé et al. ground theiguament in salience theory and the
competition among issues, whereas Golder focuseshenperceived competition from

foreigners in the job market. An interaction effeetween immigration and unemployment is
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highly relevant in the theoretical literature andl wherefore be further investigated in the

statistical analysis.

2.5 The theoretical model

The most prominent explanations of how the PRRigmthave achieved electoral success
have so far been presented in this theory chalpteas been argued that issue salience theory
provides valuable insight into party competitiorddrow voters make up their minds on who
to vote for. It is further argued that the salielée¢he immigration issue plays an important
role in explaining PRR parties’ success. Stilbw this issue actually becomes salient and
whetherstructural factors influence this, is not yet &iéntly explained. In the following, the
causal chain of PRR party success is broken upmaie closely linked relationships. A brief

discussion of the methodological argument behimlighnecessary.

Pierson (2003) advocates breaking up a causal @tgitaces where the effect between two
variables is still strong. Pierson argues thi@]ven if a chain has only three links, and the
probability that each link will hold is 80 percetitere is less than a fifty-fifty chance that the
entire chain will operate” (2003: 188). The linktlween socio-economic factors and the
electoral success of PRR parties can be seen ds asutausal chain. Pierson further
recommends breaking up the causal chain whereirtkad getting weak, and “[...] where
causal connections become difficult to pin dow(003: 188). | would argue that the
structures’ effect on PRR party support is one abcisain where it would be advantageous to
break it up into tighter links. The long-stretchealusal argumeninmigration drives PRR
party succes$ias been investigated many times, often with adinfy and unclear results as

this theory chapter has shown.

Today, there exists wide consensus that the dersidedfactors can explain little of the
variance in the support for PRR parties. Sociosiinat factors form the background, but they
can not directlycausethe electoral success of a party. The causal claistring of factors
that have to occur, is simply too long. The partiave to take advantage of the context, and
that is where the supply-side factors enter théupgc However, exactlwherethis break in

the causal chain is supposed to be is unclearust wertainly be at a stage before the casting
of a vote, but at what stage? The stage wheresae isecomes salient seems appropriate. The
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next step for the voters is then to find out whietrty will maximize their utility inconfé or
in other words, give them the most of the poli¢ie=y want out of their vote. Voters vote for
those who can credibly give them the policies twayt on the issue(s) they find important.

The study of van der Brug et al. (2005) is based bmo-step theoretical model. They argue
(following Downs) that the electoral decision ipracess that involves more than one step.
They break up the causal chairelctoral potenti&®, where the voter can choose between
several parties. At this stage, the voter detersnhmv attractive each party is, but has not yet
made a final decision. They do this in order to suea how attractive the anti-immigrant
party isbeforethe competition from other parties is taken intoaunt, thereby partly
excluding some aspects of supply-side theories sHtond step involves deciding for one
party, and here the competition from other paisegecisive; the voter will vote for another
party if it can provide a higher utility income ththe anti-immigration party. | argue here that
when the causal chain is broken at electoral piateoine has already allowed the voter to
assign pros and cons to different parties. Thiailsnthat political, supply-side factors, have
already influenced the dependent variable. For @kanif the voters think it is important to
restrict immigration, but they also think the PR&tp is too controversial, the institutional
framework will hinder it, or that the PRR partysis small that to vote for it would be a waste,
then they are unlikely tpotentiallyvote for that party. ThBritish National Partymay serve

as a fitting example of a party that is a victinsath circumstances. Factors associated with
the party have already played out its effect & stage. The theoretical model for this master
thesis is an attempt to exclude (control for) thepy-side factors as much as possibl€he
reason for doing this is that it is believed tlm tausal chain is weak (“less than fifty-fifty”

in the words of Pierson) beyond this point. Thials in line with Druckman, Green,
Kuklinski and Lupia (2006), who advocate isolatbrgaks in causal chains, in particular

when the reigning causal claims are contested.

22 An economic concept that is emphasised by Dowas71L

#van der Brug et al. (2005:551) search for a maasefithe attractiveness of anti-immigrant partest vas not
affected by other parties’ attractiveness. Theyednap with the EES-question “Some people always fatthe
same party. Other people make up their mind eaoh. tPlease tell me for each of the following howiyable it

is that you will ever vote for this party”. The lasion of the wordeveruntangles the attractiveness of one party
from the attractiveness of its competitors, initleginion. The wordkverlets the respondent know that this is
not a one shot game, thereby leaving the possiloifitoting for several parties over time open.

24 One can of course never be completely certainahathas sufficiently controlled for these factdmst, they
should in theory make their impact at a later stage
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A structural perspective must according to Down@57t 140) be considered if one is to
explain the distribution of ideologies among votdssue salience theory shows that the
degree of salience of an issue is just as impodarthe opinions of voters. How structural
factors influence the salience of the immigratiesue in Western Europe needs further
explanations based on empirical investigation, @vad is the aim of this master thesis. The
theoretical model for this master thesis is pre=gm Figure 4. This model also includes the
indicators of immigration and the economy. Thesgcators will together with the measure
of the dependent variable be discussed in thealeyiter. Based on the discussion above, the

theoretical model for this master thesis can begted as follows:

Figure 4 - The theoretical model

- Immigration
- Immigration inflow
- Inflow of asylum seekers
- Share of foreigners
- Economy
- Unemployment
- Economic growth

Salience of the
immigration issue

A 4
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3. Data and operationalisation

This chapter consists of four parts. The first pamsents the operationalisation of the
dependent variable. Here, an important discussidheochoice of survey is presented. The
second part provides an empirical description ef ghlience of the immigration in Western
Europe. It seeks to give an impression of how irtgrdrthis issue is and how it relates to the
salience of other issues. The attention is turoethé independent variables in part three and
four. Operationalisations are handled in the tpiact and the fourth part provides descriptive
overview of the independent variables. Furthermdine, two initial hypotheses from the
theory chapter are formulated with more precisioithis chapter. The new formulations are
based on indicators of immigration and the stathefeconomy.

3.1 Operationalisation of the dependent variable: S alience of the
immigration issue

3.1.1 The issue salience concept

The concept ofalienceis an established and frequently used term irtipaliscience, but it is
rarely defined (Wlezien 2005: 556). Wlezien poiotd thatsalience“[...] originally was
used by voting behaviour scholars to designateirtiportance individual voters attach to
different issues when evaluating political cand@dat(2005: 556). It is the meaning from the
voting behaviour tradition that is used here. \Mazj2005: 558) traces issue importance back
to Downs (1957) where the distances on policy dsm@s was a key element for explaining
voting behaviour. In this regard, salience is sasna weight that is added to an issue
dimension. This weight is considered to be infliedrfor voters’ choice of candidate or party

in elections. Issues that are added the most waightihe ones that matter the most.

Issue saliencdias been used in different scholarly traditioret thave focused on different
actors in the political system. It has been statetie theory chapter that the interest in issue
salience here is connected to the voters’ evaloatidhe salience of issues. The salience that
political elites attach to issues has also receavéat of attention. The work of Budge (2001)

and the Comparative Manifestos Project has focasedolitical parties. Here, the political
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programmes of political parties have been analys®dl coded as metric dataManifesto
data can reveal how much political parties emplkadifferent issues. Scholars of judicial
politics focus on other elites; Epstein and Seg@DQ) investigated the salience of cases for
Supreme Court justices. Mass media have also ettanuch attention concerning issue
salience. Soroka (2003) examined how the salierdfcdoreign affairs in mass media
corresponds to salience of foreign affairs in thblig. This relationship between salience in
the mass media and salience in the public is algohasised by Togeby (2004). The focus
can, in other words, be on several different actows this master thesis follows the voter
behaviour tradition and is as such concerned viighpgublic’s evaluation of the salience of
political issues. This will be measured throughveyrdata and the attention is now turned to
the wording of the survey question, before a surse&hosen based on a validity discussion.

3.1.2 The wording of the question

Wilezien’s (2005) article about the wording of synauestions that measure issue salience
will be the basis for the following discussion. peints out that scholars who measure issue
salience often rely on the “most important problesuirvey question. What this wording
actually entails is not obvious, something whichs hiiscussion shows. Different
interpretations of the woroportanceare considered first, followed by a discussion loa t

implications of using the worgroblem

WiIezien (2005: 558-559) points out three unceriesntegarding the worinportance Is the
problem important to the respondent or to the ag@nis the respondent thinking about long-
term or short-term problems? Is the respondentkitngn about political or non-political
problems? Issue salience theory is very much paljtbut the respondent may not necessarily
regard this as a strictly political question. Thadidity of the data could suffer from this
ambiguity. The relevance of the other two uncetiasn(personally/for the country and long-
/short-term) connected to the wardportance is less clear. Different voters will base their
voting on different perspectives, so to rule out parspectives with a more precise question

wording can seem counterproductive in this regard.

% For a critical review of the Manifesto data, sem@it, Laver and Mikhaylov (2009).
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The discussion has so far shown that is not péyfetdar what the respondents mean when
they find something important. The following dissis will now be orwhatthe respondent
finds important; anssueor aproblem The two surveys that will be discussed lateredifh
this matter, so this is a methodologically impotteonsideration. The immediate difference
between the words is thesuedoes not provide any information about directisimereas
problemis clearly negative. This might be considered dmaatage withproblem — the
researcher knows that the respondent is not satisfith the situation on that given issue.
Wiezien (2005: 559-560) labels tpeoblemwording as asymmetrical because it only applies
when issues are problems, but not necessarilyeif #ne important issues. He argues that this
asymmetry is definitely no advantage; an imporfaiobblemmay in his opinion “[...] have
nothing at all to do with an “issue” per se” (20659), although it just as well could.

According to Wlezien (2005: 559-560), the wamabblemindicates that there is a distance or
a mismatch between the policies that the politiare carrying out and the policies that the
respondent wants. An issue is only considered bl@moif the politicians are doing too little
about it. In this regard, the mismatch can not tgtwe; the politicians can not overachieve
in the sense that they are giving more of the psdithan the respondent wishes for, simply
because the respondent would not consider thi®lalean. If a respondent wants restrictive
immigration policies, and that is exactly what gevernment is giving, then the respondent
would not consider this an importgmbblem but it would still be an importamgsuein his or
her opinion. Thus, the word problem is not a perfeatch with the issue salience concept. A
measure of issue salience that is based on the pvobdem could therefore lead to the type of
mistake King, Keohane and Verba (1994: 25) warnfjive measures a different meaning
than they actually warrant. This discussion hasiges insight into the different validity
concerns associated with the wording of issue rsadiesurvey questions. The next part is

about choosing the most appropriate survey forrtaster thesis.

3.1.3 Choice of survey

There are several cross-national and cross-tempora¢ys that can be used to measure issue
salience. The validity of the measure of the depanhdvariable, and the number of
observations that can be attained from it, depéma@sgreat extent on choice of survey. Thus,
the discussion of choice of survey is an importasthodological part of this master thesis.
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Many surveys have been under consideration indhg stages of the data collection process.
Most of them are not reported here, but they haareernlly been filtered out due to lack of
either relevant questions or observation in timsmace. The European Social Survey (ESS)
is one alternative that was dropped. It had sevetatesting questions, especially concerning
perceptions of immigration. The interest in thisatated to the work of Bergh and Bjgrklund
(2009) and Sides and Citrin (2007). However, nohthe questions in the ESS were direct
measures of issue salience and for that reasbagito be dropped. The following discussion
on choice of survey is narrowed down to the fimad surveys under consideration: European
Election Studies (EES) and the Eurobarometer tEBJhere is quite a lot of variation
between these two surveys when it comes to questmnding, frequency of rounds and
geographical extensiveness. The EES will be preddirst.

The EES contains a direct measure of issue sali€Wgbat do you think is the most
important problem facing Britain today?” (Europe@tection Studies 2009). Note that the
EES uses the worgroblem The question is open-ended and the interviewersisucted to
note down all answers, something which entails thabty problems can be mentioned. The
data are ordered in a descending order where tls¢ important problem comes first. There
are two variables of relevance: the most imporfaoblem (MIP) and, if the respondent
mentioned more than one problem, the top five gmoisl (MIP1-5) where the first is the most
important one. The percentage values of the vasalre the share of respondents who
answered that eithémmigration or minorities/integratiod’ was an important problem. The
respondents can mention many problems, althougivé lonly used the top five problems in
order to rule out problems that are likely to haweminimal or no influence on the
respondent’s voting. This means that the MIP véeias it is presented here measures those
who think immigration/minorities ithe most important problem, whereas MIP1-5 measures

those who think it is a problem, but not necesgdné most important problem.

There is quite a lot of variation in the MIP ane IP1-5 variables (Appendix A). Six out of
32 countries have zero respondents that congia@igration and integration/minoritiesas

important problems on both the MIP and the MIPlaBable. The maximum score on MIP is

% The Eurobarometer data were provided by Norwe§iacial Science Data Services (NSD). Statement from
NSD (my translation): (Parts of) The data thatwsed in this publication are gathered from NSD’kipp
archive. Data are supplied by TNS Gallup AS andegalaat disposal through Norwegian Social Scienda Da
Services (NSD). Neither TNS Gallup AS nor NSD asponsible for the analyses of the data or the
interpretations that are made here.

