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Abstract

This thesis has compared which political issues rti@bilize voters for populist radical right
(PRR) parties in Europe. The research questionCian“populist radical right-voting be

explained by the same political issues in Westath@entral and Eastern Europe?”

Recent theoretical development, by Pippa Norris modt notably Cas Mudde, claims that a
pan-European approach is the most suitable waymouct research on PRR-parties. This
thesis sets out to perform an empirical test oir taggument. If the pan-European approach
holds true, it creates a major dispute within titerdture of PRR-parties, especially with
regards to the rule of inclusion in future reseaitlill also see, up until now, two separate
party groups, populist radical parties of Westeurope and the more radical nationalist

parties of Central and Eastern Europe, as one fartyy.

The theoretical fundament is based on previougatiiee for PRR-parties, identifying which
political issues that traditionally have been thaugf as salient. In addition | have drawn on
literature on the Central and Eastern Europe tatifjeissues that are stressed as important
for PRR-parties in the region. Through a surveyhef literature, | have constructed testable
hypotheses for all issues connected to the PRRepaifthe thesis is of a quantitative nature,
with logistic regression analyses as my method hafice. The analyses were conducted

making use of data from European Values Study.

The results showed that age and gender are sigmifcharacteristics for PRR-voters in the
whole of Europe. Further on, immigration was canéid as a salient issue for PRR-parties in
Western Europe, but failed to yield a significaggult in Central and Eastern Europe. Lack of
confidence in the European Union is a politicaluesghat mobilize PRR-voters all over
Europe. More surprising is it that extremist att#s towards minorities mobilize voters in
both regions. The theoretical fundament arguedttiiatwould only be significant in Central

and Eastern Europe due to a more radical politiahstream.

Based on a higher number of significant variab&synger effects of the variables and an
overall higher probability of the Western Europeandel, the thesis concludes that PRR-
voting in Western Europe and Central and Eastemmofeuis not explained by the same

political issues.
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1 Introduction

Ever since the breakthrough of populist radicahtrigPRR) partie$,from the mid-1970s and
onwards, these parties have been given a consldeaatount of attention from political
scientists. Their impact on a number of westernopean party systems makes them an
obvious target for research. The fall of the Sowgion and communism in Central and
Eastern Europe (CEEhas presented political scientists with a new eicadifocus for party
politics. Twenty years later the question thatemis whether or not the region constitutes a
party system with different political parties froMestern Europe? Recent literature argue that
the Western and the Central and Eastern Europearamverging in terms of both party
systems and political parties, moving towards aoreasing similarity or that existing
differences are irrelevant for many specific reskgrojects (Mudde 2007; Bohrer 1l et al.
2000; Lewis 2000).

My thesis falls under this subject, more specificéhe convergence of PRR-parties from
Western Europe (WE) and Central and Eastern Eurbpe.latest development within the
literature on PRR-parties deals with this ques{idadde 2007; Norris 2005), and it is as a
continuation of this discussion | position my tisedin his award-winning bodk“Populist
Radical Right Parties in Europe”, Cas Mudde argtie# these parties share the same
ideology and that a pan-European analysis is @efer(Mudde 2007). The explicit aim of the
book is to provide such a perspective, reachinglosions, which until otherwise proved, are
valid for PRR-parties in all geographical contektss from this point of departure my thesis
will interact with the existing literature, buildinon the work by Mudde and conducting an
empirical analysis to test his argument. Despite fidct that Mudde’s book has established
itself as leading within the literature, | find thhis argumentation for choosing a pan-
European approach is not sufficiently developedthatisome of the aspects dealt with in the
book are problematic when put against a Central EBatern European context, a fact also
recognized in several reviews (Ellinas 2008; Har2@98; Hirth 2009).

! My preferred term, other labels will only be uselden discussing relevant literature, when onlyygpatrties is
used, this refers to the populist radical right

2 CEE = Former communist countries in Europe

3 Winner of the XllIth Stein Rokkan Prize for Comptive Social research in 2008, ISSC/ECPR, Outstandi
Academic Title, Choice



Some aspects must be taken into closer consideradtore it is possible to conclude with a
pan-European approach like Mudde. First, the Easkrropean nationalism is not only
xenophobic and verbally aggressive, but “it caralse ethnically intolerant, irredentist, anti-
Semite and fearful of external/foreign domination(Anastasakis 2000:24). This
comprehension is shared by among others Blokked537J7), Greenfeld (1995:22) and
Hainsworth (2000b:10). The understanding that mesgreme and ethnic forms of
xenophobia and nationalism are more usual in Bag&werope is supported by the fact that the
general party system has moved towards the rigten égncorporating parties that potentially
would be affected by aordon sanitairein Western Europe, into mainstream politics
(Hockenos 1993:303) Second, an important aspedhas usage of Western economic
perspectives, as the transition to market econom@EE has created a political landscape
where the difference between left and right is migds distinct than in Western Europe. In
fact, perceived right-wing parties often adopt -lefhg positions on the economy
(Anastasakis 2000:26; Mudde 2007:121). Third, thveverging influence provided by trans-
European party groups, often through co-operatiothé European parliament, is by far less
extensive for PRR-parties than it is for other p#amilies (Pridham 2001:195).

Considering these examples, it seems clear thairiealpesearch is needed to obtain valid
inferences on the possibility of moving towardsaa{kEuropean approach when researching
PRR-parties. On the basis of my questioning of Mtslghan-European approach | set forth

the following research question for the thesis:

Can populist radical right-voting be explained thetsame political issues in Western and

Central and Eastern Europe?

The study sets out to identify and compare whiclitipal issues that mobilize PRR-voters
across Europe. If PRR-parties can be compared,uaki®claims, parties should mobilize on
the same issues among voters in both Western EumngeCentral and Eastern Europe.
Identifying the political issues connected to thgsarties also has implications for

classification and subsequent research, as wildlgorated on in the theoretical chapter.

The thesis will not explain variation in the votease of the PRR-parties, but identify if the

actual vote is motivated by the same political éssacross Europe. The focus will therefore



be on political issues, not characteristics of itttevidual voter or the party itself, although

these will be controlled for.

1.1 Justifying the thesis

Theoretical discussions of good research quesseem to incorporate two general criteria.
The question must be of importance and it mustrdane to the cumulative knowledge
within the literature (George and Bennett 2004;gat al. 1994; Skocpol 2003).

By being of importance, the research question neetle consequential for a large number of
people on a political, social or economic levelperable to predict future events (King et al.
1994). It is clear that on a political level PRR1@Es have had a large effect, both in regards
to the increasing emphasis of the socio-culturatedision in party politics, but also their
effect on mainstream politics through “a contagidrihe right” (Bale 2003:157; Hossay and
Zolberg 2002:305; Rydgren 2005b:420-421; Widfeldd4).

In addition to the obvious political impact, it catso be argued that the presence of PRR-
parties have implications of both an economic amua$ nature. As shown by Mudde (2007),
parties have strong opinions on the usage of ratispending on “non-native” members of
society. The SIRER project points to the fact that PRR-parties hawé succeeded in

countries without an extensive welfare state (Maed Plomb 2007).

As for social aspects, the increased focus ondb®-<ultural dimension credited to the PRR-
parties (Rydgren 2005b) has introduced a stronggshasis on cultural differences and
possible cultural conflicts between “insiders” dfuaitsiders” of the nation. Xenophobia is
constantly identified as a key concept in the pgpuadical right ideology (Betz and Johnson
2004:316; Mudde 2000a:58; Rensmann 2003:112). drbistes a different social atmosphere
that is susceptible to cultural conflicts as seenthe Netherlands, with the murders of
politician Pim Fortuyn and film director Theo vam@h. Wouter van der Brug and colleagues
(2005:559) put forward the argument that, what tleall anti-immigrant parties, have a
significantly larger potential based on the inceshsalience of the immigration issue than

they have achieved in elections.

* EU financed research project on the changing vferhd appeal of the radical right



Through taking active part in a scholarly discussiegarding the comparability of PRR-
parties, it is also clear that the thesis can pl®vadded information to the cumulative
knowledge of PRR-parties. As | will come back tdhe next chapter, the expansion made by
Mudde has implications for how we look at PRR-metin Western Europe as well. A
number of researchers identify immigration as thigéing issue of the parties, and even as the
parties’ main area of competence (Betz 2002:206)n&ma 2005:1; Ivarsflaten 2008).
However, with immigration not being politicized @entral and Eastern Europe (Minkenberg
and Perrineau 2007), the approach taken by Muddddnamp them together with parties
that focus on other forms of out-groups. As such,results can also provide information on
how to select and identify PRR-parties. If Mudda{sproach is confirmed, it presents a clear
shift in the comparative study of PRR-parties,tdsrings together parties from two regions
that, up until now, have been analyzed almost exadly separately. If the pan-European line
of thought does not hold true, it can bring togetbarties that should not be compared. It is
therefore in the interest of the academic studPRR-parties to conduct empirical research
on this question. By examining Mudde’s argument thesis is clearly theory-testing,
searching for valid causal inferences on whichtpali issues that mobilize voters for PRR-
parties. His book is also of a recent date, andrgdknowledge this thesis is one of the first

major replies to his approach.

1.2  Where we are today — a geographical overview

The large majority of the literature on PRR-partie€luding classics such as Kitschelt &

McGann’s “The Radical Right in Western Europe: Angarative analysis”(1995) and Hans-

Georg Betz’'s “Radical Right-Wing Populism in West&urope” (1994), have focused solely
on countries west of the Iron Curtain. Despitedhferent perspectives chosen to explain the
emergence, sustainability or failure of the PRRipsaf the relative homogeneity of Western
Europe have downplayed the question of whether air an cross-country approach was

appropriate.

However, with the fall of the Soviet Union and tséosrmation to mass democracy in Central
and Eastern Europe, a new arena of party politacs @stablished (Kitschelt et al. 1999; Lewis
2000; Millard 2004). The political vacuum that apped after the downfall of communism

proved to susceptible to nationalist and extrersesitiments, as far right parties achieved

success in early elections across the region (Hmk&993:5). The thorough transformation



of society presented far-right parties with oppoities not present in Western Europe
(Minkenberg 2002:355).