2" Immigration has the value “75” and minorities/itation has the value “76” in the EES.
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19.51 percent (the Netherlands in 1999) and 32€t2emt on MIP1-5 (Denmark in 2004).
Most Western European countries are included in ERsS, so the spatial coverage is
considered to be good. However, there are only BE®-rounds with five years between
them that include the variafe so the temporal coverage is quite poor. The E&Sanly

provide for 32 different units when the data argragated (Appendix A), and this is also

regarded as an important weakness. The attentibnow be turned to the EB.

Turning the attention to the second survey, that f#B-survey was conducted in 1974. Since
then the standard Eurobarometer survey has besaccaut twice a year, thus making the EB
suited for investigating factors that fluctuate iosbort periods of time. It is usually based on
1000 face-to-face interviews, although this numbaries somewhat between countffes
(European Commission 2010). The question of relexdrom the EB is: “What do you think
are the two most important issues facing (OUR COBNJY at the moment” (European
Commission 2007: 30)ssueis used here instead pfoblem Unfortunately, the EB did not
include this question before 2003. There have d&erounds that included the question from
2003 to 200%. There are 221 country-years when these data were aggregated.ritakes
the EB the best survey under evaluation when itesoto providing a high number of units

for the statistical analysis.

The EB measures, in contrast to the EESfwleemost important issues, no matter how many
issues the respondent finds important. This coaldden as a weakness. Wlezien (2005: 566-
567) argues that the value of a specific problepaisly dependent on the importance of other
problems; if the respondents in a given year arg gaught up in, for example, the economic
situation in the country, there is less attentionlénd to the immigration issue. If the
respondents’ concern with the immigration issuedality is constant over time, but other
issues are varying significantly, then this willcessarily cause changes in the values of the
measure of the immigration issue, even thoughrtigortance of it is constant. However, this
critigue from Wilezien supposes that voters haveirdimited scope of attention for political

issues and that many influential issues are natgoieasured; the voter can emphasise new

% The rounds that include the relevant questiorEam@pean Election Studies (1999, 2004).

292000 in Germany, 500 in Luxembourg (dropped framgelection), 1300 in United Kingdom (including
Northern Ireland) (European Commission 2010).

%0 Eurobarometer (2003a, 2003b, 2004a, 2004b, 2GIEEb, 2006a, 2006b, 2007a, 2007b, 2008a, 200818) 20
have been used for this master thesis.

3L This number will later be reduced to 182 becawusst BEermany, Luxembourg and Northern Ireland are
dropped from the selection.
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(or recurrent) political issuesithout losing attention to other issues. The discussiothe
theory chapter shows that votgsoritise between issues, and that they only have a limited
capacity for political issues. The voters’ choidegarty for the ballot is here conceived to be
based on a few issues. If the respondent was gineeapportunity to liseveryissue he or she
found important, one could end up with a lot oklevant issues. The wording of the EB-
qguestion forces the respondent to prioritise, dmd tould be regarded as an advantage
because only theeally important issues are then measured. Those age adiftthe issues that
are most likely to influence elections. The EEStloa other hand, allows the respondent to
mention many issues in a prioritised order, and isveegarded as a better solution here. The
EB is fixed to two issues, whereas the EES is ixedf That leaves the researcher using the
EES data free to choose the number of problemsshatind appropriate for his or her study.

In regard to Wlezien’s (2005) discussion of the dwog of the issue salience question in
surveys, there are important differences betweerE® and the EES. As pointed out above,
the EES uses the terproblem whereas the EB asks abassue Wlezien’'s discussion
indicates that the issue wording is the better ahan validity terms. The EES may not pick
up on important issues where the politicians’ hengdis regarded as sufficient or better. The
conceptissue saliencgewhich is the theoretical concept of relevancemere precisely
measured witlissuethanproblem there is a smaller conceptual error term, s@#ak. King

et al. advocate maximising validity “[...] by adhegito the data and not allowing unobserved
or unmeasurable concepts get in the way (1994:. 29)¢ EB wording is regarded as very
close to the concesuesalience more so than the EES wording. The EES would thezre
require more adhering to the data. | hence rederdvbrding of the EB-question as preferable

so far.

Wilezien’s (2005) discussion of the woairdportanceis the final consideration that is taken
into account here. Both the EES and the EB usewbisl, so there is no variation there, but
they do not carry out the interviews in exact savag, and that has an influence in this regard.
Wilezien’s discussion showed that there are thresenminties associated with the word
importance The uncertainties connected to time (importarthatpresent or for the future)
and perspective (important to respondent or toaredent’'s country) are handled by both the
surveys under consideration. Respondents in thed&&&sked what problems are important
to their countrytoday Thus, it is quite clear that it is the problerhattare important to the

country (and not personally) at the present (artdmthe future) that is asked for. Similarly,
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the EB respondents are asked for important ishasaice the country at the momeBboth

the EES and the EB use questions that are speaifi@ananner that considerably reduces the
uncertainty, and the two surveys can therefore btseparated on this consideration.
However, the third uncertainty discussed by WIeZR605) is more relevant for the EES than
the EB. This uncertainty is about the possibilityvtt the respondent is not thinking about
political issues. This is not a problem with the EB becdiisenot open-ended, in contrast to
the MIP-question of the EES. The respondents apevista list with 14 different issues, in
addition to the options “don’t know” and “other”.hig limits the respondents’ potential
answers to political issues solely. To what exteon-political responses is a significant
problem with open-ended questions is uncertain,itbista possibility (Wlezien 2005: 558).
The EB questionnaire simply does not allow for thisunderstanding. However, the EB
approach does also have its drawback; the prematleofl issues could influence the
respondents’ answers. The categories could forem tto make adjustments to what they
actually think is important. This is not a problevith EES as the questions are open-ended.
To sum this up, open-ended questions have botlsiiyeo(respondents answer freely) and a
negative (may not be a political concern) aspebis Hoes therefore not separate the two

surveys as the two considerations more or lesseadt other out.

After now having discussed the different measurésingportance of the immigration
issue/problem, | argue that the EB-data are matedsthan the EES-data for the analysis in
this thesis. Even though the validity discussioth kot lead to any clear conclusions about
which survey was the most suited, the EB has amarddge because it uses the wmsle
instead ofproblem whereas the EES question is open-ended and sivicted to just two
issues. This has been considered to have both dckwland advantages. Nonetheless, this
was not enough to clearly separate the two surweygerms of validity. The decisive
difference between the two surveys is that the HBpnovide far more units than the EES for
the econometric analysis. Whereas the EB provioe2Z1 country-years, the EES could only
provide for approximately 32 country-years. Thisamethat the EB has almost nine times as
many observations of the people’s perception ofitiygortance of immigration issue as the
EES.

3.1.4 The coding of the dependent variable
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The coding of the variables will be described st the analyses in this master thesis can be
replicated. King et al. (1994) argue that it is ortant to describe both how data are handled
and how conclusions are reached with such precthianthey could be replicated if someone
wanted to.The previous discussion, where the EB-survey wasseai, dealt mainly with
measurement validity; whether the measure capttimedheoretical concept (Midtbg 2007:
25). In the following section, the re-coding of thariable is presented. Each EB data-set
consists of one round, and these have to be aggregad combined to one data-set in order
to measure the cross-national and cross-temporiatioa in the salience of the immigration

issue.

The respondent has to choose two issues from aflid# issue¥. Each option has one

corresponding dummy-variable in the data-set. Tdreesponding variable would receive the
value “1” if the option was chosen as one of the most important issues. If not, it received
the value “0”. Every respondent has the value “b”"two variables. In order to get the

importance of the immigration issue of the courlayel, all of these variables have been
aggregated within each round of the EB. The peagenshare of respondents who claimed
immigration was one of the two most important issimethat country, make up the dependent

variable.

3.2 Is immigration a salient issue?

This chapter has so far shown that two surveys h@en considered and that the EB was
chosen as the best suited survey for this masesisthThe attention can now be turned to
describing the salience of the immigration issue.ofder to evaluate the relevance of
immigration as a political issue, it will here bentpared to other issues. In the following
sections, the general development of the importaricthe immigration issue and how it

stands in the competition from other issues inhigwrthe top of the agenda is discussed.

3.2.1 Salience of the immigration issue in Western Europe

%2 The issues are as follows: Crime, public transfregilaced with “energy” from Eurobarometer 661 and
onwards), economic situation, rising prices/infiatitaxation, unemployment, terrorism, defence shray
immigration, health care system, educational syspamsions and environment. They can also choas&t‘d
know” and “other”.
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The dependent variable measures the percentagespbérdents who find the immigration
issue important, but it says very little about hibng relates to the importance of other issues.
In order to get an impression of the immigratiosusss importance in comparison to all the
other issues, the immigration issue has been rafiex product of this will be referred to as
therankedvariable. This measure will only be used for dggiste purposes. That means that
there are two variants of the dependent varighlepercentagef the respondents who finds
the immigration issue as one of the two most ingrdrtssues (the variable that will be used
in the analyses), arttie rankof the immigration issue, which is only discussethis chapter.
The distributions of the two variables can be seeppendix B and C. The percentage
variable is somewhat skewed to the right, wherbasranked variable has a more normal
distribution, although this has a minor underrepnéstion of the two middlemost values.

The percentage of the respondents who mentionedgration as an important issue ranges
from one percent (Portugal in 2004) to 64 perc&pa(n in 2006). Spain and the United
Kingdom are by far the two countries in Westerndpar where the immigration issue is the
most important. These two countries have 16 oflidighest measured values. Portugal is
the country where this is the least important is#uleas twelve of the 19 lowest values. The
numbers are a bit different when it comes to timkirey of the immigration issue. Overall, the
United Kingdom is the country with the highest riangkof the immigration issue (there are
only four number one rankings for the immigratisaue in the data-set, the United Kingdom
has three of them). Spain and United Kingdom h&/eflthe 20 highest rankings, so this is
quite similar to the percentage measure. Howewerr, different countries stand for the eight
lowest rankings of the immigration issue. The Pguise are in other words not alone in not

being concerned with the immigration issue at sayawints in time.

There are indications of the ranked variable benuge sensitive to the importance of other
issues. If several of the other issues are o littiportance, then the immigration issue might
get a relatively high rank, even though there Isvashare of the respondents who finds the
issue important. Italy, in the first half of 2008, 0ne such case. Only seven percent of the
Italian respondents mentioned immigration, but @#swionetheless the sixth most important
issue in ltaly at the time. In comparison, sevemcg® of both French and German
respondents in the same EB-round considered imtragranportant, but here the issue was
only ranked as number ten. Germany in the autum00f7 is another clear example: Six

percent found it important, only one percentageelothan Italy in 2008, and the issue was

38



ranked as number twelve. In other words, it is fmbsgor an issue to be quite highly ranked
in one country and almost bottom-ranked in anotleeen though the percentage of the
respondents who find it important is the same. Thuseems plausible that the ranked
variable is less stable and more sensitive toltlatuations of other issues than the percentage
measure. This is the type of sensitivity in thead#¥lezien (2005: 566-567) warned of.
Although this was partly argued against earliengrgg fluctuations on the measured variable
due to small or no actual changes in reality aresiciered unfavourable in terms of validity.
This is also the reason for not using this variabléhe analyses. It is only included here for
descriptive purposes; it shows the importance ef ithmigration issue in relation to the

importance of other issues, but it is consideresilitad for the analyses.

Now, the attention is turned to the question indeetion’s title: Is immigration a salient issue?
This part will show how the importance of the imnaigon issue has changed between 2003
and 2009 in Western Europe. 95 percent confidemeevials are added to the figure so that it
will be possible to evaluate whether the changessagnificant or not. This means that the

probability of the real value of the populationngi within the interval around the estimate

value is 95 percent (Skog 2004: 160). By preserttiegconfidence intervals, one can be more
certain that the observed changes over time irdéta stem from actual changes in the real

world.
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Figure 5 - The mean importance of the immigrationssue in Western Europe

30%

29%

20% =

%
i

10% =

Percentage of respondents finding immigration
important
wn
#
|

0% T T T I T T T T T T T T I
2003 2003.5 2004 20045 2005 20055 2008 20065 2007 20075 2008 20085 2008

Error Bars: 95% confidence level

Figure 5 shows that the mean importance of the gration issue has dropped quite a bit
from the second half of 2006 to the first half 602. This drop in salience jgst below the
95 percent confidence level, meaning that the ne@®09 is significantly lower than in the
second half of 2006. The mean seems to be quitéestageneral at a level of twelve to 16
percent. There are two periods that deviate frois gtable mean: The second half of 2006,
where the mean is higher than normal, and the g&rimm the first half of 2008 onwards,
where the mean is lower than normal. The suddep grdhe attention to the immigration
issue is likely to have been caused by the findmisis coming to the fore, and that will be
more thoroughly discussed in the statistical anslgisapter. The high mean of the first half of
2006 is mainly due do the extremely high salienicéhe immigration issue in Spain in that

period, but that will also be handled later.

The ranking of the immigration issue is quite stafftigure 6). The same trend of declining
salience of the immigration issue can be seen d&®keell, but the changes are not beyond the
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confidence interval. Note that the direction isruded in Figure 6 because “1” is the highest

value an issue can receive on the ranked variable.

Figure 6 - The rank of the immigration issue
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Figure 6 shows that the immigration issue is guitieiential in Western European politics. It

is generally among the six most important politisgles in the Western European countries,
although it has fallen somewhat on the agenda fitmenlatter half of 2007. The number of

issues on the aggregate (country or European) kwalild not be confused with the issue
capacity at the individual level, which has beescdssed previously in this master thesis.
Even though the immigration issue is ranked as, #a&y sixth most important issue in a

country, it can still be the most important isso@tsizeable share of its voters. The value “1”
is the highest possible ranking. The immigratisuesis never close to this when the mean of
all the 14 countries is measured, but it seemstarbissue that is consistently quite high up
on the agenda. Therefore, the issue could regubarign influential issue in national elections

in Western Europe.
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3.3 Operationalisation of the independent variables

The following sections handle the main contextuadiables that may have influenced the

salience of the immigration issue in Western Eurogisveen 2003 and 2009. Whether or not
people’s emphasis on the immigration issue camxptamed by structural factors, is unclear.

Literature on PRR parties has been combined widnaliure on issue salience in order to
formulate hypotheses about this relationship. Tdiemér handles immigration as a structural
variable regularly, but it usually seeks to makkeri@nces about electoral support for PRR
parties. The latter seeks to make inferences alssuie salience, but does not offer an
extensive literature on the salience of the imntigraissue in a Western European PRR party
context. The aim of the following sections is tasue finding the most appropriate measures
of the independent variables and provide an overaethe development of these variables.

Different measures of immigration are handled fiftsiowed by a discussion of measures of

the state of the economy.

What is immigration? It can take on many meaningsthe literature on PRR patrties.
Immigrants can pose both a cultural and an econdhrgat, according to PRR rhetoric.
Immigrants can be seen as symptoms of modernisatidrglobalisation. They can be seen as
the defining component of an increasingly multitatdl society. In its most general meaning,
the concept “immigrant” does not distinguish betwé#ee unskilled worker from Poland, the
asylum seeker from Somalia or the doctor from Can&dmigration is here understood as a
background concept (Adcock and Collier 2001). AKkgmound concept is not defined and it
could through conceptualisation become one or séwdifferent systematized concepts
(Adcock and Collier 2001: 530-531). These systexmdticoncepts usually reflect different
meanings of the background concept. The stock wdigoers in a country, the inflow of
immigrants, asylum seekers or illegal immigrants &ur more specific meanings of the
background concept. These different meanings ledylto relate very differently to the issue

salience variable, if they relate to it at all.

The handling of the immigration concept in litergtwn PRR parties can sometimes be
regarded as imprecise. This is of course an impbfétor in this field, and it is probably the
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most frequently used independent variable. Two iipeexamples where the validity of the
measures of immigration can be questioned arettltkes of van der Brug et al. (2005) and
Swank and Betz (2003). The problem with the openafisation in these studies is that they
lay to ground the theoretical concdpsers of modernityBetz 1994). This social group
consists of people who are afraid of loosing outh increased competition from foreigners
workers in the job market. This is the economie#hofthe otherwhich was discussed in the
theory chapter. An increase in the number of petpdg consider a threat (foreign workers)
would mean that the PRR party would get more vdtesvever, both van der Brug et al. and
Swank and Betz operationalise this alleged thre#hé job market as the number of asylum
applications. My objection here is that the thdoettconcept is not measured precisely; a
narrow measure (asylum applications) is given adeo meaning (level of immigration/threat
from foreign labour) than it warrants. The measuweenvalidity can therefore be questioned.
Asylum seekers and refugees are relatively detaftoed the labour market, but they are
nonetheless chosen as measures of foreign labaheitwo above-mentioned studies. This
leaves the researcher open for the suspicion ttesaibility or conveniences has trumped
validity. This stands in contrast to for example #tudy of Sides and Citrin (2007: 496) who

discuss four different measures of immigrant stonkbeir study.

The following sections will deal with the operatadisation of these systematised concepts.
lllegal immigration will not be included in this ékis as there is little reliable data on this
(Jandl 2004). The operationalisation of the ecowovariables unemployment and economic
growth will also be handled here. New hypothesesetl on the specific measures of the

background concepts, are formulated in the follgngactions.

3.3.1 Share of foreigners

Statistics on foreigners, defined as people witlifferent citizenship than that of the country
they reside in, is gathered from Eurostat (201Bajostat uses the United Nations’ (1998: 94)
definition of foreign population of a countryAll persons who have that country as country
of usual residence and who are the citizens ofl@rotountry. Country of birth is another

possible basis for defining foreign population (@MEC010b: 22). The choice of criteria has
influence on who the term foreigner will apply tb.is possible to be born in a country

without attaining citizenship to that country ifetiparents are foreigners and the citizenship
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laws in the country follow the principle gfis sanguinis or descent (OECD 20108)
Foreigners residing in such countries (Germany 20@0 being the classical example)
generally have a harder time attaining citizengvpn though they have lived in the country
for several years. The varying citizenship lawsMeein countries hence influence the data as
foreigners are not defined uniformly. This reduties comparability of the data somewhat,
but these data are arguably still the best themmistocks of foreigners for this selection of

countries in this period in time.

Eurostat can provide data on foreign populatiomfi2003 to 2009, and they generally have
sufficient data-coverage for all relevant counteass. The data-coverage is not satisfactory
when one differentiates the foreigners by citizgmsisomething which would be very
interesting to do. It is very likely than some figreers are more controversial than others,
depending on country of origin. The variable habeaecodetf to percentage shares so that
the variable reflects the number of foreignersetation to the size of the total populatian
Missing values have been interpolated by fillinghe mean of the values before and after the
missing value (Pennings et al. 2006: 66). The jpaiation method for handling missing data
is never optimal, but the composition of populasiamsually follows a rather predictable
pattern. Scott Menard argues that employing therpaiation method is reasonable for
variables that “[...] change in a well-known patt@wver time” (2002: 41), which is believed
to be the case here. Sudden drops or rises irhdresof foreigners in a country are regarded

as unlikely and the demographical development imeggd seems very smooth and gradual.
The share of foreigners is a more precise term tharbackground conceptmigration A
more precise hypothesis than H1 will therefore dsdormulated. The relationship in Hla

will be investigated in the first analysis (chapftzur).

Hla: Higher shares of foreigners increase the saleeof the immigration issue.

3.3.2 Inflow of immigrants

3 For a discussion on the nationhood princifilisssanguinisandjus solj see Brubaker (1990).

3 The variable “Share of foreigners” is calculateithvthis formula: (100/Population)*Foreigners = &t
foreigners of total population.

% Data on total population is gathered from Eurog2aiob).
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Both OECD and Eurostat provide data on the infldwmomigrants. Both of them have quite
good data coverage for the entire period. OECD @@phas only one observation of Greece
(in 1998), while Eurostat has four (1998 and 20062008). Choosing the latter as the
estimate for the analyses thus makes it possiblgetaan estimate of Greece for the entire
period under observation. The interpolation metisodsed here as well. Immigration inflow
is not as slow-moving and gradual as the sharerefgners, and that makes the interpolation
method more problematic here than it was with trevipus variable. There are no data on
Greece from 1999 to 2005, which is a quite big dépwever, the development in Greece is
pretty similar to the development in Portugal atadlyl countries that are relevant to compare
with. By interpolating the Eurostat-data for Greecbave data on all the countries in most
years. A few smaller gaps in the data on other tmshave been interpolated as well.

Immigration inflow is measured in absolute numbgr€Eurostat. However, it is necessary to
take the size of the country that is receivingithmigration into consideration. The variable
has therefore been recoded so that the inflowsnafigrants are measured as percentages of
the total population in the receiving country. Tdherre only yearly data available for the
immigration variable. This is a problem becausedhia should follow the same frequency of
observations as the dependent variable. | haveechtossplit the yearly inflow of immigrants
in half, thus making the data half yearly. The agstion here is that the inflow of immigrants
is relatively evenly distributed in each half ofyagiven year. The assumption is not too well-
founded, but it seems plausible that the inflowirofmigrants is not heavily skewed to any
side of the summer. The potential influence of treatment on the data will nonetheless have
to be controlled for in order to prevent gettingd®d results. The statistical analysis will
therefore be run on two data-sets; one with yedaitga and one with the half-yearly data. This

will reveal whether the treatment of the data Imfisénced the results of the analysis.

The measurenflow of immigrantsalso calls for a more specific hypothesis. Thisalde is

included in both analyses, so the effect of it vl investigated both between and within
countries. A potential interaction effect has reedimuch attention in the literature on PRR
parties. Whether the effect of inflow of immigraiis the salience of the immigration issue is
modified by the unemployment rate will thereforescalbe investigated in the statistical

analysis. The new hypothesis is as follows:

H1b: Higher inflows of immigrants increase the satie of the immigration issue
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3.3.3 Asylum applications

Reports from the United Nations High Commissionar Refugees (UNHCR) are used in

order to measure the inflow of asylum seekers. @heports provide the data for all the
periods under observation (United Nations High Cassmner for Refugees 2004, 2008,
2009). There are sometimes differences in the Hataeen overlapping reports. In such
instances, | have chosen to use the data from th& recent report. The differences are
anyways very small and insignificant. The data 2208, which are only presented as
guarterly and monthly figures in the reports, hbeen put together as half yearly totals. The
variable is finally recoded into percentage shafrghe total population in the recipient

country, as with the two former variables. Accogdito Pippa Norris (2005:171), the data
from UNHCR have reliability problems, but they atél arguably the best measure of asylum

seekers available.

The share of asylum seekers variable is a morafiggemeasure in comparison to the share
of foreigners and inflow of immigrants variableshi§ indicator measures a particular
segment within the background concept of immigraBézause of this, | do not consider it to
be one of thenain measures of immigration. | will therefore not ukes variable in the first

analysis, but it is included in the statistical lggs. The new hypothesis based on this

measure is as follows:

H1c: Higher inflows of asylum seekers increasesthlieence of the immigration issue.

3.3.4 Unemployment and economic growth

The unemployment rate is usually measured with athty or yearly frequency. Half yearly

data are needed here, so monthly data are gatarcedggregated for every six months. The
monthly data are gathered from Eurostat (2011).0&at uses the International Labour
Organisation (1982) definition of unemployment. S ldefinition covers all those who are

without work, currently available for work or seegiworlk®.

3 For more technical and precise definitions ofdbmponents of the unemployment definition, see
International Labour Organisation (1982).
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As with unemployment, economic growth is usuallyt measured with a half yearly

frequency. Quarterly growth rates from OECD (2049 employed and recoded into half
yearly data. The quarterly data are seasonallyséstjuand calculated by comparing the
growth rate in one quarter to the same quarteptieeding year. This means that the growth
rate of a country in for example the third quadeR007, is calculated by comparing the gross
domestic product (GDP) of the third quarter of 20@th the GDP of the third quarter of 2006.

These two measures cover different aspects of thie ®f the economy. A prospering
economy was hypothesised to increase the saliefictheo immigration in H2. Low

unemployment and high economic growth are herecassad with a prospering economy.
The specific hypotheses for each of these measutietherefore go in opposite directions.
These economic hypotheses are investigated in ebend, statistical analysis. The two

hypotheses regarding the state of the economysdialaws:

H2a: Higher unemployment reduces the salienceefrttmigration issue.

H2b: Higher economic growth increases the saliepiciiie immigration issue.

3.4 Context: Development of the independent variabl  es

The remainder of this chapter will provide a dgsttve overview of the independent variables.
The general situation in Western Europe is disaigs®rder to give an impression of what
constitutes as normal levels, comparatively speglon the respective variables. This will be
helpful in distinguishing international from nateindevelopments and trends. All the
variables will be discussed on a Western Europewasl.| Furthermore, most variables, but not
all, will be discussed on a country-level. The tmost important measures of immigration,
the share of foreigners and the yearly inflow oimigrants are categorised and handled
thoroughly in the next chapter, so it would be sfipeus to discuss their country-level
variation here as well. The country-level developteeare especially important for the
statistical analysis, which is a fixed-effects gs@ and hence analyses the within-country

variation.
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3.4.1 Share of foreigners in Western Europe

The lowest observed share of foreigners in thisodewas 2 percent (Finland, 2003). The
highest value is 43 percent (Luxembourg, 2009). Maimum value is 13 percent (Ireland
in 2008, with Spain in 2009 as a close second) whex@mbourg is dropped (Appendix D).

Luxembourg is obviously an extreme case; its lovebstre of foreigners is 38 percent. The
mean percent of foreigners in all of Western Eunapen Luxembourg is included is 8.62. It

is 6.35 when Luxembourg is excluded. The standexdation drops from 8.92 to 2.59 when

Luxembourg is removed from the sample. Luxembosrig iaddition the smallest country in

the sample; its population does not exceed 500i@0@ny year in the period under

observation. Luxembourg appears to be an outligr ¢hould be studied separately from the
other countries and will therefore be dropped ftbmselection.