Despite the large number of new parties that enderigfle attention has been given to the
study of PRR parties in CEE countries (AnastasaB):6; Mudde 2007:3-4). What has been
written are mostly single case studies includeckdrited volumes, where they constitute a
small minority of the study. The few major reseapbjects concerning the CEE (Mudde
2005c; Ramet 1999) have dealt with the radical extleme right in an exclusively CEE

context, giving a descriptive narrative of the prassituation in a number of post-communist

countries.

Perhaps the first major book to attempt to compagiyt explain the PRR-parties in a larger
geographical context is “Radical Right” by Pipparie (2005). She analyses voters’
behaviour in the electoral market. Norris takes idewgeographical approach, including
thirty-nine different nations in her analysis. Saegues that the traditional area-specific
approach potentially leads scholars to overlookwgrg convergence across old dichotomies,
such as between Western and post-Communist EuWgpée acknowledging the potential
problems with expanding generalizations acrossoregiNorris put forward the argument that
her comparative framework allows the researchezx@amine voting patterns under a great
variety of conditions, potentially expanding theoge of empirical generalizations (Norris
2005:36-7)

Despite generating valuable insights regarding Pp#Ries, she is unable to discover
generalizations that hold true for all of her engair data. However, this does not necessarily
mean that cross-region comparisons are unsuitabkEnwesearching PRR parties. When
selecting cases for inclusion Norris relies prinyaon a left-right scale (Norris 2005:57). By
using this method, Norris does not consider thateft-right spectre not necessarily accounts
for the same issues or understanding across cesrdrid certainly not across such diverse
regions as those included in the study. This séveveakens the measurement validity of
Norris’ measure. Subsequently this opens up for ittidusion of irrelevant parties or
exclusion of relevant parties that potentially cd@mage the attempt to achieve causal
inferences for a previously unprecedented geogcaphrea.



Following in the geographical footsteps of Norrabeit with smaller steps, Cas Mudde
conducts a pan-European analysis of the populdtahright, adding Central and Eastern
European parties to the analysis (Mudde 2007). Whth vast majority of research being
focused on Western Europe, Mudde agrees with titersent given by Onthon Anastasakis
that “there is a lack of a comparative pan-Europparspective (Anastasakis in Mudde,
2007:3). As mentioned his aim is to provide sugbesspective, which sets up the point of
departure for my thesis. By comparing which isstlest mobilize PRR-voters both in

Western Europe and Central and Eastern Europgnitbe identified if the parties are as
similar as claimed by Mudde. Through contrastingiaeal analyses with a pan-European
analysis | can also show how the latter createsasetl perception of which issues that

mobilize voters.

1.3  Structure of the thesis

Chapter two will present the theoretical framewwtkich forms the basis of the thesis. The
chapter starts by highlighting a debate within tierature on the troublesome task of
defining PRR-parties, showing some of the implmasi connected to definitional power.
Second, | present the theoretical basis for theowarissues that have been presented in the
present literature on the populist radical rightimportant for their existence. From these
issues | construct hypotheses for later testing dimapter ends by constructing a debate on
whether or not Europe is to be treated as two rdistregions, east and west, or if the
similarities are prominent enough to ignore thigsigion in the case of PRR-parties. |
exemplify it through discussing nationalism and do@verging effect of transnational party

groups.

In the third chapter | turn to the methodologicaniework most suitable for my research
guestion. | start off by introducing my method diocce, logistic regression before giving a
detailed presentation of the variables. | end thapter by discussing the data used in the
analyses. In chapter four | carry out and preskatanalyses. | gradually build a model
suitable to explain which issues that mobilize PRRng in Europe. Three separate analyses
are conducted, first a pan-European, before comduotgional analyses for WE and CEE to
identify difference. The fifth and final chaptemtains the discussion of the hypotheses in the
light of the regression results. | end the chapteconcluding the general research question,

discuss the implications of my findings, and prevativice for future research.



2 Theoretical framework

In this chapter | am going to map out the theoa¢trguments behind the issues that possibly
unite populist right-wing parties across Europee Tapter is divided into three separate
sections. The first section covers the definitiodebate within the literature, showing how
different definitions can have big implications tbe inclusion of cases and subsequently the
results provided. The second section chapter ptedhe theoretical background for the
political issues normally considered to be cerfsathe populist radical right. On the basis of
these issues | will construct the hypotheses. Tirel and final part of the theory chapter
shows how nationalism and a lack of transnatioratypgroups can provide arguments

against a convergence of European PRR-patrties.

2.1 A war of words: Definitional disputes

Unlike most other party families, the PRR- party® recognizable by party name and even
the debate on what to name the party family idrian settled (Hainsworth 2000b:8; Norris
2005:43). A number of different names have beer usethe literature; among those are
radical right, radical right-wing populism, new pdigm, extreme right-wing, fascism,
nativism, anti-immigrant and several other optigMsidde 2007:12)

The picture gets even more complicated when orestalko consideration that there is also a
great disunity on the defining characteristicshef parties. In his study of the ideology of the
PRR-parties Cas Mudde identified 58 different cbemastics taken from 26 separate

definitions (Mudde 2000a:11). Paul Hainsworth (208) summarizes that “there are

problems in conceptualizing and defining the extemght”. Some scholars also argue that
these parties must be understood on the basiewfdvn national contexts and that a cross-
country generalization is undesirable (Anastas2@30; Schain et al. 2002).

A list compiled by Sarah de Lange reveals that riest used definitions consists of a
combination of some or all of the following wordxtreme, anti-immigrant, populist, radical,
right with characteristics closely connected to dbevementioned terms (de Lange 2008:60).
Mudde explains this multitude of variations as suteof the neglect by researchers to commit

time and space to a discussion, often relying @vipus work or choosing a term without a

® For a complete overview, see Mudde (2007:12)



reflective discussion of its usefulness (Mudde 200)¥ Discussing several approaches on
how to best define a party, Mudde lands on an @goal approach where he seeks out the
core concepts of the “usual suspects”, leading dmesvhat surprising results, like the
inclusion of the Liberal Democratic Party of Russsad the exclusion of the Norwegian

Progress Party and the Swiss People’s Party.

2.1.1 Implications of different definitions

Through constructing a conceptual framework Mudtiniifies the concept afativism(my
italics) as a minimum definition that is able toaitel” across Europe Nativism is defined as
“ an ideology, which holds that states should be lited exclusively by members of the
native group (“the nation”) and that nonnative elents (persons and ideas) are
fundamentally threatening to the homogenous nattate” (Mudde 2007:19). Nativism is
seen to be a more precise term than nationalisnchwiudde argues has been severely

weakened by conceptual stretching and losing tsracy (Mudde 2007:16-20; Sartori 1970)

With this as his point of departure, Mudde contgbg adding two more elements to form his
maximum definition. In his definition aiuthoritarianism,Mudde is in line with the dominant
tradition in social psychology, using Theodor Admet.al interpretation of the term as being
subservient and act uncritically toward authontatiigures (Adorno et.al in Mudde 2007:23).
In the context of Mudde’s definition it is possible both be authoritarian and also be
democratic. The final core elementpigpulism,which plays on the idea of a divided society,
the people and the elites. Several writers on psmuémphasize the importance of bringing
politics back into the hands of the people, orithportance of the general will of the people
(Canovan 2002; Mény and Surel 2002; Taggart 20003. not a term exclusively used for
rightist parties, but has been closely connectetthe¢oPRR-parties (Zaslove 2008). The term
best suited to describe the core concepts of tfiaititn, according to Mudde, is populist
radical right. He distances himself from the temwtfeme right” used by among other Ignazi,
Hainsworth and Carter, as the word “extreme” ingléa anti-democratic attitude, a view
shared by Kitschelt (2007).

While the PRR-parties are sceptical towards howabeaty works today, they are not of a
revolutionary kind, but instead working for an atigive form of government (Betz 1998:3;
Mudde 2000a:12; Norris 2005:44). Also, the antitsys component in Ignazi's definition

(Ignazi 2007) of the extreme right is dependenttiom system in question, making the



definition less stable than desired. Instead, Mudkks the term radical, defined as opposition
to some key features of liberal democracy, combininwith “the right” to illustrate the
direction of radicalization. Recognizing the vasoareas “right” can point to, Mudde draws
on Noberto Bobbios distinction between the left dhd right based on their approach to
egalitarianism. The right is therefore defined dhke* belief in a natural order with
inequalities” (Mudde 2007:26). As is visible fromig, the definitions ofadical andright
function as indicators afativism.Adding the concept of populism into the party ladedde
chooses to put it as a prefix, ending up withpulist radical rightas the final party label.
Choosing this alternative, it better highlights gentrality ofnativismas the core concept,
while the other alternative, radical right populjsas used by Hans-Georg Betz, Jens Rydgren
and others (de Lange 2008:60), would have giverematiention to populism, which is below

nativism in the hierarchy of core concepts (Mud@67226).

Mudde’s arguments, of course, have counter-argusn&mce his book is of recent date, the
number of direct reactions is limited. However, dthon arguments presented in earlier
research by authors using different terms it issgs to spot several disagreements. The
biggest difference is spotted between Mudde andt&/awan der Brug and colleaglehe
latter identifies the parties through their starme immigration, arguing that the only
programmatic link all parties share is their resenit towards immigration, thus the most
suitable label would banti-immigrantparties (Fennema 2005:1). This line of thoughsput
more emphasis on the unity of immigration politican a broader ideology. In addition to the
work by van der Brug et.al, others have also eitle&d the term or pointed to the fact that
immigration is the only uniting element of the pest(Gibson 2002; Ivarsflaten 2008). This
way of labelling the populist radical right is pedily the one that goes most head to head with
the pan-European approach taken by Mudde.

According to the anti-immigration definition, pasi that do not have a clear stand against
immigration and is attractive to voters on thisugrd should not be counted as a member of
the party family. The emphasis on opposition to igration as the key concept is somewhat

different than the concept ohtivism,as the latter term allows outsiders to come frathiw

the nation as well, as opposed to the traditiomalesstanding of an immigrant as someone
with a different citizenship moving to a new coyntiMudde 2007:65). Both approaches rely

® See (Fennema 1997, 2005; Van der Brug and Fen@@@8 2007; Van der Brug et al. 2005)



on an “us versus them”, but the distinction is dmmstruction of “them”. It is clear that
defining parties as anti-immigrant is more narrtart by the ternmativism as it incorporates
only one out of four different constructions of éth” presented by Mudde (Mudde 2007:65).

This has further implications for the comparabilitfyparties across Europe. If we decide to
follow Mudde, nativism seems well able to travel from West to East. Rebeing the
definition of the term, it encompasses every notivagelement that is seen as a threat to the
homogenous nation-state. This includes both immigrand, most typically in Eastern
Europe, long-term ethnic minorities formally citize of the state in question, but not the
nation (Mudde 2007:68-71). A typical example is thege number of Hungarians living in
Slovakia or the Roma population. A wider definitimould naturally lead to the inclusion of

more parties in research projects.

Researchers using the anti-immigrant term has fmersing exclusively on Western Europe,
but it is possible to see how their definition wbuklate to Central and Eastern Europe.
Several researchers acknowledge that immigratiootig heavily politicized issue in Central
and Eastern Europe, giving a low priority to this party propaganda (Merkl 2003:17;
Minkenberg 2002:446; Minkenberg and Perrineau Z207/Mudde 2005b; 2007:71). This is
not surprising as the case in Central and Easterope to a large degree is that of emigration
rather than immigration, especially with the recemiargement of the European Union
(Eurostat 2007). With the lack of focus on immigratpolicies, the anti-immigrant definition
would likely exclude, if not all, at least a numlzérthe Central and Eastern European parties
identified by Mudde. This is recognized by van Beng and Fennema (2006:2) who propose
to name the party groudical right if Central and Eastern Europe is included. Buy thee
unclear as to which implications this has for thke rof inclusion of PRR-parties. Ivarsflaten
concludes on the selection of cases that “futuwdies would be well advised to identify all
parties that sought to mobilize grievances over ignation” (lvarsflaten 2008:17). If the
parties in Western Europe are identified throughirthnity on immigration issues, we see a
clear division between Mudde pan-European approaoth the “anti-immigrant camp”.
Extending the reasoning, the “anti-immigrant camuld most likely not agree with Mudde
that parties such as LDPR, SNS and MIE& be equated with the more familiar French
National Front, Danish People’s Party and Viaamiauie

’ Liberal Democratic Party of Russia, Slovak Natidparty and Hungarian Justice and Life Party
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In this thesis | will follow the term used by Muddmopulist radical right-partiesMudde
2007:26). The reason for this is twofold. First,|gmsition my thesis very close to Mudde |
see it as natural to use the label to avoid coafusBecond, | find his arguments for this
particular term to be sound. | have already argaedhy | do not find the ternextremeto be
accurate. As already displayed the largest difiegen between those who use the term anti-
immigration and those using a combinatiorradical, populism, rightin different orders. In
my opinion theanti-immigrantterm is too narrow as a definition. While immigoat may be
the only political issue that unites PRR-partiegsas countries, it is not excluded that other
issues may be significant in specific countrieaf$flaten 2008). In that way | fingopulist
radical right to be more inclusive thaanti-immigrant Regarding the order etdical and
populist,l agree with Mudde that “nativism, not populismthe ultimate core feature of the
party family, radical right should be the primaeyrh in the concept” (Mudde 2007:26).

2.1.2 Supply vs. demand-side focus

A second debate connected to the disagreementroamgelefinitions and terminology is the

nature of the independent variables. Using a rati@moice perspective, voters are often
described as working in a political market, positng themselves according to his/her own
demands and the supply of parties (Van der BrugFamhema 2007:476). Koopmans et.al
(2005) refer to theories that “focus on the pditiopportunity structure as supply-side
theories and to theories that focus on grievancedersand-side theories” (Koopmans
2005:146). While demand-side theories have beemiastay in research on PRR-parties, it
has become increasingly obvious that they alonenataexplain the variation in success
(Koopmans et al. 2005; Mudde 2007; Norris 2005; \dan Brug et al. 2005). Mudde calls
demand-side theories the “perfect breeding groufad07:201), but when the breeding
ground is more or less constant, as the sociotstalcbackground is in most of Western
Europe, demand-side theories are unable to explhinthe Danish People’s Party thrive in
Denmark, when New Democracy was a mere flash-partgweden. This view is further

strengthened when considering the evidence prebdijteran der Brug et.al (2005) on the
untapped electoral potential of the populist raditght. When parties exploit their potential

at such different levels it is common sense toudelparties themselves into the analysis.

The call for supply-side theories to explain vao@atin success is justified and echoed by

Mudde, who makes a strong case for turning thentadie more fully to supply-side theories
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(Mudde 2007:297-303). This thesis agrees that ddrsate theories alone cannot explain
variation in electoral success. However, the gddahis thesis is not to explain variation in
success, but rather perform an empirical test a€hvpolitical issues that mobilize voters for

PRR-parties. This brings me back to the socioldgieories, i.e. demand-side theories.

Supply-side theories put a stronger emphasis drepand the opportunities presented by the
political structure (Kitschelt and McGann 1995:1#ere, the relevance and connection
between the nature and disagreement of variablexliade, becomes clear. A definition is a
tool to choose the correct parties. With his deeing classification and conceptualization of
parties, Mudde implicitly argues that we identifidte parties that should be included in
analyses and that attention now can be shiftedupplg-side factors. However, the clear
contrast of definitions previously elaborated ithases the need to slow down the move from

demand to supply.

Taking a step back and considering how the diffedefinitions handle an expansion to
Central and Eastern Europe, it is a possibility thaupply-side study would not include the
same parties. The lack of agreement in Westerngdeuinas implications for the expansion to
other regions. An empirical test is able to shedestight on the many questions made visible
by the disagreement in the literature on what attarses the populist radical right.

2.2  Political issues and hypotheses

Existing theories of party system evolution, bdibge inspired by the Downsean economic
tradition, (Downs 1957) and by the political soogical tradition of Lipset and Rokkan
(1967), agree on one point (lvarsflaten 2008:2)lesk there is some sort of major societal
change that gives rise to a new public grievartce, unlikely that a new party will emerge.
Looking at party formation through the eyes of Deywnew parties are most successfully
launched immediately after a significant changéhm ideological distribution among voters.
Originators of new office-seeking parties feel tthaty can represent a number of voters who
are not getting the representation necessary te hla®ir views voiced properly in the
legislative arena (Downs 1957:115/127). Lipset Rattkan emphasize the close connection
between cleavages, the expansion of suffrage andd of new parties. It is the cleavages in
society that polarize societies enough to bringhfqolitical parties to represent the various
sides of the conflict (Lipset and Rokkan 1967).sTimplicitly argues that a major change in

society is necessary to create a new cleavage. fdllmving sub-chapters will present
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political issues, that have had an increasing it@pae, and that are thought to have an effect

on the populist radical right, each sub-chapteirendith a concrete hypothesis.

2.2.1 Who are the others?

At the heart of the populist radical right liesoarh of identity politics based on the creation of
an “us versus them” dichotomy. To construct “usthe in-group— it is also necessary to
construct “them” -the out-groupOften it is easier to distinguish who constittite out-group
than vice versa (Mudde 2007:63). In Western Eurtipere is a near consensus that
immigration has an effect on the populist radigghtr (Betz 1994; Flecker 2007; Rydgren
2002; Van der Brug et al. 2005). Betz argues tbaPRR-parties immigration has been the
main area of political competence (Betz 2002:206)s implies that they have gained issue
ownership over the increasingly salient issue omigration (Budge and Farlie 1983;
Hainsworth 2008:76). Hainsworth (2008:76) and Mof2005:175) makes a point of the fact
that it is not necessarily the shear number of ignamts, as much as the fear of immigrants,
that attracts voters to the populist radical rigihile the immigration issue is important most
scholars argue against the perception of the gadyp as single issue parties (Carter 2005;
lvarsflaten 2006a; Mudde 1999, 2000b). It is cléwat the most recognized out-group for

parties in Western Europe are immigrant minorities.

The challenges to a pan-European study appearthéthdentification of the out-group in
Central and Eastern Europe. Mudde pinpoints thieréiices when he correctly identifies
indigenous minorities as the main enemy; partiee @ rather low degree of attention to
immigrants (Mudde 2007:69; 2005b). As highlightedhe discussion on party labels earlier
in the chapter, the expansion of an anti-immigtabél to Central and Eastern Europe would
thus not include many new parties. In this sectiomll argue that the resistance towards
immigrants in Western Europe is characterized &rst foremost by a cultural form of racism,
while the resistance towards indigenous minoritie€entral and Eastern Europe has a more
distinct ethnical/biological form of racism. | basgy argument on two indicators. First, the
presence of Jews and the Roma in Central and Badsteope gives the debate a more direct
touch of ethnicity. Second, the political sceneCientral and Eastern Europe is much more
radical than in Western Europe, allowing for a sgrer and different rhetoric that would
marginalize parties if used in Western Europe.hlise differences are reflected through

empirical research it questions the comparabilitgasties.
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Betz argues that the populist radical right staiedsa “cultural nativism, which increasingly
concerns itself with the future of European idgnand particularly of the Western value
system (Betz 2003:84). References to a culturalneonity and the importance of preserving
this is also found by de Lange in her study on Ri&Ries in power in Western Europe (de
Lange 2008:64). The cultural form of racism is a¢ésident in the observation by Rydgren,
while parties want to limit immigration to a minimy assimilation of already existing
immigrants are reluctantly accepted (Rydgren 200Bajnema even goes as far as claiming
that racist arguments are those that “explain $aniguality by reference to biological
differences that are hereditary” (Fennema 200%8¢h a definition would actually not label
cultural differentionalism as cultural racism amsdin my view to go to far, yet it underlines
the difference between cultural and biological sati The attention to cultural aspects is
illustrated through the behavior of the Flemish aftes Belang, the French FN and the

German Republikaner described briefly below.

Party leader of the Vlaams Belang, Filip Dewinf@mecisely presents the main consequence
of immigration in Western Europe. He claims tha #nd of the cold war marked the shift
from the old left-right dimension to a socio-culilidimension which pits identity up against
multiculturalism (Betz and Johnson 2004:316). Thepoartance of the socio-cultural
dimension is an aspect emphasized by a large mapfriresearchers (Betz 1998; Rydgren
2005b; Norris 2005). As argued by Betz and Johnsos yeflects the growing attention given
to questions concerning culture, values and iderDiewinter uses these variables to position
himself against accusations of racism, saying ‘tatism means a belief that on the basis of
racial features a group of people is superior teriar to another. This isn’t what we believe;
everyone is equal but not the same” (Betz and dwhi2004:316). A similar approach is
officially used by the Front National, despite sommplicit biological racism from time to
time. The defense of French national values andtiiyels at the forefront of issues (Mayer
1998:16). Hainsworth notes that the FN has shieglyawom systematically using biological
racism in their arguments. While Le Pen and thddeship often resort to an implicit version
of biological racism, it is interesting to obsertlee effect that has in the polls. Purely

biological racial outbursts tend to lead to a dropupport of the FN (Hainsworth 2000a:25).