Figure 7 - The increasing foreign population in Wetern Europe
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Figure 7 shows the increasing share of foreignesti Western European countries between
2003 and 2009. The figures for Western Europetegarteans of the 14 countries. The share
of foreigners in Western Europe was 5.43 percer2003 and 7.15 percent in 2008 (peak
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year). This is a very sharp rise of 32 percent ust jfive years. This implies that the
observation period is quite exceptional in termsl@hography. Figure 7 shows that this is an
important period in Western Europe when it comesoimostructural change.

3.4.2 Immigration inflow to Western European countr  ies

Considering the inflow of immigrants, Portugal 1603 is yet again the observation with the
lowest value. The inflow of immigrants corresponded.14 percent of the population in the
country at the time. Ireland had the highest meabsunflow of immigrants in 2006. It
corresponded to 2.42 percent of the Irish poputati@land and Spain have all the ten highest
values on this variable. The mean for all of Westearope in the period 2003 to 2008 is 0.93,

and the standard deviation is 0.49.

Figure 8 - Increasing immigration to Western Europ&n countries
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The general development in immigration inflow to $4#n Europe is shown in Figure 8. The
mean immigration inflow in Western Europe was O@&cent in 2003. The inflow of

immigrants rose by 40 percent between 2003 and gDQ2 percent). The inflow was heavily
reduced in 2008. Figure 8 shows that also this oreasf immigration has changed

considerably in the period under observation here.

3.4.3 Asylum applications

Figure 9 shows that there has been a quite straugedse in the number of asylum
applications in Western Europe from 2003 to 2006e Two first observations form a high
initial peak. The subsequent trends are quite blestdut they generally do not fluctuate far
from the 0.04 percent level. The mean for the engariod is 0.045 and the standard deviation

is 0.044, indicating that there is much variati@tvieen countries within this selection.

Figure 9 - Asylum application in Western Europe, wighted for population size
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Portugal is once again the country with the lowedties. The country received few asylum
applications throughout the entire period, andithesst corresponds to 0.0004 percent of the
Portuguese population (the three first periods)stAa and Sweden have the highest inflows
of asylum seekers. Austria has the single highalstev(0.216), whereas Sweden is regularly
the country with the highest inflow of asylum semskd-igure 10 shows the share of asylum
applications lodged in each country in relatiorihte total population size. Box plots are used
here instead of a line chart with separate linegézh country. Box plots provide much more
oversight in instances where the lines in a mtiple chart frequently cross each other. The
oversight comes at the price of not being ablehenthe values fluctuate. One can only read
the variance and median value from box plots, btitime precise values by any given point in

time, as one can with the line chart.

Figure 10 - Asylum applications
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The thick, black line in each box in Figure 10 éofinear the middle of the box), is the median
score for the country. The box delimits the secand third quartile, meaning that the middle

50 percent of the observations of the country athkinvthis box. The lines (or whiskers, as
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they also are called) that stick out from the btmetsh out to the minimum and maximum
values. The exception from this is when the minimammaximum value is an outlier.
Ouitliers are marked as circles and extreme outtiszamarked with asterisks above or below
the boxes. Figure 10 shows that the values of mb#te countries vary quite a lot in the
period, Greece, Austria and Sweden in particulpairs and Portugal receive few asylum
applications throughout the entire period, wherkakand, Greece, Belgium, Austria and
Sweden all have a median above 0.05 percent. Edymany, Denmark, the United Kingdom,
Finland, France and the Netherlands are considerbédve medium high inflows of asylum

seekers.

3.4.4 The state of the economy

The descriptive discussion has so far shown thast¥vie European countries have gone
through relatively rapid changes in the period undéservations in regards to the
compositions of the population and the inflow ottbanmigrants and asylum seekers. The
focus will be on economic factors throughout theaender of this chapter. The economy has
been far from stable. The economic crisis maderigsence felt from 2007 onwards and this
is clearly illustrated by the economic indicatoffie unemployment rate will be discussed

first, followed by a discussion on the economicvgio

The lowest measured unemployment in this period iwdise Netherlands in the second half
of 2008. The unemployment rate was then only 2.@0cgnt. The highest measured
unemployment rate, 17.70 percent, occurred in Spathe first half of 2009. The mean is
6.96 percent and the standard deviation is 2.2tepér The unemployment rates of all the
countries seem to follow the same fluctuationsvilt therefore not be necessary to present a
chart of the development on a Western Europear. [€laes can be seen quite easily from the

country level figure.

A multiple line chart is used in Figure 11. Thiswdze used here because the lines to not cross
very often. The development of the unemploymere natthe different countries follows the
same direction most of the time. This pattern igeexed from these highly intertwined and

globalised economies.
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Figure 11 - Unemployment in 14 Western European catiries
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The countries are visually hard to distinguish fr@ach other with this type of chart.
Therefore, the most important developments are cembed. The most important thing to
note is that even though the countries follow thme pattern, they do so at different levels.
All the countries experience rising unemploymertesan the last couple of observations.
Spain has the highest unemployment rate, espeéiatty the latter half of 2007 and onwards.
The Netherlands, Denmark and Austria have a cortipala low unemployment rate
throughout the entire period. The rest of the coestdo not stand out in any direction. These
are located at a medium level. Some countries lageaabit shifty (the United Kingdom and

Ireland) and move between the low and the mediwel.le

Figure 12 shows the development in economic grawtWestern Europe between 2003 and
2009. The lowest value on the economic growth Wéeiavas -9.35 (Finland, first half of
2009). The highest economic growth was 6.52, a€lidw Ireland in the first half of 2007.
The mean economic growth is 1.70, and the standiewétion is 2.76. Most of the countries
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experienced growth of the economy in the periodigethe financial crisis. The values of all

the countries plummet from the latter half of 2007.

Figure 12 - Economic growth in 14 Western Europeacountries
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Figure 12 gives a similar impression as Figure itil(@ith opposite signs). One difference is

that the countries’ growth rates seem to be everendertwined than the unemployment

rates. The development in each country is so sirthilat there is little point in commenting

each country individually. It will suffice to notlat Ireland has enjoyed a remarkably high

growth throughout most of the observation periagk, ib is also the country that has been
struck hardest by the financial crisis (with theeption of Finland in the first half of 2009).

This chapter has presented the operationalisafidimeodifferent variables. It has also shown

how these factors fluctuate empirically. The twatnehapters will investigate the extent to

which the variables described in the previous eastaffect the dependent variable.
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4. Comparing empirical categories

This chapter takes on a similar approach as Kitsadred McGann (1995) of comparing
countries according to their share of foreignerse Hifferencesdhetweencountries are in
focus here. Kitschelt and McGann (1995: 60-63) stigated the relationship between levels
of electoral support for radical right parties ahe& percentage levels of foreigners in the
population in their influential study. This apprbais qualitative in nature. Following Ragin
(2004), it is an attempt to uncover patterns betwarapirical categories. The focus is on how
countries deviate and adhere to the expected paifex positive relationship between the teo
main measures of immigration and the salience ef ithmigration issue. Kitschelt and
McGann (1995: 61) find that there is very littlesasiation between measures of immigration
and electoral support for radical right parties Western European countries. They did
however find a stronger relationship between suiveevaluations of immigration (survey
data) and objective measures of immigration. Thigrobably because subjective evaluations
are closer to immigration in a causal chain thandht of voting (see theory chapter). The
dependent variable in this thesis is also based sarvey question, but the question here is
chosen because of its theoretical foundation ineissalience theory. Whether differences
between countries in objective measures of immignatan explain differences in salience of

the immigration issue is investigated in this cleapt

Previous literature has found a weak relationshipa relationship at all between different
measures of immigration and PRR voting. A positefationship, meaning that higher levels
of immigration make the immigration issue more esdlj is however expected here. The
reason for assuming a positive relationship is thatassessment of salience should be closer
to the early link of the causal chain than votiog & PRR party and hence have a stronger
effect, as argued in the theory chapter. Two premirscholars in the PRR literature, Mudde
(2007: 201-231) and van der Brug et al. (2005)ncldhat structural factors can take us only
so far, and that a lot of variation in PRR pargtectoral success remains unexplained. That is
why van der Brug et al. attempted to untangle tasal chain with their two-step model.
They investigated societal structures’ effect om dectorapotentialof PRR parties, where
peoples’ inclination to possibly vote for a PRR tpawas measured. They found that
sociostructural models explain very little. Thisabssis investigates whether the shortened
down link, from sociostructural factors to issudiesece, can produce clearer patterns. Each

variable is described individually first, beforethare compared and analysed.
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4.1 The dependent variable: Importance of the immig ration issue

The following section is primarily empirical andliyprovide an overview of the dependent
variable in regards to variation and differencesvieen countries. General developments in
the entire region, from 2003 to 2009, were desdribe the previous chapter. Thus, the
attention can now be turned to the country-levéistFthe levels of the salience of the
immigration issue within each country are handl&de countries are then categorised

according to their scores on the dependent varialitee second part.

4.1.1 Importance of the immigration issue in each ¢ ountry

Figure 5 in the data and operationalisation chagitewed the general trend in salience of the
immigration issue in Western Europe. That graphagtibthat the immigration issue peaked
in salience in the second half of 2006 and thatstdience has dropped after that. The lowest
values were observed in 2008 and 2009. It was stggién that chapter that the peak in 2006
was due to the extreme values of Spain in thabgebut this was not commented further.
This section handles the variation within countresd the discussion starts with the
development of the salience of the immigration @ssuSpain. A discussion on the levels of

immigration issue salience within all the countrgh then follow.

Spain has not traditionally been a country withhhignmigration rates, but the country has
had a bit of a boom during the last years (Word@&t02. Figure 13 shows that the salience of
the immigration issue has also been high, in pagrdn the second half of 2006. 64 percent
of the respondents from Spain stated that immignatias one of the two most important

issues at that time.
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Figure 13 - The importance of the immigration issuén Spain
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lllegal immigrants, in particular the boat refugéesn Northern Africa, have been prominent
in the news. The illegal immigration to Spain wasireated to be between 32 000 (United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 2011) and&®® (Buschschluter 2009)in 2006,

and this could partly explain why the immigrati@sue is so important in this country. Figure
13 shows a high peak in the autumn of 2006, argl upswing in salience is most likely
driven by the illegal immigration situation. llledganmigration is in general so problematic to

measur® that this factor will not be considered furthettis master thesis.

Figure 14 presents the salience of the immigratiene in each of the 14 countries from 2003
to 2009. The percentage share of respondents vithio tthat the immigration issue is one of
the two most important issues in their country ferime Y-axis. Box plots are used here, and

also in following sections concerning the independeriables, in order to show the variation

37 Buschschluter’s source is The Spanish Ministrintérior.

% This is problematic to measure metrically. Foiszassion on estimating both stocks and inflowiledal
immigrants, see Jandl (2004). To employ dichotosn@riables is however a potential option for ttaistical
analysis.
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within and between countries on the given variaBlix plots provide the opportunity to give

an impression of the stability and representatisen® the values (Pierson 2003); whether
they change a lot in the observation period or Tibis reduces the risk of placing a country in
“the wrong” category as a consequence of reliamceatues that do not represent the typical
situation, as one risks when only one observatien gountry is gathered (cross-sectional

data).

Figure 14 - Importance of the immigration issue inL4 Western European countries
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Countries with long-stretched boxes and whiskeushsas Spain, the United Kingdom and
Austria, have a high degree of internal variationthe dependent variable. Countries with
short boxes, such as Portugal, Finland and ItaedyeHess internal variation. The dots and

asterisks represent outlidts

39 Note that one outlier has been removed from Figdrer hat outlier was the extreme value of Spaithén
second half of 2006. That observation is so famfeay other score that it would stretch the Y-afiEigure 14,
making all the boxes (and whiskers) compressechander to read.
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Two reference lines have been added on the Y-axtsgure 14. They demarcate the borders
for what is regarded as low, medium or high lewélsalience. Values below 7.14 percent are
considered low, values between 7.14 and 20 pearennedium, and values above 20 percent
are considered high. The 7.14-limit may seem odd,the logic behind it is based on the
structure of the data; the respondents are asqu&yi mentioned asked to state which two,
from a list 14 issues, are the most important. pécent divided by 14 is 7.14. This limit
therefore signalises when a value is above whatldvba expected if all the issues were
equally important (or completely randomly distriedtin a large population). The second
reference line is set at 20 percent because tkesequite big gap between the groups of

countries on each side of this limit. Hence, thatlis based on the distribution of the data.

4.1.2 Categorisation of the countries

The countries are categorised as having high, mediu low salience of the immigration
issue, according to the rules set in the formeti@@cHowever, one can always question why
the limits are set as they are, and small altaratio the rules for setting the limits can easily
change the categorisation of the countries, wmdlrin has a direct effect on the final results.
The countries are therefore also categorised auptd their stability in a category. This
somewhat “softens” the limits and it creates awessrto the fact that some countries fit the
categories better than others. There is for ingtditite difference between the median value
of Sweden and Germany (Figure 14), but they notetheend up in different categories.
Countries that have fotfror more values outside the category it is placedn the basis of
its median value, are considered unstable. Bothd8weand Germany fall within the
“unstable” category, indicating that they do ndtgderfectly into the “medium” and “low”

category, respectively.

0 Each country is observed at 13 points in time.riservations would therefore be almost one thirithe
observations of the country. Countries that aresictianed stable have just over three fourths of $wires
within the same category as where the median &téoc
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Table 1 - Categorisation of the countries by impodnce of the immigration issue

Stable Unstable
High United Kingdom Denmark
Spain
Medium Austria Ireland
Belgium Sweden
France
Italy
Netherlands
Low Finland Germany
Greece
Portugal

Table 1 shows that the immigration issue is higtdirent in Denmark, Spain and the United
Kingdom. The issue reaches medium importance intria sBelgium, France, ltaly, the
Netherlands, Ireland and Sweden. The immigratienass not important in Finland, Greece,

Portugal and Germany.

4.2 The independent variables: Two indicators of im  migration

The following section concerns the two explanategriables in this chapter: Share of
foreigners in the population and immigration inflo@eneral trends in shares of foreigners
and inflows of immigrants in Western Europe weradiad in the previous chapter. The
variation between and within countries are in fobese, and that will be presented first. In
the second part, the countries are categorisedrdingoto their values on the variable in
guestion. The share of foreigners is discusset] fotBowed by a discussion of immigration

inflow.

4.2.1 Share of foreigners in each country

Figure 15 shows a box plot of the share of foreigne each of the 14 Western European
countries. One can see from the figure that somatdes have contributed more than others
to the rising share of foreigners on the Westerrofgean level. These are easily identifiable
by their long-stretched boxes and whiskers. Irelamd Spain stand out as countries with high
variation, and they have therefore affected thengba in the mean for Western Europe
greatly, whereas the scores for Germany and theeands are almost constant, though at
different levels.
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Figure 15 - Share of foreigners in 14 Western Euraggan countries
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Reference lines have been added to the figureatdtib limits of each category can be more
easily seen. A zero to three percent share ofgoegs in a country is regarded as low. Three
to seven percent is regarded as a medium shareeaghghares over seven percent are seen as
high. These limits are set on the basis of theildigion of the countries; the gaps between the
median of Portugal and the Netherlands and thébgapeen the United Kingdom and Greece

seem appropriate to use as limits between the cegp&ategories.

4.2.2 Categorisation of the cases

The countries are categorised on the “share ofgoees” variable in a similar fashion to the
categorisation on the dependent variable. Thegt@telaced in the category their median is
in. Because there are fewer observations per opofthe “share of foreigners” variable, the
number of accepted deviations from the median cayeshould be reduced. If a country has

two or more values outside the category of the aredt is considered unstable.
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Table 2 - Categorisation of the countries by sharef foreigners

Stable Unstable
High Austria Ireland
Belgium Spain
Germany
Greece
Medium Denmark Italy
France
Netherlands
Sweden
United Kingdom
Low Finland Portugal

Finland and Portugal are the only countries th& eonsidered to have low shares of
foreigners, although the share has been risingomuBal during the years of this analysis.
Denmark, France, the Netherlands, Sweden, the d&r{iegdom and Italy are grouped

together on a medium level. Six countries haveeshaf foreigners that are much higher than
in the other countries, and these make up the “biglte” category. This category consists of

Austria, Belgium, Germany, Greece, Ireland and i&pai

4.2.3 Immigration inflow to each country

Box plots are used once again in Figure 16 in oraleshow the variation between and within
countries. The figure shows that it is harder teate clear categories on the basis of this
variable due to the even distribution of the coestr
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Figure 16 - Immigration inflow to 14 Western Europe&n countries
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Reference lines have been added to the Y-axisSapé&cent and 1 percent. There are less
apparent group formations, with clear gaps betwé&encountries, on this variable. It does
however seem most natural, with the given distrdmnytto set the gap between Finland and
the Netherlands as the limit between “low” and “med’ inflow of immigrants. The limit
between “medium” and “high” is especially fluid. $eems reasonable to place the limit
between Sweden and Belgium, which means that Ddnfallg in between the two categories.
The median of Denmark is marginally above the liamt will because of this be placed in the

“high” category.

4.2.4 Categorisation of the cases

The rules in section 4.2.2 apply to this categtiosaas well; countries that have two or more
scores outside the category where the median addda@re regarded as unstable. There is less
overlapping of the countries on this variable (FFeggi6) and the boxes are usually quite short.

That makes them less inclined to span over twogcaies. There are hence only two
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countries (Denmark and Sweden) that are considernstible, as Table 3 shows. Three
countries are categorised as having low inflownomigrants. Seven countries have medium

inflow, and five countries have high inflow of imgnants in the period.

Table 3 - Categorisation of the countries by inflowof immigrants

Stable Unstable

High Austria Denmark
Belgium
Ireland
Spain

Medium Germany Sweden
Greece

Italy
Netherlands
United Kingdom

Low Finland
France
Portugal

4.3 Comparing the categories: Importance of the imm  igration issue
by share of foreigners and inflow of immigrants

Categories have now been made on the dependenthanohdependent variables. These
categories are based on differences between cesinfrhe following section will build on

this and compare the descriptive categories andusts whether there is a relationship
between them. This relationship has been examimawughly before, as can be seen in the
theory chapter, but not to my knowledge with thikesae of this issue as the explanandum.
This analysis will shed light on the by far mostpiontant issue of the PRR parties and how

this relates empirically to actual immigration asithres of foreigners.

4.3.1 Immigration issue importance and the share of foreigners

The dependent and the first explanatory variablkemgn the dimensions in Table 4.
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Table 4 - Immigration issue importance and share dfforeigners

Share of foreigners in the population
o High Medium Low

E ﬁ High Spain Denmark
S c United Kingdom
8.2 | Medium Austria France
5 < Belgium Italy
T Ireland Netherlands
a E Sweden

Low Germany Finland

Greece Portugal

The commenting of the table will be structured rafite values on the independent variable. It
starts to the left of the table, with high sharéfoceigners. Spain, Austria, Belgium, Ireland,

Germany and Greece all have high shares of foresgiiteseems immediately quite clear that
this is no guarantee for high salience of the imatign issue. In fact, there are two countries
in the low salience cell and only one in the higliience cell, even though the share of
foreigners is high. The immigration issue has redcdht least medium levels of importance in

four of the six countries.

Six countries have a medium share of foreignerg iffmigration issue is highly salient in
Denmark and the United Kingdom. This means thatdbee is slightly more important than
what one might expect from the share of foreign&mnce, Italy, the Netherlands and
Sweden all have medium values on the dependerablarand medium shares of foreigners.
They do in other words fit a perfect positive pattelThere are no countries with a medium

share of foreigners that have low salience of tmigration issue.

Finally, there is the group with a low share ofeigners. This consists of only two countries:
Finland and Portugal, two countries that are ofeciuded in the PRR literature because they
often tend to be negative cases, meaning thatlbeg traditionally had no successful PRR
party. This category is arguably the most intengsin Table 4 because it shows that the
immigration issue never reaches medium or highlsesksalience in this selection as long as
the share of foreigners is low. There appears ta tieeshold effect (Pierson 2003); at least
someforeigners are needed for the immigration issubettome important. It is striking that
the only Western European countries that can Iséilregarded as relatively unaffected by
immigration are among the minority of countries véhthe immigration issue is not salient at
all. Although this does not prove that there igrargy relationship, it does indicate that there
is a facilitating effect of this explanatory varablt is necessary, but not sufficient.
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Table 4 shows that the majority of the countries lba found within medium/high shares of
foreigners and medium/high levels of salience @f ilnmigration issue. The countries that
score high, medium or low droththe independent and the dependent variable cardreas
countries that fit the assumption of a positiverelation perfectly. Half of the countries
follow this pattern. Five countries deviate a banh a perfect pattern; they have either the
combination medium/high or high/medium on the deleenh and independent variable. This
means that twelve out of 14 countries follow (witbviations no greater than one cell) the

pattern of a positive relationship, whereas onlyg t@untries deviate strongly.

It appears like the share of foreigners does metty cause the immigration issue to become
important, but it seemingly provides the opportyniA high level of foreigners is no
guarantee for higher levels of salience of the igration issue, as both Germany and Greece
are examples of, and this could imply that theraaseffect at all. However, the two blank
cells by a low share of foreigners indicate tha¢ tmigration issue does not become
important unless there is at least a medium shifereigners. Twelve of the 14 countries
follow a positive pattern to a certain extent. Thidicates that higher shares of foreigners

may increase the salience of the immigration issten variation between countries is
investigated.

4.3.2 Immigration issue importance and immigration inflow

The following section treats the effect of immigpat inflow on the importance of the
immigration issue. This is quite similar to theeeff of share of foreigners in the previous
section, as can be seen in Table 5. The differebeégeen Table 4 and Table 5 will be

treated first, before Table 5 is analysed separatel

Table 5 - Immigration issue importance and immigraion inflow

Immigration inflow
29 High Medium Low
5 3 High Spain United Kingdom
L5 Denmark
S & | Medium Austria Italy France
5o Belgium Netherlands
2 g Ireland Sweden
== | Low Germany Finland
Greece Portugal
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Table 5 resembles Table 4, but there are a few ntapodifferences. Firstly, Germany and
Greece have medium levels of immigration, wherbayg had a high share of foreigners. This
makes the assumption of a positive correlation betwthe dependent and the independent
variable a bit more plausible, seeing as the twsesalo not deviate so strongly from the
expected pattern in Table 5 as they did in TablA 4econd difference is that Denmark has
moved to the left, seeing as it has high inflowgwhigrants in this period. Denmark’s values
were marginally different from the medium categdmyf the placement in the high category
does not affect the analysis much. The third diffiee between Table 4 and 5 is that France
has moved to the right, meaning that the immigraigsue is still at a medium level of
importance, but the immigration level is low. Tlugntradicts the temporary inference of a
threshold effect from the previous section. The fhat France already has a sizable share of

foreigners in the population could however pari{plain this.

Seven of the countries in Table 5 follow a perfesttern of a positive correlation between the
inflow of immigrants and the dependent variablee Tlemaining seven countries deviate
somewhat from the perfect pattern; they have eitier combination medium/high or

high/medium on the dependent and independent Variblo countries deviate strongly, and
the fact that the bottom left and the top rightlare the only ones that are left blank
indicates that there seemingly is a positive eftédhe inflow of immigrants on the salience

of the immigration issue.

4.4 Summary of the results

This analysis has indicated a weak positive ratatigp between measures of immigration and
the salience of the immigration issue. The shafergigners seems to have a threshold effect,
which entails that the immigration issue is unikéb become important unless there is at
least a medium share of foreigners in the counthere does not appear to be a similar
threshold effect regarding inflows of immigrants.

There are only two instances where countries hawated by more than one cell from a

perfectly correlated pattern. Germany and Greecee Haw levels of salience of the
immigration issue, even though they have high shafeforeigners in the population. This
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may indicate that the presence of a sizable stdoragners is a necessary, but not sufficient

condition for the immigration issue to reach astaaedium levels of salience.

This analysis indicates that there probably is sitp@ relationship between measures of
immigration (share of foreigners/immigration) ahe salience of the immigration issue. This
has been investigated with bivariat comparisongedcriptive statistics with a focus on
differencesbetweencountries. The next chapter will complement thalysis presented in
this chapter in several ways. A statistical methatth a focus on variatiowithin countries is
employed there. More sophisticated tests of thethgses can be performed and multivariate
relationships can investigated. By combining the twethods of analyses, more insight into
the nature of the relationship between the strattéiactors and the salience of the

immigration issue can be attained.
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5. Analysing changes within countries: A statistic al
analysis

This chapter will first give a presentation of ttatistical method and the assumptions of it.
Interaction terms and the measures taken to inenedmistness are also discussed before the
analyses are presented. The regressions are dmswithout interaction effects, before an
interaction term is included in the last analydike marginal effect of immigration on the
salience of the immigration issue is here presemephically. Finally, the results are

summarised.

5.1 Method — Panel analysis

5.1.1 Why panel analysis?

Structuring the data in both time and space lead®nsiderable advantages for the statistical
analysis in this master thesis. First and foremiosgstigating whether the salience of the
immigration issue in a country is affected by attti@anges in the inflow of immigrants
makes a time dimension an integrated part of teeareh question, and can as such not be
ignored. A statistical analysis makes it possiblentvestigate multivariate relationships and
add control variables to the, and will as such dement the first analysis. This method is

also superior to the former in testing hypotheses.

A major advantage of pooling cross sections isdbesiderable increase in units (Worrall
2008: 233; Worrall and Pratt 2004: 85; Stimson 985 fact, a statistical analysis of these
data could not be performed on the aggregate leveks the time-dimension was added, and
“[...] much more refined tests of theories will bemmossible” (Pennings et al. 2006: 174).
Heteroscedasticifff and autocorrelation are two important concerns nwvh@rking with
pooled data, and this is something that must bellednbecause it can lead to incorrect
standard errors and significance tests (Skog 2064%; Pennings et al. 2006: 176; Stimson
1985; Menard 2002: 64-67). The following sectiondll viherefore also discuss the

assumptions of the method, and how breaches of tireshandled.

“1 This does not mean that heteroscedasticity ortyrscwhen data are pooled. Heteroscedasticitysésath
important problem with cross-sectional data.
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5.1.2 Why fixed effects?