Following the correlation between biological racismd poor performance in polls, Terri
Givens observes that those parties who avoid $tifaigvard biological racism, and instead

emphasize a more cultural form of differences, hpgdormed better at the polls (Givens
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2005:201-215). My understanding is that it is aultesf the acceptance level on the Western
European political stage. It is plausible to asstina¢ explicit biological racism will have a
similar effect to the Willie Horton-campaign froret 1988 American presidential campaign
between Dukakis and Bush. After former civil rightampaigner Jesse Jackson publicly
accused the Horton-campaign of being racist, Diskgkined ground on Bush, albeit too late
to catch up (Mendelberg 2001). This is furtherrggthened through the theory of reputational
shields for PRR-parties. Ivarsflaten argue thatessla party has a reputational shield, a
legacy that can fend off accusations of racism extlemism, it is impossible to portray
themselves as credible (lvarsflaten 2006). Draworg the Norwegian experience, the
immigration debate is well describe through thekoop Anniken Hagelund: “The Importance
of being decent” (2003). The political norm on smiin Western Europe put restraints on the

acceptable political rhetoric.

In addition to the cultural resistance against igmamts, | find it valuable to take a closer look
at the relationship between immigrants and unenmmpént. A well-known slogan by Jean
Marie Le Pen highlights the number of immigrantgshe number of job-less natives, “Two
million immigrants are the cause of two million Reh people out of work” (Golder
2003:438). The interaction effect of immigrationdamnemployment is significant at
aggregate level in Golder’s analysis and it wolddriieresting to see if similar effects can be
identified at individual level. Terri Givens argubat while there may not be an actual
relationship between unemployment and level of igration, voters may perceive such a
relationship (Givens 2005:75) If the variable igndficant it indicates that PRR-voters fear
the economic consequences of immigration just ashnas the cultural aspects. Unemployed
voters may find it plausible to blame immigrants tieeir current problems regardless of how

true this is.

If the attention is moved eastwards, the situaseems to be somewhat different. The
problem of “the other” is either people with an lee national identit{,like the Roma and
the Jews, or people with a different national idgntike the big Hungarian minorities in
neighboring Romania and Slovakia. Berglund et.akaghat it is impossible to deny the
impact made on the Central and Eastern societiegbgnal sentiments and ethnic identity.
With enclaves and exclaves of national minoritifee focus on these issues is further

8 Acoording to the populist radical right perceptisimational identity
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strengthened, drawing the line back to unsuccess&ié and nation-building processes, for

which the reasons are too many to be includedigtiiesis (Berglund et al. 2001:79-89).

In his introduction to “Right-Wing Extremism in thBwenty-First Society”, Peter Merkl
writes that it is not easy to separate racism frationalism, and states that the difference
between the two regions of Europe is perhaps tlkeatgst contrast among contemporary
movements of the European radical right (Merkl 2@a1%). Using the Russian case as an
example, the greatest achievement of the PRR-paidiea radicalization of the political
discourse (Tolz 2003:251). This increases the le¥éblerance for racist political discourse,
opening up for situations like the hostile treattingithe Roma in Bulgaria where anti-racism
is not on the political agenda (lvanov 2005:2-21).

The harassment of the Roma and Jews are far mdespriead in Central and Eastern Europe,
partly as a natural consequence of the larger ngneBpecially of Roma, but also because it
is much less condemned than it would have been ést&n Europe. Nearly all countries
report about persecution of the Roma (Mudde 200&estin 2003:97). A popular prejudice is
that they are primitive and can only be dealt witly a whip and a small yard (Mudde
2007:87).

The Jews is another group singled out by PRR-gaimieCentral and Eastern Europe, being
named as one of threspecial enemieby Mudde (2007:78). Anti-Semitism has long been
connected with far-right movements and especiaftgrathe Second World War. The
aftermath of the Holocaust practically banned &atmitism from public debate in Western
Europe (Mudde 2007:80), but is has been preseatidoger degree in the former communist
countries. Therefore Central and Eastern Europesiep are much more open on their anti-
Semitism than in Western Europe. This has, in mgiop to do with what a credible party in
Western Europe can allow itself to say in publid atso that anti-Semitism is not a very
central feature in the ideology of PRR-parties iestérn Europe (Mudde 2007:80-81). A
rather shocking example of the rhetoric involvingwd comes from Romania where a
publication connected to the perceived mainstrearty@®DSR wrote that “as is well known,
the Jewish unleavened bread requkesherfresh Christian blood (Shafir 1999:228). PDSR
later became involved with the leading Romanianutep radical right party, PRM and

° The two others being Muslims and the Roma
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exemplifies both how the discourse has been radezhland that thecordon sanitaire

exercised in many countries in WE is not presethi@same rate in CEE.

Sexual deviants, most often in form of homosexuals, also targeted as enemies by PRR-
parties (Mudde 2007). While a number of partiesndb take an aggressive stance against
homosexuality, Pim Fortuyn himself was gay; it isrmof an issue in Catholic and Orthodox
countries. It is seen as a biological and sociabamality and also “as a threat to the survival
of the nation” (Mudde 2007:68). While not expligittonnected to biological racism, the
concept of homophobia has a common denominatorxireraism and low tolerance for

people who deviate from the majority of the popolat

When summing up his edited volume on racist extsemin Central and Eastern Europe
Mudde observes that a racist discourse can be fouatinost all mainstream parties and to
some degree have been incorporated into otherigablitssues, such as irredentism in
Romania and Slovakia. Mainstream parties are as3 Milling to come forward and

condemn racist extremism than in the West (Muddba®77-281).

Judging by the presentations above it seems tohateptarties base their opposition to their
respective out-groups on different foundations. pbétical climate in Western Europe and
the emphasis on culture results in a cultural racidowever, in Central and Eastern Europe
the political discourse is much more radicalized #me dividing line between PRR-parties
and mainstream politics is less clear (Millard 2@24-251). Whereas a voter from East
probably would embrace cultural racism as it isegp lown on the ladder of extremism, it is
far from certain that it also works the other wagumd. The step from guarding one’s own
traditional values to openly supporting biologicatism is steep. If this assumption is correct

the comparability between PRR-parties across regeon dubious grounds.

On the basis of this | set forth three hypotheses:

Hla: PRR-parties in Western Europe mobilize voters whantwstricter immigration
regulations based on a cultural aspect

Hlb: PRR-parties in Western Europe mobilize voters whamtwstricter immigration

regulations based on job insecurity
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Hlc: PRR-parties in Eastern and Central Europe mobilzgers who express extreme

attitudes

2.2.2 Political disillusionment

Europe has experienced a number of political chamgéehe last decades. This section will
present three changes that theoretically can expléty PRR-parties attract voters. | will
show how the populist elements of the parties degahem from the mainstream and make
them attractive for protest votes. Second, the pemo Union provides a natural enemy for
the populist radical right. Finally, an alternatieeplanation holds the parties as a reaction to
increasing postmaterialism (Inglehart 1977) in Western world. While it seems unlikely
that postmaterialism has an explanatory effect ent@l and Eastern Europe, due to
Ingleharts limited geographical approach, it hasghbtential to highlight differences between

the two parts of Europe.

2.2.3 The protest vote

Robert Putnam and Susan Pharr have identified gbhtical trust and satisfaction with
government is on the decline in Western EuropeeReEurobarometer data shows that this
is also true for Central and Eastern Europe (Paadr Puthnam 2000; Eurobarometer 2007).
An argument can be made that PRR-parties attrdetsras a result of being a new alternative
to mainstream politics, by attracting protest votéan der Brug et.al point to the fact that
these voters are still rational as they intendetadsa message to the political elites and does
so through a deliberate action (Van der Brug e2@DO0). In a later review of the protest vote-
literature, Van der Brug and Fennema (2006) shékt traditional conception of the protest
vote into two separate notions of protest voting palicy voting. A vote is a protest vote if it
is cast out of discontent and lack of trust inita§bns, whereas the policy vote is based on
agreement with the policy considerations of theypdtiowever, this is not a division that is
used in the entire literature (Van der Brug andréema 2006:5-6). The variables connected
to the protest vote-concept in my thesis ask alak of confidence in institutions. That
implies that it falls under the more narrow proteste-concept of Van der Brug and Fennema.
Significant results on more policy-oriented varebivould imply that a vote casted for PRR-

parties is policy vote.

The protest vote must be seen in the light of thgufist elements of the parties. Whether it is

seen as a ideological aspect (Mudde 2007) or aditecal rhetoric (Betz 2002), it is a central
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element for the populist radical right. Nearly s¢holars on the topic have some form of a
reference to populism. The definition by Mudde Isofibpulism as a division between “the
pure people” versus “the corrupt elite”, also highting the will of the people (2007:23).
While Mudde sees populism as an ideology, his defmis in line with other scholars who
see it as a political rhetoric. Both Meny and S{2€l02) and Canovan (2002) emphasize that
politics have escaped control of the people.

Almost all PRR-parties speak up for a closer reteghip between the public and politics,
portraying themselves as the voice of the peopliée{Mand Plomb 2007:11). In fact, some of
them even dislike the word party to describe théwese preferring the term movement. They
benefit from their relative clean record sheet @imstream politics and present themselves as
“distinct alternatives outside the political classlean-hands alternatives, which want to give
the power back to the people” (Rydgren 2005a:\Bi¢tz argues that the emergence of
populism is a response to the growing gap betweeat woters want and what politics can
offer (Betz 2005). Eatwell finds proof of this ialling turnouts and lower share of votes
going to mainstream parties, referring to the teramginating in Germany,
politikverdrossenhei{Eatwell 2003:51). Both Eatwell (2003) and Igna20@3, 2007) see
falling legitimacy as a central reason for the e@adae of the populist radical right.