There are, according to Worral (2008), two basichods for analysing panel data: Fixed
effects (FE) and random effects (RE)The variation over time around the averages withi
every unit is analysed with the FE model. A consege of this is that time-constant factors
can not be included in the model because its effeciuld just be enmeshed in the unit-
specific intercept term (Baum 2006: 221-222; Alis2009). Because this thesis has a focus
on how immigration affects the salience of immignat(both time-varying factors), it is
considered a great advantage to be able to canitall time-invariant variables, and thereby
investigating the “net-effect” as Torres-Reyna (BQlabels it. It is the net effect that is
sought, and the FE model does an efficient jolndifg this (Allison 2009: 26). Thus, it is
considered the most suited estimation method here.

As mentioned above, the number of observationgrsfieantly increased by the pooling, but
the total number of observations is still quite tdwPennings, Keman and Kleinnijenhuis
(2006: 176) and Menard (2002) advocate applyingrdimary least squares (OLS) estimation
technique when one is dealing with a small samizle lsecause it will produce more robust
regression coefficients under these circumstanc@kS estimation therefore seems
appropriate for the data in this thesis. The meanation method will be applied here. That
means that the deviations from the mean of eachtopon each time-varying variable are
estimated by pooled OLS (Wooldridge 2003: 461-4@2)e xtreg, fecommand in STATA

does this automatically (Allison 2009: 26) This estimator is called théixed effects

estimator or the within estimator because it utilises the variation within each d¢oun

(Wooldridge 2003: 462). Below, the equation is preed in its simple$t form:

Yie =BiXg B Xg + o B X U

*2 There are others available techniques as wellnbueé of these are treated here. For a discussianhybrid
method that can combine the qualities of RE anddRB,at the same time correct for several of tloetsbmings
of these methods, see Allison (2009).

3 Roughly between 150 and 180, depending on whidiabias are in use.

“** This produces the same estimates as the dummablarnethod, but it is chosen because coefficientsach
country are not of any particular interest herdigah 2009: 17).

> This is as mentioned a simple presentation ofvitiein transformation and the fixed effects equatiSee
Wooldridge (2003: 461-462), Worrall (2008) or Adis (2009)for a thorough discussion.
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The unobserved time-invariant effegt, is not a part of this equation because it is peapin

the within transformationprocess. Y and x are as usual the dependent agpbendent
variables.p is the coefficient for a given independent vamabhd u is the error term (time

variant as such, now that is removed). The periods and entities are reptedemitht andi,

respectively. When the variables used in this amlgre included in the model, the equation

will be:

(Immigration importance) =, (Immigration), +, (Asylum seekers) +

B, (Unemployment) + 3, (Economic growth) +

Event dummies are also added to this model, bgethee included for a practical rather than
a theoretical purpose and are therefore not predentthe equation. The equation above will

be slightly expanded when an interaction term teddwhich is the topic for the next section.

5.1.3 Including an interaction term

There are strong arguments for including interacteyms in multivariate regression models.
Both Ragin (2004) and Brambor, Clark and GolderO@0Oadvocate including interaction
effects for methodological reasons, but there dse @mportant theoretical reasons for
investigating whether the effect of one variabletlo& dependent variable is modified by the
effect of another. The interaction effect betweemnigration and unemployment has been
widely discussed in the literature on electoralcegs for PRR parties ever since Golder’s
(2003) influential article. The interaction effestiould at least be investigated, even though
the causal model is shortened down and has is$ieacmas the dependent varidblérhe
interaction between the two variables is believedb¢ influential at an early stage (the
formation of opinions among voters) in the causslilc, and is thus relevant for this master
thesis. Brambor et al. (2006) advocate includinggrection terms whenever conditional
hypotheses are of interest, and that is the case &® it is believed that the economy
influences the effect of immigration on the depeatdariable. The guidelines of Brambor et
al. will be followed in the implementation of theteraction effect. Their checklist of dos and

don’ts consists of (a) including interactions wheareyou have conditional hypotheses, (b)

“® Golder (2003) uses the vote share for populi$tt igrties as dependent variable.
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include all constitutive terms, (c) do not intetpeenstitutive terms by themselves, and (d)
calculate meaningful marginal effects and stan@arors. The last two points on the checklist
have been solved by following the advice and codih@older (2011), as can be seen from

the analysis of the interaction effect later irstbihapter.

The inclusion of an interaction effect alters tlgpiaion from section 5.1.2 slightly. It now
includes the interaction terrmmigration*Unemployment

(Immigration importance) =, (Immigration), +f,( Unemployment) +

B, (Immigration*Unemployment) + B, ( Asylum seekers) + B (Economic growth), + u,

The constitutive terms are included with the intéca term in this equation. This may cause
problems with multicollinearity. That leads the aission over to the assumptions of the
analysis.

5.1.4 Assumptions

The possible problems with heteroscedasticity aaotb-eorrelation have already been
mentioned in the beginning of this chapter. In &ddito this, other problems related to the
OLS estimation might arise. OLS regression predarh that the data have certain qualities,
and breaking these assumptions could lead to wrocmefficients, standard errors or
significance tests (Skog 2004: 257). The followsection will give an oversight of the

problems met and how they are handled.

The attention will first be turned to the residualfiere are according to Skog (2004: 236)
three assumptions regarding the residuals thatié¢hmutaken into account: They should be
homoscedastic, normally distributed and not autoetated. The residuals seem to be
heteroscedastic because the modified Wald'tesreated by Greene (2000), turned out
significant (null hypothesis of homoscedasticityjhis problem can produce incorrect

standard errors and significance testing. The ssgwas will due to this breach of the

*" The full name of the test is “Modified Wald stéitisor groupwise heteroskedasticity in fixed effemdel”.
The command in STATA for this testittest3
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homoscedastic residuals assumption always be rinrebust variance estimat&sAppendix

E shows the distribution of the residuals from thedels analysed in this chapter. The
distribution is slightly right-skewed, but not saiah that it is considered problematic. The
last issue when it comes to the residuals is aoteelation. The Wooldridge (2002) test for
auto-correlation in panel-data mod€ls used to diagnose potential auto-correlatiore Th
tests of the residuals from the regressions thetwan later in this chapter indicate that auto-
correlation is not a problem with these data. Téia bit surprising because serial correlation
frequently occurs when data are pooled, but the [&Walge test is nonetheless consistently

not significant (no serial-correlation).

Worral (2008) argues that heterogeneity, meanimgesevent that “shocks” the units, can
cause the errors to correlate across units. Ananandownturn is for example a typical
source of heterogeneity. This is definitely an éshere because the financial crisis is making
its presence felt in the last couple of years ia tlataset. Worrall recommends modelling the
shock, and this approach will be taken here. A ndetailed description on how this is carried

out is given in the analysis.

Other assumptions and problems related to the rdedh® linearrelationships and that the
independent variables are too correlated (muliiedirity). Multicollinearityis constantly an
issue when interaction terms are included in a m(@@ambor et al. 2006). Multicollinearity
is not considered a problem here because therensrgly low correlation between the
independent variables (Appendix F). The exceptimmfthis is when the interaction term
(which will be highly correlated with its componghtis included, but then again, this a
problem with interaction models one just has toeptdecause all componentaust be
included, according to Brambor et al. (2006). Besjdt is the marginal effect of immigration
on the salience of the immigration issue that isnafst interest, and not so much the
significance of the model parameter, as Brambal.e2006: 70) point out. Linearity is as
mentioned above also a central assumption for th& @stimation. Midtbg (2007: 121)
claims that linear models usually will be suffidierbut that empirical or theoretical
considerations sometimes may make non-linear mquteferable. The theoretical literature

seems to generally assume linear relationships,thheck does not seem to be empirical

8| have used theobustcommand in STATA.
4°The STATA command for this testisserial
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reasons for employing non-linear mod&l4.astly, outlierscan also cause problems because
they have a disproportionate influence on the shofpthe regression line. The models have
been run with and without outliers, and this doetsaffect the results notably.

5.1.5 Causal inference with pooled cross sectional time series data

The dependent variable for this master thesis megously mentioned gathered from the EB
survey. When data from surveys, such as the EB,aggregated and used to compare
differences botlbetweencountries, andvithin countries over time, one can say that the data
has a repeated cross-sectional design (Menard 2W#) this design, one can not seek to
find causal relationships over time within cohdresause the selection of cases in one wave
of the survey is independent of the selection ip @ther year. This stands in contrast to the
traditional panel design where the same casesf@mple respondents) are studied in every
round, and one can therefore investigate changeadh individual case over time. However,
the data are here aggregated to the country-lewel,it is therefore possible to seek causal
relationships over time (Menard 2002: 28-30).

5.2 Concerning robustness

Three data-sets will be used for this analysisr@laee two reasons for doing this: Firstly, not
all variables could be observed every six monthsclvis the frequency of observations of
the dependent variable. Half yearly data is avélétr most of the variables, but | have not
been able to find this for the “inflow of immigraitvariable. These data are therefore partly
predicted* in order to avoid halving the number of observagioThis is something that
should not be taken lightly as it may cause measen¢ error in the independent variable,
which is a more grave problem than measurement @rthe dependent variaBfgSkog
2004: 254-256). Equivalent analyses are for thasoa run on a second data-set consisting of

% Skog (2004: 237-246) suggests plotting the inddpenvariables against the dependent variablesatier
plot. Doing this does not reveal any non-lineaatiehships. However, Skog also claims that thicedore may
not reveal non-linear relationships when the catieh is weak. | have therefore taken the logsasheseparate
independent variable, as suggested by Pennings(2086: 157) and Skog (2004), and run the regoassith
these logged variables as well. They are conslgtl#s significant than the original variables.

*L For a discussion on predicting values and treathenproblem of missing data in longitudinal reseasee
Menard (2002: 41-42).

2 Unsystematic measurement error in the dependeiail@ will only increase the residuals, and siigaifit
relationships may therefore be harder to find. Measent error in the independent variable will berelated
with the error term. That is more serious becatisea breach of the assumptions of the regressiatysis
(Skog 2004: 254-256).
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yearly data. This may reveal discrepancies betwdbendata-sets that could stem from

measurement error, and the robustness of the Gadinll in such instances be scrutinised.

Secondly, all the countries were struck by therfaial crisis which made its presence felt
from the second half of 2007 and onwards. Followisgrral (2008: 236-237), it is quite
likely that the crisis has caused heterogeneityvéen time periods. Worral recommends
modelling in the heterogeneity with event-dummidsit not when “[...] every unit
experiences the event at the same time” (2008:, 24€kh is likely to be the case here. Here,
the financial crisis is modelled with the two contbus variables “unemployment” and
“economic growth”. The main data-set includes kb period before and after the financial
crisis, but the robustness of the findings frons #et is tested by running parallel analyses on
a data-set that ends with the first half of 200Wmiediately before the financial crisis.
Concurrent results between the two data-sets itelibat the effect of the financial crisis has
been modelled in sufficiently with the two aboventiened variables. Discrepancies may
indicate the opposite or that the effects of thdependent variables vary according to the

well-being of the economy.

Summing up, the analyses in this chapter are ruanenmain data-set with half yearly data
that span the period 2003 to the first half of 20D&0 additional data-sets, one with yearly
data and one without the periods affected by thanttial crisis, are utilised in addition in
order to check the robustness of the findings. Tolmistness-testing will expose results that
are only significant when the shock of the finahaasis is present (possibly due to
heterogeneity) or when the predicted values on ithmigration variable are included
(possibly due to measurement error). By testingréiselts up against slightly different data-

sets, the chance of committing a type | et reduced.

5.3 Statistical analyses

5.3.1 Descriptive statistics

This descriptive section will provide an oversighter the variables that are used in the

statistical analyses. The “share of foreigners’ialde, which was important in the previous

3 Type | errors occurs implies rejecting a true iyfbothesis, or to conclude that the alternativeoliyesis is
true when it is not. The opposite, type Il erra@¢uars when a false null hypothesis is not reje(@anmo 2004:
327). One can say that a researcher is overlyaautvhen a type Il error is committed.
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chapter, has been dropped because it would beudiffo interpret the actual meaning of this
variable in a within-analysf. “Economic growth” and “unemployment” measure the
economic situation. The unemployment variable guably more interesting theoretically

because it is investigated more often than econarievth in the PRR party literature.

However, it does not seem to be as sensitive tdfitlaacial crisis as one perhaps would
expect. Economic growth seems to capture this efffetter. The correlation between the two
economic variables is -.13 (Appendix F).

Table 6 - Descriptive statistics

Variable | Mean Standard | Min Max Obs N.
type deviation
Dependent variable
Importance of immigration (log) Metric 2.325 .788 0 4.154 182
Independent variables
Immigration Metric 463 .246 .07 1.12 168
Asylum applications Metric .0454 .0445 .0004 2164 182
Unemployment Metric 6.96 2.21 2.9 17.7 174
Economic growth Metric 1.70 2.76 -9.35 6.52 182

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics offitree variables of theoretical relevance. The
dependent variable has been logged for the statistinalysi¥. This variable now ranges
from 0°° to 4.154. The mean is 2.325 and the standard titaviss .788. The lowest inflow of
immigrants as percentage of the recipient counfpgigulation is .07 and the highest is 1.12.
The mean and standard deviation is .463 and .24pectively. The number of lodged asylum

applications as percentage share of the recipmmtcy’s population has a minimum value

** The reason for dropping the variable is that teiggession analysis with fixed effects estimatéises the
within-variation of the variables. One could cldinat this type of variable would work better instiype of
analysis when the time series is “filtered”. Filbgrimplies measuring the changes in the variatomfone point
in time to the next, instead of measuring the alisolalues. However, when one measures changbks share
of foreigners, what is one really measuring? THiew of immigrants would definitely be an important
component of the yearly changes in the share efdaers, but this is already a variable of its omigration
would be an important component, as would otheradgaphic developments such as the fertility andtatioy
rates and the age distribution of the native pdmnaOne could in other words not really know psety what
the variable measured, and that made it necessairgp it from the analysis.

%5 The distribution of the dependent variable waesely right-skewed. The logged variable can be
characterised as normally distributed. The initgson for logging the variable was that it is ®sjgd as a
treatment for heteroscedasticity by Pennings €2aD6: 161), but it did not remedy this probletddes
however seem that the logging of the dependenablerireduces auto-correlation so much that thigis
problem that has to be accounted for. It should bésnoted that by taking the natural log of thealde, the
interpretation of strength of the coefficients vailso be altered. This entails interpretietative, and not the
original absolutechanges in the dependent variable (Skog 2004 248)

% Portugal in the second half of 2004 is the onlgeskiation with the value 0 on the dependent vagiabl
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of .0004 and a maximum value of .2164. The mearD4$4 and the standard deviation
is .0445. The unemployment rate ranges from 2.9%¥, and the mean and standard
deviation is 6.96 and 2.21. The economic growthaide ranges from -9.35 to 6.52, and has a

mean of 1.70 and the standard deviation is 2.76.

Dummy variables are also used in order to contyolevents (Worrall 2008: 236-237, 246),
but these are not presented in the table. Seveealt® have been tested, but the riots in the
French suburbs in 2005 and the extreme boat refsigggtion in Spain in 2006 are the only
ones that have a significant effect on the modélsese are measured as dichotomous

variables (0/1). Events that do not have an effiedhe regression have been dropped.

5.3.2 Results of the regression

The results of the analysis are presented in TéablEhis model is pretty straight forward,
consisting of the two indicators of immigration §fdum applications” and “immigration”),
two economic measures (“unemployment” and “econognavth”) and two events (“boat
refugees” and “French riots”). The threshold fgngiicant results (in bold types) is set to .05,

in a two-tailed test.

Table 7 — Results from the panel analysis

| Coefficient | Robust SE’ | P-value

Immigration .10 21 .658
Asylum applications -1.46 73 .068
Unemployment -.04 .03 214
Economic growth .08 .01 .000
Boat refugees .83 .05 .000
French riots 27 .02 .000

N =160 R”2 within =.34  Groups = 14

Table 7 shows that neither immigration nor unemplegt has a significant effect on the
importance of the immigration issue. This is quéearkable; it would be natural to assume
that at least immigration would have a positive amghificant effect on the salience of the
immigration issue, but this does not seem to bec#ise. The number of asylum applications
may have a negative and significant impact, but orilyhe .1-level in the main data-set,

which is considered a bit too high here. All thentrol variables in Table 7 are positive and

o7 Concerning the robust standard errors: | usedabastcommand in Stata, but | also ran the same models
with thecluster(country)sommand. The results were identical.
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highly significant, meaning that they increase $hkence of the immigration issue. The most
interesting of these variables is economic grovabalise this can provide a more substantial
explanation than the event-dummies. Higher econgmuwth increases the importance of the
immigration issue, and this is highly significamhe robustness of the results in Table 7 will

now be tested against the two other data-sets.

Table 8 - Checking robustness with the yearly andrp financial crisis data-sets

| Yearly data-set | Pre financial crisis data-set
R2 within .36 22
N 83 118
Groups 14 14
Immigration .16 .07
Asylum -.60 -2.31*
Unemployment -.00 -.04
Economic growth .07** .06
Boat refugees .62** 76**
French riots A2** 21%*
Significance: ** p<.01 * p<.05

The different data-sets produce quite similar tssidut there are a couple of differences, as
can be seen from Table 8. The model from the yedatg-set can explain approximately the
same amount of variation in the dependent variablthe main data-set (from .34 to .36). The
pre financial crisis data-set explains a lot Ie28)( This means that the model performs better
when extreme economic circumstances are includexthiig is changed in regards to

immigration, unemployment and the event dummiesniignation and the unemployment rate

do still not seem to have an effect on the dependmmable, whereas the event dummies still
have a positive and significant effect. The asyluariable does have a negative and
significant effect in the pre financial crisis datet, but not in the data-set with yearly data.
Economic growth is still positive in both the twibeanative data-sets, but only at the .1-level
(almost significant at the .05-level) in the praaincial crisis set. This variable does

nonetheless seem to have a positive effect omtpertance of the immigration issue, and the
slightly reduced significance in the pre financ@aisis data-set does not influence the

confidence in this result much.

The results from Table 7 are all-in-all mostly stgthened by the consistent results when
other data-sets are used (Table 8). The importahdée immigration issue seems to be
sensitive to the state of the economy; if the eaones doing well, the immigration issue is

not in so much competition in reaching the topha tespondents’ issue priorities. So it may

seem that it is more the absence of other heavghive issues that create an opening for the
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immigration issue, than the immigration in itséfhen the economic growth is low, the state
of the economy becomes a matter of real concermfist people, and economic issues may
therefore in general be regarded as more impottart immigration. This relationship is
investigated more closely in the next section, wteer interaction term between immigration
and unemployment is investigated. The interactietwben immigration and unemployment
is well-known in the literature on PRR parties. \Wise the unemployment rate conditions the

effect of immigration on the salience of the imnaitgon issue will now be examined.

5.3.3 Regression with an interaction term

The interaction term “Immigration*Unemployment” iscluded in the model so that a
potential modifying effect of unemployment on thiéeet of immigration can be revealed.
The advise of Brambor et al. (2006) is followed regards to the interpretation of the
interaction term. The interaction term will be peted graphically below, and the
interpretation of the term will be based on thahblE 9 can not provide much useful
information about the interaction term, so thenptetation of this will have to wait for a little

while. The table does however show how the othaalkes and the entire model are affected
by the interaction term.

Table 9 - Results from the panel analysis (fixed f&fcts), with interaction term

| Coefficient | Robust Std. Err. | P-value

Immigration 1.33 51 .021
Unemployment .06 .03 117
Immigration*Unemployment  -.23 .09 .021
Asylum applications -1.19 .94 .230
Economic growth .07 .01 .000
Boat refugees 73 .06 .000
French riots .20 .02 .000

N =160 R2 within = .37 Groups =14

Table 9 is quite similar to Table 7. The only diffiece is that the interaction term has been
included in the model. First, the attention is &drio the model in general and the variables
that do not constitute a part of the interactioamteThe number of asylum applications had a
negative and almost significant effect in TableThis effect is now clearly not significant

(.230)°® and the inflow of asylum applications is thus monsidered here to affect the

%8 | have also run the regression without the asyanable. This did not change the model. The effé¢he
other variables was unaffected by this, both im&eof direction and significance. The R2 was ongrgmally
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dependent variable. The effect of economic growthains positive and highly significant, as
do the event dummies. The effect of economic gromtlv seems very robust as it is
significant in all three data-sets (albeit at thdevel in the pre financial crisis data-set) and

models with and without an interaction term. ThehRS increased slightly (from .34 to .37).

The interaction term and its components should Ipet interpreted individually. The
significance for both “immigration” and the (neges) interaction term combingtis .06, but
apart from that, one can say very little about inedifying effect of unemployment on the
effect of immigration when the results are presgrds in Table 9 (Brambor et al. 2006;
Golder 2003). The relationship is presented graply (Figure 17) as this will reveal the
marginal effect of immigration with correspondingnéidence intervals for every relevant
level of unemployment. This is vital informationedause an interaction effect that is only
significant at irrelevant values of the modifyingariable (for example when the

unemployment rate is zero) has little practicalreal

reduced. The reason for letting the asylum variadeain in Table 9 is that it was almost significemearlier
analyses. It is therefore interesting to see thatdlearly not significant when the interacti@nr is added.
¥ The post-estimation commatestwas used to calculate the combined significanda@fmmigration
variable and the interaction term.

| have followed the instructions and guidelinesSaiider (2011) for plotting the graph in Figure 17.
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Figure 17- Marginal effect of immigration on the inportance of immigration as
unemployment changes
“‘Dependent Variable: Importance of the Immigration Issug”

“Marginal Effect of Immigration”

0 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10 M 12 13 14 15 16 17
Unemployment

“Marginal Effect of Immigration”
————— “95% Confidence Interval”

The dotted lines in Figure 17 demarcate the araa ithwithin a 95 percent confidence
interval. The marginal effect of immigration is sificant when both the dotted lines are
either above or below 0 on the Y-axis. The marggfifct is significantly positive or negative
when this criterion is met. The width of the coefite interval depends partly on the number
of observations; more observations give a narroegerfidence interval. That is why the

confidence interval is wide at very low and vergthlevels of unemployment.

Figure 17 reveals a relationship between the vimsakhat justifies the inclusion of the
interaction term. Immigration has a positive anghgicant effect on the importance of the
immigration issue at rather low levels of unempleyin(5 percent). The marginal effect of
immigration is not separable from zero when thempleyment rate is between 5 and 7.5
percent, which can be regarded as normal levalmeiployment (6.96 being the mean). The
marginal effect of immigration becomes negative mitee unemployment rate is higher,
above 7.5 percent to be precise. The robustnefiseofesults will once again be tested by

running the same analysis on the other two dat-set

81



When the same model is run and the same interaistiplotted in an equivalent manner with
the two other data-sets, the results are quitdainiut there is one important difference; the
negative marginal effect of immigration when thesmaployment is high is not significant
(see Appendix G and H). The positive marginal ¢ftéammigration by low to medium-low
levels of unemployment remains significant. Thisame that the positive relationship
between immigration and the importance of the imratign issue should be considered to be
robust. This entails that the results are not chusg the prediction of values on the
immigration variable or the financial crisis. Hoveeythe graphs in Appendix G and H do
raise some doubt as to exactly at what levels addmployment the positive effect of
immigration loses significance. There is some dewia the positive effect of immigration
loses significance when the unemployment rate esatdvels somewhere between 4 to 5.25
percent. To check the practical relevance of thend 5.25 percent limits, one can check
which countries in the data-set this applies tahéf limit is at 4 percent unemployment, then
Austria, Denmark and the Netherlands fall withihe$e are also countries where PRR parties
have been very successful (relatively speakingdheflimit is 5.25 percent, Ireland and the
United Kingdom can be added to the list. The fhet the estimates from the main data-set
are based on a higher number of observations shmutdken into account. Thus, the result
from this set is given precedence over the othéa-sglats, and immigration is considered to
increase the salience of the immigration issueoag las the unemployment rate is below

approximately five percent.

5.4 Summary of the results

The regression analyses have shown that the ecoplayy an important role for the salience
of the immigration issue. The issue is more pranédcoming important in countries and
periods where the economy is doing well (and ischkamt an important issue). The absence
of problems in the economy seems to create an ogdor the immigration issue to reach
higher levels of salience. Economic growth has weatli effect on the salience of the

immigration issue that was robust to most of tlststé was exposed to.
The inflow of asylum seekers does not seem to méttethe salience of the immigration
issue. The variable is not significant most of tihee, although it was significant in one of the

alternative data-sets. The inflow of immigrants slogot influence the importance of
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immigration directly, something which might comeass as a bit surprising. This is line with
previous research, such as Bergh and Bjgrklund92@0d Sides and Citrin (2007), who find
deviations between actual immigration and peomstsmation of the actual immigration. The
results from this analysis also show that the imftf immigrants and asylum seekers do not
have a similar effect on the salience of the imatign issue. The two variables behave
differently in this analysis, as they should dughi® fact that they cover different phenomena.
This indicates that one should be very carefuldimgi the latter as a substitute for the former.
The effect of immigration seems to be conditioneg the unemployment rate. The
immigration issuedoesbecome more important when immigration rises, dnly when the
unemployment rate is rather low. The positive effeicimmigration loses its significance
when the unemployment rate rises above approxign&ebercent. There may also be a
negative effect of immigration at higher levelsuoemployment, but this effect does not seem

very robust.
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6. Discussion and conclusion

The findings will be summed up and the hypothesése discussed in this final chapter.
The hypotheses shed light on the research queStowhat extent does immigration
influence the salience of the immigration issuegnvalso taking other main plausible factors
into account?The research question has been investigated inliffevent analyses. The first
focused on the between-variation. The salienca@frhmigration issue was here categorised
along with the two independent variabtgres of foreignerandimmigration inflow The
empirical categories were compared, and pattenveclea the dependent and the independent
variables were searched for. A statistical methad @mployed in the second analysis which
focused on the variation within countries. This hoet allowed for more sophisticated
multivariate models where the control variableslddoe included and interaction terms could
be tested as well. The findings from the two aredyare here combined and discussed up
against the hypotheses. The arguments are theargdtimto one overall conclusion.
Implications and suggestions for future researethandled in the final section.