This trend is also evident in Central and Easteanope, through both quantitative and
gualitative observations (Anastasakis 2000:23; Miilerg 2000:175; Williams 1999:32;
Eurobarometer 2007). As Williams writes, expectagiovere high after the collapse of
communism and the lack of immediate progress hasexpup a source of discontent that the
populist radical right has tapped into. Zaslovesatidthis by pointing out that the tensions
from the transition and following democratizatiomgesses has provided a fertile background
for populism (Zaslove 2008:326). Mudde also finast populism is indeed a factor in Eastern
European politics, but also that parties are tcegigite differently, benefiting from the fact
that political populism is a natural part of theinséream political agenda (Mudde 2000b:43-
44).

Of the various aspects traditionally used to expRRR-voting | find the protest vote most
difficult to direct geographically between WE andEEE Historically, it has been a much
emphasized aspect in the Western literature, bpireral studies show that the resentment is

in fact bigger in CEE. Recent Eurobarometer sungiysv that the percentage of respondents
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who do not trust national governments and natipaaiaments is higher in the new member
states (Eurobarometer 2007, 2008). This is alsdeewiin earlier statistics which is closer in
time to the dataset used in this thesis (Eurobatem29)01) (see appendix). On the basis of
the empirical results | believe the significanceudtest voting to have the biggest potential in
CEE seen in the light of the expectations afterftleof communism, although | will not be

surprised if it turns out that the variable is giigant in both regions.

H2: PRR-parties in Central and Eastern Europe mobilinéers who are disillusioned with

political elites to a larger degree than in West&urope

2.2.4 The European Union

One of the most profound political changes in Eergper the last decades has been the
intensified European integration. During the la&ty2ars the Union has incorporated a single
market, EU citizenship, an increasingly active qiali branch, a common European currency,

a directly elected parliament with expanded cagasland last but not least, been through a
massive expansion. Starting with the accessiorpafrSand Portugal in 1986, the number of

member states has increased with 17 staweith further accession talks in process.

Despite the fact that the EU has been a successaoy areas, it is still seen by some as an
elite project with a democratic deficit (Hix and lledal 2005) and a popularly rejected
constitution. This is partly why the European Unignnot viewed very positively by the
populist radical right (Mudde 2007:159f; Rohrschieeiand Whitefield 2006). However, this
has not always been the case as parties wereveositiEuropean integration in the mid-
eighties. The turning point came with the ratifioatof the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 and
Hainsworth argues that European integration hasrbecan increasingly important issue for
the populist radical right in recent years (Haingiw@008:82; Mudde 2007:159).

What is then the resistance against integratioedas? Two main arguments can be made
which explain the low level of support. First, giveéhe predominance of nationhood,
nationalism and national identity, it is no surprithat parties react to what they see as a
supra-national body (Mudde 2007:159). Most PRRipaudre euroskeptics, basically positive
to the basics of European integration, but skeptmaards the direction EU has taken. As

101986: Spain, Portugal, 1995: Austria, Sweden afid) 2004: Cyprus, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, Sloagni
Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Czech Republic, Hung&§07: Bulgaria and Romenia
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guoted by Hans-Georg Veen: “the supranational unfaomationalist parties is a contradiction

in itself, but not necessarily a complete one” (WeeMudde 2007:182).

The second argument stems from the populist diseoof the populist radical right. Having

built their image as a political parties which gitgipremacy to the interests of the people”
(Betz and Johnson 2004), the political distancenfrine people to Brussels is seen as
problematic. Hainsworth note that PRR-parties teéadsee European integration as a
“bureaucratic and elitist phenomenon” with a topvdoapproach (Hainsworth 2008:82). The

EU is often seen as an overarching scapegoat (Mbetg and Perrineau 2007:32).

A number of corruption scandals have also decretgstlin politicians, creating a grievance
against contemporary politicians (lvarsflaten 20RBschelt 1995; Rydgren 2005b). Despite
having distinctly younger democracies, contemptdoliticians is also a feature in Central
and Eastern European politics because the comnmagishes created a divide between “the
moral non-Communist people” and “the corrupt Comisiualite”. This dichotomy is easily
transferable to match the Western resentment aigsolith the “moral civil society” against
“the corrupt state” (Mudde 2000b:45). Still, théatvely short involvement with the EU in
CEE also opens up the possibility of seeing the &Ja counterweight to incompetent
national politicians, given the past troublesomeades on domestic grounds. The EU is also

involved in more aspects in everyday life in WEna CEE at the present point of time.

H3: PRR-parties in Western Europe mobilize voters éihatnhegative to the EU

2.2.5 A silent counter-revolution?

Is the populist radical right a silent counter-rexion to the shift in values and political styles
as described by Ronald Inglehart (1977)? The algi@volution is described by Inglehart as
a process where values shift from a heavy emptasisell-being and physical security

towards more attention to the quality of life (leghrt 1977:3). Connected to the value shift, it
is plausible to think, that voters at the same tohange their views on political issues. The
traditional issues that are identified with posttenglism are environmental issues, quality of

life, role of women etc. On the other hand, Inglehs also aware of the contrasts between

1 At the time of the data collection CEE states wareyet members of the EU, but it had been aipalitssue
for some time due to the accession talks. | witllggeck to this in the subchapter on the data.
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“new politics” and traditional values and norms dhdit it has often resulted in the creation of

new parties (Inglehart 1977:13).

Kitschelt and McGann is in line with Inglehart whiea divides between industrial and post-
industrial societies (Inglehart 1977:21). They argthat post-industrial politics is

characterized by the divide between the left-lds@ans and right-authoritarians (Kitschelt
and McGann 1995). Where the Green parties repreéseneft-libertarians, PRR-parties are
on the opposite side of the party spectre. ThibBustrated by environmental conflicts which

is listed as one out of four specially salient essalong the “new left” — “new right” spectrum

(Kitschelt and McGann 1995:20).

Johan Veugelers identifies the same value changéodlowing shift in political issues as the
researchers above, but also emphasises the doélgpst-materialist theory. The political
spectre has not just tilted to the left, an eqeaktion has happened on the far right end as
well. As early as in 1981 Lipset observed that:

“while postmaterialist tendencies have generated seurces of support for left from a
segment of the more affluent and better educat=ttive social conservatism has helped
recruit support for right-of-center parties fronsdeorivileged and less educated strata” (Lipset
1981:521).

lvarsflaten summarizes the argument by concludiag) ¥oters feel that environmentalism has
gone too far, gasoline has become too expensive irthastries are weakened due to
environmental demands by politicians. Therefore RRRies attract voters who feel that
political intervention is unnecessary to proteet émvironment (lvarsflaten 2008:6).

Societies shifts toward post-materialist values nwpeople experience what Inglehart calls
“exceptional economic security” (Inglehart 1977:%Yhile the development in Central and
Eastern Europe is heading in a positive directias unlikely that citizens in these countries
have experienced the preconditions for post-materdues to such a degree that it is
sufficient to call for the reactions theoreticized Western Europe. As a reaction to the

increasing emphasis on post-materialist values foséh my third hypothesis:

H4: PRR-parties in Western Europe mobilise voters wkel that political financial

involvement in environmental issues is unnecessary
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2.2.6. An authoritarian view on politics

On January 8 2006 the International Herald Tribune could repit two-thirds of the
Russian population preferred a strong leader idsté@ democratic government (IHT 2006).
A popular account of Russian politics is the coyistfascination with strong leader, which is
displayed through the popularity of former presid@utin in contemporary Russia. The
charismatic party leader of the LDPR, Vladimir Zihavsky has claimed that only a
dictatorship can save Russia (Mudde 2007:150) andas requests are made in Hungary
(Toth and Grajczjar 2007:205). Though Zhirinovskyamong the most extreme politicians in
Russia, and probably Europe as well, the questidrow authoritarian attitudes fit with the

populist radical right arises!

Mudde is quick to point out that in the contextlué populist radical right the meaning of the
word authoritarianism is not the same as withindemocratization literature, but follows the
dominant tradition within social psychology. Refeg to Theodor Adorno and the
Frankfurter school, authoritarianism is interpreted“a general disposition to glorify, to be
subservient to and remain uncritical toward authtvie figures of the ingroup and to take an
attitude of punishing outgroup figures in the nashsome moral authority” (Adorno et.al in
Mudde 2007:22). Following that line of reason, Madzperationalizes authoritarianism as a
belief in a strictly ordered society, where chafjes to this authority is intolerable (Mudde
2007:23).

The authoritarian aspect is heavily emphasized igcKelt, who includes it in his winning

formula for the radical populist right, saying thastands for hierarchical arrangements in
politics and a limited diversity in cultural expsgsn (Kitschelt and McGann 1995:2). An
important aspect within authoritarianism is a sgrostate, which might seem a bit

contradictory to the parties traditiorlassiz-faireapproach to politics (Hainsworth 2000b:9).

Where Western parties traditionally accept demaceaca principle, but object the direction
liberal democracy is headed, flirtation with morgtheritarian aspects is more accepted in
Eastern Europe. Michael Minkenberg claims that Hastern European parties are more
reverse-oriented in that they are more anti-dentiecrahe logic behind the argument is that
years under communist rule and the following triamsiperiod to democracy has created
society that is more recipient of traditional auttyoand survival values. This contrast is well

exemplified by the German case, where support éonatracy as a form of government is
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notably lower in the Eastern part than in the farriféest Germany (Fuchs 1999:131,
Minkenberg 2000:188; 2002:358). The support foorgdr government is also supported by
Miller et.al through their comparison of Centraldakastern European countries versus
Britain (Miller et al. 1998:17).

In Western parts of Europe, the emphasis seeme tadse on the law and order aspects of
authoritarianism. A key issue is the fight agaiosine and tougher penalties is a recurring
theme in party programs (Mudde 2007:146-147). Resxgsees this in relation to the
increased salience of the socio-cultural cleavaga@ing that it is a part of the “doctrinal

and rhetorical core” (Rydgren 2002:27)

Authoritarian views seem to have a central positiodefinitions of the populist radical right.
That alone makes it interesting to test whethemor it is a uniting element, but the
observations by Minkenberg makes it even morefiiduiHe indicates that post-communist
countries are more inclined to flirt with anti-deonatic standpoints and that this is a result of
the massive societal changes experienced in thedéasdes. If this is true, the desire for
strong leadership on the expense of democratic rgamee should not be significant in
Western Europe where the emphasis has focused ondeav and order issues. With this in
mind | set forth the following hypotheses:

H5a: PRR-parties in Eastern and Central Europe mobilzders who support strong
leadership
H5b: PRR-parties in Western Europe mobilize voters wingpart stronger reactions to

violations of the law

2.2.7 Economic changes

The economy has a great influence on politics, laservation that is easily recognizable
during the contemporary world-wide economic crisince the groundbreaking “An

economic theory of Democracy” by Anthony Downs (Z9% number of studies have been
conducted that have confirmed the connection thrargpirical studies (Alvarez et al. 2000).
According to Alvarez and colleagues, it should ¢&f@re not come as a surprise that
perceptions of economic conditions by individualters have a strong influence on the
choices made by the same individual voters (Alvateal. 2000:238).

24



There is little doubt that big economic changesehtaken place in Europe over the last
decades. Already in 1992 did Mackie et.al note Mastern countries were undergoing
economic transformations that were nothing less th@amatic (Mackie et al. 1992). If we

factor in the even more dramatic changes undertak€entral and Eastern Europe with the
transition from communism to market economy (Minkergy 1994), it is clear that the

economy is an issue that, probably even more ttattibnally, has affected voters at the
same time as the emergence of the populist radgtsl

The economy has been a popular issue in the résearthe populist radical right. Two of the
earlier classics by Betz (1994) and Kitschelt ()99%/e the economy a central place in their
theories. Betz sees PRR-parties as a reactioretsdbial-democratic welfare state, deemed
unable to face new challenges stemming from ineckagobalization. As their answer to
economic stagnation they proposed a radical nevdibeconomic agenda (Betz 1994:171).
Kitschelt included a neo-liberal economy into higrining formula”, pointing to many of the
same reasons as Betz, that parties revolt agaigiserhtaxes and ever-increasing welfare-
states (Kitschelt and McGann 1995). Despite thatreicent years several scholars have
guestioned or denied the necessity of right-wingnemics (Carter 2005; Ivarsflaten 2005;
Mudde 2007), it is still described as a predominaetv by Mudde in his review of the
economic literature of the populist radical rightudde 2007:120). This is not very surprising
considering that they are, at least thought tddimgted at the far right of the socio-economic
left-right spectre. The logic here is that PRRAartan be successful if they attract voters
based on a neo-liberal message (lvarsflaten 2008h&se voters, on a general basis, prefer
less state intervention and protectionism in trenemic sphere.

What is interesting is that while, according tod€helt and Betz, populist radical right voters
in Western prefer less state intervention, the $omeems to be somewhat different in Central
and Eastern Europe. The change from communism pitatam has led to increasing
inequality among citizens (Berglund et al. 2001:30jus, the attention is the opposite than in
the West, with a red-brown alliance mixing natiestad rhetoric with leftist political ideas,
(Miller et al. 1998; Anastasakis 2000:26). The oegis also more sceptical to privatization, as
a consequence of the transition to capitalism eddkith corruption and patronage (Mudde
2007:129). Radoslaw Markowski takes a very cleagitijpm against the domination of neo-
liberal economics in populist radical right pol#idReferring explicitly to Kitschelt, he argues

that parties are fundamentally different acrossoregyas “CEEC parties are definitively
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opting for state protectionism and economicallytiséfideas. Neoliberal stances are totally
missing” (Markowski 2002:28).

Jan Fidrmuc detects a similar pattern in his retean the economics of voting in the former
communist countries. He finds that the economyrbjlgalayed an important role in the first
elections following the fall of communism. The eoaric reforms created winners and losers
and thus also voters who either supported or ogboferms. Fidrmuc identifies the winners
as private entrepreneurs, urban residents and-abiii@ highly educated workers. The losers
on the other hand are the unemployed, retirees-dmilar workers and rural residents
(Fidrmuc 2000:215). His description of “the losers”very similar to the stereotype of the
average PRR-voter (Mudde 2007) and goes well ird haith the comments made by the
researchers mentioned above. This shows that thereiscrepancy in the view of economic

preferences for PRR-patrties.

A different approach, taken by those who are notvowed about the vital position of neo-
liberal economics, show how parties are in favduairoextensive welfare state for those who
belong to the nation in question (Mudde 2007:1ZRe SIREN Project also points to a “plea
for a better welfare state” (Flecker et al. 2007.:3this line of reasoning is most often called
“welfare chauvinism”, calling for an extensive wa# state for all those entitled to it. Those
not entitled are the same enemies as elaborategbithapter 2.3.1, namely immigrants and
indigenous ethnic group (Mudde 2007:130f).

Considering the unclear economic landscape whencecnad with PRR-voting, the
hypothesis will not have a direction but merelytestthat economic preferences mobilize

PRR-voters. The coefficient sign will reveal theedtion of the variable.

H6: Economic preferences mobilize voters for PRR partie

2.3 A divided Europe?

The following two sub-chapters present the leadinguments from two debates that have
implications for the convergence of PRR-parties] #mat are not necessarily connected to
political issues. The goal is to show that whilensaargue for an increased convergence, there
is not necessarily a theoretical agreement andptbbability for a still divided Europe in

terms of my research question is still very mucespnt. The first sub-chapter looks at the
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nationalism debate, placing the classical dichotdomyHans Kohn up against more recent
empirical findings and explaining how this has imoglions for the comparability of the
populist radical right. The second sub-chapter $oakthe converging effect of transnational

party-group, especially those present in the Elangarliament.

2.3.1 Two forms of nationalism?

The centrality of nationalism to PRR-parties makestural to look more closely at this term.
One of the seminal contributors to the study ofiamalism, Hans Kohn, argues in his

celebrated work “The Idea of Nationalism” that theaxists a dichotomy between a civic
nationalism in Western Europe and an ethnic nalismain Eastern Europe (2005 [1944]).

This was a controversial statement when publisimetdracent contributions have questioned
the validity of such a dichotomy (Hjern 2003; KuZ602; Shulman 2002). André Liebich

even claims that the ghost of Hans Kohn is hauntivegstudy of nationalism (2006:579).

However, other accounts by Greenfeld (1995) andtlgff (1993) support the tradition stated
by Kohn.

The argument put forward by Kohn relies on a histbraccount of nationalism, which did
not develop as we know it today until the 1850s HK&R005 [1944]:3; Smith 1986:138).
Whereas the Renaissance and Reformation changestysot Western Europe, it did not
have the same impact in Germany and Eastern Euhopiee West, nations were created as
unions of citizens integrating around a politicdea, but the German nationalism, less
affected by the aforementioned historical evenid, bt find the same rallying point for a
future society and looked backwards into its owstmand myths to find the basis of their
nationalism (Kohn 2005 [1944]:331/351). The dividelosely connected to the formation of
the state. In Western Europe nationalism was mairpyplitical occurrence preceded by state
formation, following the theories on state and atbuilding by Stein Rokkan (Kohn 2005
[1944]:329; Rokkan 1980). In Central and Eastermofe, nationalism rose at a more
backward stage of social and political developmamd the boundaries of the state and
nationalism rarely coincided (Kohn 2005 [1944]:329)

The political and social changes in Europe, invadvthe concepts of liberty, humanity and
patriotism, deepened the differences between Wesserd Eastern Europe. Different
interpretations led to a Western nationalism bagsxh liberal middle class concepts pointing

towards democracy and an Eastern nationalism bapet pre-enlightenment concepts
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leading towards exclusiveness (Kohn 2005 [1944}45B). A closer examination of this
point reveals the resemblance to the much latek wbdirgen Habermas on a constitutional
patriotism based around the civic ideals describgdKohn (Habermas 1992). Habermas
defines the nation in two variants, either a “matmf citizens” or an “ethnic nation”. The
former is a product of politics and the collectiwél built up on choice and contracts. The

latter however is pre-political and a product ¢ftbry and myth (Habermas et al. 1998).

The dichotomy is further elaborated by Anthony ®miit his presentation of the territorial
and the ethnic nation. Smith argues that the emeggef nations was brought forward by a
triple revolution originating in Western Europe aspleading across the continent during a
long time-span. The revolutions were “in the spharéhe division of labour, a revolution in
the control of administration, and a revolutiorcuitural co-ordination (Smith 1986:131). The
first revolution created the sense of a nationalienintegrate various actors into a unified
national economic system. The second, as a regulhcoeasing need of a streamlined
bureaucratic to maximize resources at a minimunt aod the third, cultural co-ordination,
had the state replace the ecclesiastical authdhtys gaining more control over education
(Smith 1986:131-134).

Through these three revolutions, Western politreglgally emerged from ethnic to territorial
nations. In the East however, the revolutions catea much later point in time and very
unevenly. The existing polities did already coneistlistinct and separate ethnic communities,
more often than not under the domination of a @hmie like the Ottoman, Austrian and
Russian empires. This leads to a larger emphasathmic criteria “crossed with memories of
former statehoods in the area” (Smith 1986:141).

A territorial nation takes its basis from a sen$deoritory with the logic of moving from
“state-to-nation”. The state as a territory is betvereign, yet strictly bounded, along the
lines of Benedict Anderson’s definition of the watias an imagined community — “both
inherently limited and sovereign”(1983:15). Othdeneents in territorial nationalism are
legality — a community of laws and legal institui$ citizenship — absolute membership and
legal equality of rights and duties, and a commatuce (Smith 1986:135-136).

The ethnic nation is the reverse process of th@deal nation in the way that it goes from

“nation-to-state”. Nations were gradually formed the basis of pre-existing ethnic ties,
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producing a core of genealogy, populism, custonasects and nativism. Inclusion here is not
based on citizenship, but belonging to the ethniug constituting the nation. In contrast to
the territorial nation, these nations tend to studstlegal codes and institutions with customs
and dialects, elevating historical elements tocadfistatus (Smith 1986:137-138).

Following the dichotomy developed by Kohn and etabed by Smith, the line of reasoning is
that there is a difference in which nationalismvarks in Western Europe versus the Central
and Eastern Europe. This understanding is furtbekdd up by more recent accounts from
leading researchers on nationalism. Roger Brubakies that there is little chance of the
civic notion to prevail in Eastern Europe given tlpervasively institutionalized
understandings of nationality as fundamentally etbultural rather than political, as sharply
distinct from citizenship, and as grounding claimes ownership of polities” (Brubaker
1996:105). Brubaker’'s account is also backed bystladement by George Schopflin who
links nationalism with communism. Under the Sowed; resistance against communism
became a national project and under these circmeesa‘it was very difficult for any civic
dimension of nationhood to emerge” given “the sfgtgrethnic character of nationhood and
state legitimation” in the region (both quotes fr&@ohopflin 1996:153). Stefan Auer, while
warning against a simplistic dichotomy of natiosali identifies the battle between liberal
nationalism and nationalism driven by xenophobid e@mauvinism as vital for the survival of

consolidated democracy in Central and Eastern Eufaper 2000:244).