6.1 Discussing the hypotheses

The initial hypotheses (H1 and H2) from the thedmgpter suggested that increased
immigration and a prosperous economy would incréasesalience of the immigration issue.
These hypotheses were further specified in Ch&ptarpositive effect of the share of
foreigners on the dependent variable was expenteld a. This variable was not suited for
within estimation, so the effect of this variablasionly investigated in the first analysis. The
categorisation showed that the share of foreigeeesn to have a facilitating effect on the
salience of the immigration issue; there has tatdeast medium shares of foreigners in the
country if the immigration issue is to become sdli@here were no instances of countries
having low shares of foreigners and medium or higlnes on the dependent variable. Half of
the countries follow a perfect positive pattermgsavalue on both the independent and the
dependent variable). Five countries deviate somefubia this pattern and they neither
strengthen nor weaken the hypothesis. Only two trmsdeviate strongly (high shares of
foreigners and low salience of the immigration &sThis indicates that having a sizeable
foreign population is a necessary, but not sufficetructural factor for the salience the
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immigration issue to reach medium or high levelsalis supported to a certain extent by the

empirical evidence presented in the analysis.

H1b concerned the effect of the inflow of immigon the salience of the immigration issue.
This is the most intuitive hypothesis as it is mattio assume that immigration is the main
explanatory factor for explaining variation in tingportance of the immigration issue. This
relationship was investigated in both analyses,mimgethat both the differences in levels
between countries and the variation within coustrias analysed. The “inflow of

immigrants” variable produced a similar patternttes“share of foreigners” variable.

However, there appeared to be a threshold effetieofshare of foreigners”. The “inflow of
immigrants” variable does not seem to have the sffeet. All in all, the inflow variable
appeared to have a positive influence on the degendriable. Half of the countries, yet
again, fitted a perfect positive pattern, and tiveeee no instances of strongly deviating cases.
The analysis of variation between countries these$nipports H1b.

The “inflow of immigrants” variable was far fromggiificant in the statistical analysis. The
effect was also in the opposite direction of whabtuggested. However, the effect of this
variable is both significant and in the hypothegdideection when the modifying effect of
unemployment is taken into account. A robust pesiéffect of immigration on the salience
of the immigration issue is found at low levelsuoiemployment. At exactly what level of
unemployment immigration looses its positive effiea bit unclear because there are some
differences between the estimates of the variotes ks, but this limit is always at an
empirically relevant level of unemployment. Theeetfof immigration is not separable from
zero by medium to high levels of unemployment. fateve and significant effect of
immigration on the dependent variable was foundigi levels of unemployment in the
main data-set. This effect was however not sigarftavhen the robustness was tested with
the other two data-sets. Therefore, H1b is streggt by the results from the statistical
analysis, but only at relatively low levels of un@oyment. H1b is not supported at medium
or high levels of unemployment. This indicates {hebple care about immigration to a lesser
degree when the economy is a problem. Economiesssill dominate the agenda during

such situations.

Another aspect of immigration, the inflow of asylseekers, was hypothesised to have a
positive effect on the salience immigration issdéq). The effect of this variable is negative
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in the main data-set, but not significant. It waggicant when the same regression was run
on one of the alternative data-sets, but not orother. The asylum variable is far from
significant when the interaction term is addedi® thodel. H1c is clearly rejected because it
has the wrong sign, but there were indications mégative effect in some of the models. A
negative effect of the inflow of asylum seekerdlmm salience of the immigration issue can
not be backed by much existing theory. It is plalesthat higher inflows of asylum seekers
are correlated with a more consensual debate diorathe immigration issue. Lise Togeby
(2004) claims that campaigns of sympathy towartigyees in the media make the public
opinion more positive towards this group. Any caisgbn on a negative effect of asylum
seekers on the salience of the immigration issugldvaot be sufficiently founded in existing
theory. However, the negative effect is mainly sighificant, so it is most likely that there is

no effect at all.

The unemployment rate was hypothesised to havgatiue effect on the dependent variable
in H2a. This hypothesis is not supported by thestieal analyses. As assumed, the
coefficients of the unemployment rate were negatie they were also not significant in the
main data-set or in the two alternative data-$étsvever, the unemployment rate seems to
have a conditioning effect on the effect of immtgra on the salience of the immigration
issue. In this regard, it is a relevant factor.

The final hypothesis (H2b) stems from issue sabdheory. It is based on the assumption
that the immigration issue experiences less coitnpefrom economic issues in reaching the
top of the agenda when the economy is not regadedproblem. Economic growth is
therefore hypothesised to have a positive effedhersalience of the immigration issue.
Economic growth is the variable in the analysig tias the clearest effect on the dependent
variable. It is positive and significant in all boné* regression. The effect is significant
regardless of the inclusion of the interaction teoot most importantly, it is highly

significant in the main data-set. H2b is therefupported by the results from the analysis.

®1 The pre financial crisis data-set being the esxoept
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6.2 Conclusions

The relationship between a society and the polifgatem which represents it has spurred the
interest which eventually led to the research goegor this master thesis. The relationship
between immigration and politics seems to be paerty unclear, a notion that the literature
on PRR parties establishes time and time againaBapons in the PRR literature that span

all the way from the societal causes (some measgunemigration) to the final political effect
(some measure of PRR party performance) turn uxveeatradicting and complicated, as
Mudde (2007) points out. The demand and the supgBs are believed to work at different
stages in the causal chain, where the demandasedré the society by some change or event
of some sort. The political parties are the actdre supply the demand in electoral markets.
The competition among parties brings in a hostes? Bxplanatory factors into the causal
chain. Issue salience theory provides valuablergtmal contribution to this string of effects;

it provides intervening variables that are politicginions in the rough in the sense that they
have not yet been too influenced by supply sideofacThey should as such, following the
argument of Pierson (2003), be more closely linkethe initial cause which in this case is
immigration. This thesis has investigated a shatel more closely linked causal chain. Issue
salience theory states that political parties ameddent on the salience of the issue they have
attained ownership of. The immigration issue isdimgle-most important issue for PRR
parties. It is therefore, according to issue saketheory, unlikely that the PRR party will
achieve success in elections if the immigrationess not salient during the campaign. This
thesis has analysed the extent to which immigratitects the salience of the immigration

issue when other plausible factors are taken iotoant.

The research question was analysed in two diffesays. The two analyses have provided
important insight on structural factors’ influenae the salience of the immigration issue. The
first analysis involved investigating differencestleen countries in the levels of the
independent and dependent variables. Both the siidoecigners and the inflow of
immigrants seem to have a positive effect on thersze of the immigration issue in the 14
Western European countries in the period 2003 @928 potential threshold effect of the
share of foreigners was also found; the immigraissne did not reach medium or high levels
of salience as long as the share of foreignerdavasThere were only a couple of strong
deviations from the positive pattern when effecthef share of foreigners on the dependent
variable was analysed. The effect of immigratidifoin was a bit clearer; there were no
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strong deviations from a positive relationship &atf of the cases fitted the positive pattern

perfectly.

The statistical analyses allowed for more soplastid tests of the hypotheses. The attention
was here turned to the variation over time witlhi@ tountries. Neither of the two measures of
immigration, asylum seekers and inflow of immigmaritad a significant effect on the salience
of the immigration issue. However, the inclusioraaofinteraction effect between immigration
and unemployment embellishes on this image; imrtigranflow doesincrease the salience

of the immigration issue as long as the unemployrisslow. The effect of the unemployment
rate was by itself not significant, but a signifitand positive effect from economic growth
was found, indicating that the immigration issue hdetter opportunity of gaining salience

when the economy is doing well.

6.3 Implications and suggestions for future researc h

The results of this master thesis builds on théiffigs of Coffé et al. (2007). They found that
the immigration issue received more attention ioneenically prosperous municipalities and
that this had contributed to the success of the p&B/VIaams Blok This master thesis has
not drawn the argument all the way to the succeBR®, but it has generalised the findings
from Coffé et al. and investigated structural fasteffect on the salience of the immigration
issue in 14 Western European countries from 20@®@®. It finds that a thriving economy
facilitates an increased salience of the immigraissue. The inflow of immigrants has a
positive and significant effect at low levels ofeumployment, so low that Austria, Denmark
and the Netherlands were the only countries tlegtrty fell within the limit. This is
theoretically very interesting because these caméare also characterised with having
successful PRR parties. It would also be intergdtininvestigate the immigration issue in
Norway and Switzerland too, seeing as they sharg/msiailarities with the above-mentioned
in regards to economy, immigration and presendeRR parties. The findings from this
thesis are generalizable within Western Europe Norevay and Switzerland are in this

regard interesting cases.
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It would also be interesting to build on the theioad model applied here and investigate how
the salience of the immigration issue affects malitvariables. The salience of the
immigration issue has been the dependent varialilas thesis, but it would theoretically be
very interesting to use it as an explanatory végiabfuture research regarding PRR
performance. It has been combined with demandwsidables here, but it should also be seen
in relation to supply side explanatory models. Mas beyond the scope of this master thesis,
but the combination of issue salience and supply gariables is the next logical step in

investigating the whole causal chain, from soci&tl-world” cause to political effect.

Further research could be well-advised to drawhertiieoretical model that has been used in
this master thesis. To break up the causal chatrategic joints can reveal causal
relationships that otherwise get lost somewherendihe line, something which the results
from the analyses indicate. The theoretical maaidlto ground here should be applicable for
investigating other political issues in other comtdelt is a general theoretical model and is
not restricted to the PRR context.
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8. Appendices

Appendix A - Importance of the immigration/inte

ration problem (EES)

EES_Round Country Percent_MIP_hoth Percent_MIP_1to5_hoth
1 2004 | Austria a a
2 2004 |Belgium 10,73 Ao g0
3 2004 | Britain 0a 0a
4 2004 |Denrnark 18,00 3212
5 2004 |Finland 12 146
3] 2004 [France a7 154
r 2004 (Germany 51 286
2 2004 | Greece 1,80 400
9 2004 |Ireland 4 51 11,13
10 2004 |ltaly B .44 2202
11 2004 |Luxembourg aa aa
12 2004 [Metherlands aa aa
13 2004 |Marthern lreland aa aa
14 2004 |Portugal a paii
15 2004 | Spain 704 10,35
16 2004 | Sweden 180 8,19
17 1999 | Austria 33 1429
18 1959 | Belgium g.94 2013
19 1999 | Eritain 235 654
20 1999 |Denrnark g /o 14 52
21 1993 |Finland 0a 242
22 1999 |France 166 7.6
23 1998 | Garmany 255 10,85
24 1999 | Greece 200 7 BE
25 1999 |Ireland a1 4 53
2B 19599 | ltaly a 8.3k
27 1999 [Luxembourg 551 1013
20 1999 |Metherlands 19 51 a1 32
29 1999 | Morthern Ireland aa aa
a0 1993 |Fortugal 0a a0
31 1999 [ Spain 7a 6,30
32 1999 | Sweden je s 3 5B
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Appendix B - Distribution of the importance of theimmigration issue variable
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Std. Dev. =08 931
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Appendix C - Distribution of the rank of the immigration issue variable
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Appendix D - Share of foreigners in Western Europea countries

The ranked importance of the immigration issue

Mean =519
Std. Dev. =2 654
M =152

Variable Luxembourg N Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Share of| With 180 1.99 43.15 8.62 8.92
foreigners Without 168 1.99 12.51 6.35 2.59
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Appendix E - Distribution of the residuals with (above) and without (below) interaction-term
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Appendix F - Testing for multicollinearity, bivariat correlations

Correlations

IMMIGRATION ASYLUM_ UNEMPL ECONOMIC_
_PERCENT PERCENT OYMENT GROWTH
IMMIGRATION_PERCENT  Pearson Correlation 1 2197 -, 2067 258"
Sig. (2-tailed) 004 009 001
M 168 168 160 168
ASYLUM_PERCENT Fearson Correlation 21977 1 -, 2347 088
Sig. (2-tailed) 004 002 237
M 168 182 174 182
UNEMPLOYMENT Pearson Correlation -, 206% -, 2347 1 =124
Sig. (2-tailed) 009 002 080
M 160 174 174 174
ECONOMIC_GROWYTH Pearson Correlation 2587 038 -129 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 001 237 080
N 168 182 174 182

. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Appendix G - Interaction effect, yearly data
“Marginal Effect of Immigration on Importance of Immigration As Unemployment Changes”
‘Dependent Variable: Importance of the Immigration |ssue”

“Marginal Effect of Immigration”

-1.5

Unemployment

“Marginal Effect of Immigration”
“95% Confidence Interval”
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Appendix H - Interaction effect, periods affected ly financial crisis removed
“Marginal Effect of Immigration on Importance of Immigration As Unemployment Changes”

“‘Dependent Variable: Importance of the Immigration lssug”

“Marginal Effect of Immigration”

| | | | | | | | | | | | |
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Unemployment

“Marginal Effect of Immigration”
————— “95% Confidence Interval”
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