In recent years several researchers have questitreedsalidity of Kohn’s dichotomy
(Bjorklund 2006; Hjern 2003; Kuzio 2002; ShulmarD2Q The criticism either points to the
gross oversimplification of the divide or the fabat empirical research is unable to reveal

any clear geographical divide between Central aastdfn Europe.

A theoretical argument is made by Taras Kuzio wigues that the framework presented by
Kohn is badly flawed on six points. The most cdnp@nt made by Kohn is that all states in
the West share “cultural horizons, values, idesgitand historical myths in a common history
that is the nation”(Kuzio 2002:24). Furthermore itpeorance of anti-democratic cases in the
West and civic elements in the East makes the gpbgral distinction flawed. Kohn ignores

several states from Western Europe and lumps teg#tle nationalisms he dislikes into the
Eastern category. Third and fourth, the geographdoasion of nationalism, which Kuzio

describes as artificial, ignores ethnic and temiatoviolence in the West as well as the fact
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that Western states were not always fully inclusofesocial and ethnic groups (Kuzio
2002:25-26). The fifth point is that Kohn ignorde tfact that nationalism in the East can
evolve from ethnic to civic, as it did in the WeBtnally, Kuzio writes that nation-building
elements have been positively viewed in the Wast pbrtrayed as negative in the East. He
points for instance to how France, as a civic matddso homogenizes their inhabitants (Kuzio
2002:28).

Using an alternative framework building on RobeahDs definition of a civic staté, Kuzio
argues that Western states only became civic il®&®s and that the new states in Central
and Eastern Europe has gone through this process1&®89. This contradicts the time span
used by Kohn, who argues that the change from @tioncivic occurred in the 1850s (Kohn
2005 [1944]:3). Kuzio holds that evolution from mithto civic has little to do with geography,
but is a process initiated by international insitas and democratic consolidation. Both
Western and Eastern states have used historiesngtits, further weakening the logic of
“either-or” (Kuzio 2002:32-36).

While Kuzio works at a theoretical level, severaipérical studies have been conducted in
recent years. They do not use the alternative fwaorle presented by Kuzio, but provide
results that add more questions to the continudidityaof Kohn's dichotomy (Bjorklund
2006; Hjern 2003; Shulman 2002).

Shulman, in his study of fifteen countries, finbattthe classic divide between West/civic and
East/ethnic is a “gross oversimplification” (Shulm2002:583). While some analyses support
the dichotomy, an equal number do not, and ovéhnalldata suggest that Eastern Europe is
not strongly culturally positioned. Cultural contieps of nationhood is also present in long-

time democratic and civic states in the West (Slkanl2002:583).

Similar findings are discovered by Hjern, who cags that “there seems to be support for
the revisionist standpoint (Hjern 2003:427). FrddeBjorklunds study of Latvia, Lithuania
and Poland also provides criticism towards Kohnspite finding clear indications of an
ethnic understanding of nationalism in Latvia tlgsnot true for the other two countries,
proving that Eastern Europe is not ethnic as a(@pirklund 2006:112-113).

12 Free and fair elections, an inclusive suffrage tedright to run for office (Dahl 1971)
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What are the implications for of the nationalisnbake for PRR-parties? It is clear that
nationalism is a central concept for these paitiegtwell 2000:412), and if nationalism is
distinctly different in the West from the East, nhieis theoretically plausible that parties also
are different. Despite the fact that recent emainiesults questions the divide, PRR-parties in
Eastern Europe seems to have a more extreme foangteir Western counterparts, which is
evident in the treatment of minorities (Hockeno93;9Merkl 2003:3/15; Mudde 2000a:277;
Williams 1999:32). While all PRR- parties drift tavads ethnic nationalism, the Central and
Eastern version is much more extreme due to a nagdiealized political context and are thus
able to use stronger and more extreme rhetorictr@leand Eastern parties are also to a larger
degree associated with mainstream politics thaWestern Europe (Mudde 2005a). So while
the two different forms of nationalism do not nessedy separate the nationalisms of PRR-
parties, the perceived duality of mainstream naitiism in the two regions creates distinctly

different political climates to operate in.

2.3.2 The converging effect of transnational partgroups

A central point in the argumentation for a pan-Ep&an analysis is the convergence through
the European Union, given the homogenizing effeftsiembership (Mudde 2007:3). With
Central and Eastern European countries gainingsamein 2004, it is natural to assume that
the converging effect is more a process for the member countries to adapt the existing
acquis communitairethan a process where two equal parts convergencards the centre.
To serve as a reminder of the accession proces$;dpenhagen Criteria highlights some of
the areas where the new member states had to ddapt policies. New members must have
stable institutions that guarantee for democrabg tule of law, human rights and for
protection of minorities. In addition to these fangental rights, several demands concerning
market economy and ability to perform its dutiesaasiember state is fundamental for the

entrance into the European Union (European Cou9éB).

It is interesting to observe that minority proteatis mentioned in the Copenhagen Criteria as
they often constitute the “enemy” according to Med#ludde 2007:69). Is it plausible to
assume that EU impact is the same at party levdl igsat state level? Dorota Dadowska
writes that “although there is a general agreenigait the EU effects the polities of Central
and Eastern European countries, the impact of Eldrggment on the political parties

remains more uncertain to determine” (Dakowska 280Has Western parties influenced
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their Eastern counterparts to such degree thatdheyno longer be separated? If so, is this

also true for populist radical parties?

The main form of transnational party cooperationBuarope takes place through party
federations and party groups in the European Paeli. Transnational party cooperation is
an old concept, but in a European context it hésnsified with the increased role of the
directly elected European Parliament. It has bbemitost effective way to improve capacity
in order to handle the new institutional environingresent in the ever-changing union (Hix
and Lord 1997:2). Despite a volatile European paystem, an argument can be made that a
stable core has emerged around the EPP-ED, PESABDE * (Delsoldato 2002:272).
Despite varying member parties, the core of thiesmetgroups can ideologically be labeled as
Christian Democrats/Conservatives (EPP), Socialodeatic (PES) and liberal (ALDE).

In the decade leading up to the accession Europasdy federations increased the attention
given to the Central and Eastern Europe (Spiro@820®5). Already in 1996 did the EPP-ED
offer observer status, followed by associate statu$998, to potential new partners from
candidate countries (Dakowska 2002:280-1).

Hix and Lord argue that one of the main purposesafpolitical organization is to agree on
common goals, pointing to an emerging network agnitbve Christian Democrats, Socialist
and Liberals on some of the major political issoeshe medium and long-term agenda of the
EU (Hix and Lord 1997:67-73). The reflections byxHind Lord are shared by Paul Lewis,
who are determined that Europeanization has semag&da guiding principle for the
transformation in Central and Eastern Europe, ealpedor political parties and party
systems (Lewis 2007a:1). Parties in Eastern Eulapee clearly been based on Western
ideals and transnational party groups or equivadasbciations in the European Parliament
has played a large role in shaping new parties a@ffte accession in 2004, through both
offering various advantages and apply conditions doception (Lewis 2007a:1; Pridham
2001:195-6).

13 European People’s Party and European Democraty, 6f&European Socialists and European Liberal
Democrat and Reform Party. Present day names ack st all three groups have changed their naftextiag
additions to the group as the EU expanded.
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Empirical examples of the direct pressure by Euaopearty groups can be seen in several
countries. In 1999, the EPP-ED put severe pressuriéne Latvian Party for Homeland and
Freedom (TB/LNNK) and scrutinized closely the leadesupport to the Meciar regime in
Slovakia and their stance on minority rights. THePEED working group on Central and
Eastern Europe made public that the party groupldvoeiase all contact with the TB/LNNK
if they declined to support a new law that wouldaguntee minority rights for Russians in
Latvia (Dakowska 2002:283). Others cases are h@vBRP-ED used associated German
political foundations as their agents, promotinguga and positions of the Christian
Democrat federation and encouraging interlocutorapply the EPP-ED. Similar procedures
are also undertaken by foundations associated ttvePES (Dakowska 2002:287-290). The
effect is seen in the composition of party progrash€entral and Eastern European parties,
which bears a clear resemblance to the prograrttseeafnew friends in the West (Dakowska
2002:290; 2007:15; Lewis 2007a:9; Pridham 2001:196)

Researchers do not exclusively praise the influeideuropean party groups, they also point
to some obvious pitfalls. Several see it as problec that Central and Eastern party systems
still are not completely stable and Lewis arguest tnly the Hungarian the Czech party
systems can be called stable (Lewis 2007a:8; Pmdk@01:179). As emphasized by Hix and
Lord, the need for oversized majorities in the Wntends to suspend party politics, as all
major European party families prefer to agree oheoto reach a clear majority (Hix and Lord
1997:17).

Another major point clearly relevant for this theesioncerns the ideological differences
between Western and Central and Eastern Europegi&i®elsoldato argues that the
emerging transnational intraparty relationships tnmesseen in light of political cleavages. It
is difficult to obtain a clear picture of party $s1s and the comparability of cleavages in new
and old member states. Due to the importance opdfigco-cultural cleavage in addition to
the socioeconomic cleavages prevailing in Westarrofie, two different political left and
right can exist in the same party system (Delsol@®02:281-283). Pridham also sees the
deficiencies, as Western ideological concepts arg iroad and may not be transferable to
Central and Eastern Europe. Similar concerns asgedhby Olson, who questions the
similarity of party systems based on the differenoeissue alignments (Olson 1998; Pridham
1981).
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PRR-parties have during their existence changed freing initially positive to the European
Union to a point where a large majority of partiesv are Euro-skeptics or even Euro-rejects.
Due to the central placement of nationalism inrtigology it is not surprising how, as the
Union consistently grew more supranational, esfigcadter the Maastricht Treaty in 1992,
PRR-parties changed their view on the Union, irsfgaferring a different direction based on
a number of equally diffusing concepts, such asr6pe of Nations, “Europe of the
Fatherlands” and so on (Mudde 2007:158-167). Theows concepts also represent an
ideological division between potential parties far transnational right-wing group. A
disagreement between the Vlaams Belang (VB) anatRxational (FN), on whether to
support ethnic nationalism based on the ethnic coniiies of Europe or state nationalism
based on the existing European states, has alscas@urce of conflict (Mudde 2007:167).

The various right-wing parties of the European iBarént have made several attempts at
creating a stable and lasting party federation. &les, they have experienced a number of
difficulties such as electoral thresholds, a cantig rotation of parties and lack of
cooperation (Mudde 2007:177-181). The first rightgvgroup in the EP was “Group of the
European Right” in the period between 1984-198hwAN and Italian Social Movement
(MSI) as the largest parties. The group was dorathély the FN leader, Jean Marie Le Pen
and the French party has consistently proved tthéemost eager supporter of a “nationalist
international” (Mudde 2007:174-8). In the next pdribetween 1989 and 1994 Le Pen
decided to go along with the German RepublikanepjRafter he feuded with the MSI over
South Tyro. Internal difficulties ended the gradgfacto in 1991/2 (Hix and Lord 1997:107,
Mudde 2007:178). The inclusion of Austria in 1996ved to be a disappointment as the FPO
refused to participate in a party alliance, leaving populist radical right MEPs in a state of
turmoil in the period between 1994 and 1999. IneJ1®99 a new group of unattached MEPs
founded the “Technical Group for Non-Attached Memsbe Mixed Group” (TDI). This
attempt also proved to be futile as it was dissblweice by the EP and finally for good in
October 2001 (Mudde 2007:179).

The potential for a more homogenous right-wing growcreased with the accession of new
member states in 2004. In the following EP eledieight parties belonging to the larger
right-wing family obtained seats, 30 in total, egbuo compose a separate political group.
But instead the MEPs started off in three differgrdups, Independence/Democracy, Union

for Europe of the Nations or unattached (EU.int&0®ut the acceptance of Romania and
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Bulgaria as EU members in 2007 increased the nuofdiEPSs associated with the populist
radical right (Abramsohn 2007). Shortly after tx@ansion plans for a new right-wing group
intensified and on the"™of January 2007 “Identity, Tradition and Soveréjgnvas born
under the leadership of MEP Bruno Gollnisch of e (Mahony 2007a). But as with all the
previous attempts at group formation the ITS folaé&er the Romanian MEPs from PEM
accused Allesandra Mussolini of being xenophob Id&nhger fulfilling the minimum number
of MEPs, the group was dissolved in November tineesgear (Mahony 2007b; Banks 2007).
Outside of the EP the contact between parties éas mainly at an individual level and while
numerous attempts have been made to establishctatfiigy have more often than not failed.
This has made John Loyd argue that no “populigrivdtional with closely similar parties
exists” (Loyd 2003:88). The most recent attemptratting a transnational party federation
has been “Euronat”, initiated by Le Pen and the Wwith the appeal: “nationalists of all
countries unite” (Mudde 2007:158). But also thedbat has lived what Mudde describes as a
“shadowy existence (Mudde 2007:176).

While transnational party groups on a general lseeims to have had a converging effect on
parties in Central and Eastern Europe, it is eguelkar that the consistent resources and
efforts put down by mainstream party groups halsdddrom the populist radical right (Lewis
2007b:187). Ideological and personal differenceseitao many times come in the way for
stable and long lasting co-operation. It is theefplausible to assume that whatever
convergence the European Union has provided faty paystems on Central and Eastern

Europe not necessarily can be transferred to @isouat for PRR-parties.

2.4 Summary of the theoretical argument

Throughout this chapter | have presented the tlieatearguments for why a pan-European
analysis of PRR-parties can not be taken for gcarftee chapter started off with a discussion
of terminology and definitions where | highlighteddefinitional conflict between van der
Brug and colleagues and Cas Mudde on the defininbnPRR-parties. The role of
immigration for Western European PRR-parties asdpiesence in most definitions in the
previous literature creates problems when we kr@at immigration is not a politicized issue

in Central and Eastern Europe. While calling fomare elaborate discussion on the pan-

14 Greater Romania Party
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European approach, | acknowledge at the same hm@verall quality in “Populist radical
right parties in Europe” (Mudde 2007) and havedube PRR-term throughout the thesis.

The second section deals with the political issoest commonly connected with PRR-
parties. Following the line of thought that majarci®tal changes are necessary to create a
niche for a new party, hypotheses are construategnd a number of issues. The issues are
primarily drawn from the literature on Western Hugan parties, but | have added theoretical
insight on several issues thought to be more prentim Central and Eastern Europe, such as
extremist attitudes, a more authoritarian leadersimd the possibility for leftist economic
policies. All hypotheses, except for H6 on economieferences, have been given a

geographical direction.

Following the political issues, | have pointedwwtareas that on a theoretical level questions
the convergence between Western European and Centr&astern European PRR-parties.
Two different forms of nationalism may have creatifferent political atmospheres, which

can contribute to the more radical and extremetipali discourse in Central and Eastern
Europe. Also, the presence of a transnational pgroup, connected to the European

Parliament, has more or less been non-existingRiR-parties.

Having presented the theoretical framework, thet mwbapter will continue by outlining the

methodology, operationalization and data for thalysis of the thesis.

36



3. Methodology, data and operationalizations

According to King, Keohane and Verba (1994:9) tlmtent of scientific research is the
methods and rules of research. The importance iofjkmvare of the most suitable method
and be able to conduct it is therefore immenses Tdhapter will first account for my

methodological choices, then proceed to cover #te dsed in the thesis. The final part of the

chapter describes the measurement validity anchtipealization of the variables.

3.1 Research strategy: Quantitative method

Every research project must be explicit on the gbdhe study (King et al. 1994.75); is it to
give descriptive or causal inferences? My thesissaio discover causal inferences on which
issues that mobilize PRR-voters in Europe. In orterdo so, | have chosen to use a
guantitative method. Methodological approachesiwigolitical science are normally divided
into two separate camps. You can either adapt d-dhia-depth, qualitative approach, or a
large-N generalizing, quantitative approach. Thangigative approach can again be broken
down into cross-sectional, panel data and mulilleanalysis. The debate between
guantitative and qualitative method is a heatedusdision and Lijphart comments that “if at
all possible one should generally use the stais(ar perhaps even the experimental method
instead of the weaker comparative method” (LijpH&71:685), | am, however, just going to

argue that a quantitative approach is more suitabley thesis.

The nature of my research question constitutesrged study. When dealing with ten
different countries, parties and 7 000 plus obg@ms, it is necessary to use statistical
techniques in order to reveal which issues mobiP/#R-voters in Europe. Quantitative
method is superior when it comes to drawing conchssbased on a large population (George
and Bennett 2004:30-31; Mahoney 2003:354). Reduitiaghumber of cases would weaken
the thesis when placing the thesis in relationstmide (2007) and is not an alternative. To
have many observations is important as my focas igoters, — a large-N quantity, if wanting

to generalize.
A statistical analysis can also more accuratelyidea measure of how strong the impact of

an independent variable is on the dependent varidshile qualitative methods may be more

appropriate in theory-generating studies, sta@ibtmethods are better at estimating causal
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effects and effect on a large spectrum of obseymat(George and Bennett 2004:25). Since
my goal is to perform an empirical test of Muddpan-European argument, a quantitative
approach is well suited.

A potential pitfall with a quantitative approachdaan advantage with qualitative method is
the closeness to both research objects and con@etsge and Bennett 2004:17). Charles
Ragin is of the understanding that by using a dteive approach the researchers misses out
on an important process of learning to know thdéedsint observations, creating a longer
distance between researcher and objects of res@Ragin 2004:128). While this may be true,
guantitative approaches can remedy these shortgsmiy obtaining a keen theoretical
insight, and be observant of guidelines to achgaad validity (Adcock and Collier 2001:174;
King et al. 1994).

On the basis of a desire to generalize by teshiegry on a large number of observations, |
am of the opinion that a quantitative approachestsuited for my thesis. In the following

sub-chapter | will explain in detail my method dioece.

3.2  Logistic regression

My dependent variable is a dichotomy, where a nedpot can either have voted for a PRR-
party or not. In such cases, logistic regressioprobit regression are the most used statistical
techniques. The two forms of binary regressionvarg similar, the difference being slightly
different forms on the regression curve and a diffe way of transforming the dependent
variable. Differences in results are very small #rlselection of logistic regression ahead of
probit regression should not effect the resulto@Sk004:390).

Though the fundamental line of thought of logistiocd OLS-regression is similar, they have
important differences at detail level (Skog 200233 he most important difference between
logistic regression and multiple regressions ig th& binary structure of the dependent
variable has properties that violate the assumptmnOLS regression. The error term of a
discrete variable follows the binomial distributiomstead of the normal distribution; this
invalidates statistical testing based on assumgtmnnormality. Second, the variance of a
dichotomous variable is not constant, creatingamsés of heteroscedasticity. Logistic
regression also predicts probability for an everddcur within the range of 0 and 1, which is

not necessary in OLS regression (Hair et al. 2@&%3.
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3.2.1 Recoding into logit-values

Since the binary variable only has two outcomemnd 1, the predicted value must fall within
the same range. To express this range, logistressmgpn uses the logistic curve to represent
the relationship between the dependent variableirzhghendent variables. Given a positive
coefficient, when the value on the independentaidei decreases, the probability approaches
0, but never reaches it. When the value on thepewgent value increases, the probability
approaches 1, but never reaches it. This givesethgonship a non-linear form.

Figure 1 lllustration of non-linearity

To prevent the probabilities from exceeding thegeabetween 0 and 1, and to obtain a metric
variable with both negative and positive values, fhobability value is transformed in a two-
step process. First the probability is restateddus— the ratio of the probability of the two
potential outcomes (Hair et al. 2005:359).

Odds = Prob + (1 — Proh).

A simple example serves to illustrate the relatmmdetween probability and odds. If you
have ten cases, with eight of them being successfdltwo of them being a failure. The
probability for success is 0.8 (8 + 10). The odasild then be:

0.8 + (1-0.8) = 4.0

The odds of success are 4.0 or four times mordylitee have a success than a failure. A

probability of 0.5 — equal chance — results in odfi4.0. Thus if the odds are over 1.0 it
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corresponds to a probability above 0.5 and vicesasavith an odds under 1.0 (Hair et al.
2005:359). This way the odds represent a metriabl that can always be reverted back
into a probability between 0 and 1. However, odds only have values between 0 and
infinite positive values. This is solved througle thgit value which is found by taking the

logarithm of the odds.

Logit = log (Proh+ (1 — Proh))

Odds greater than 1.0 will have a positive logilugaand odds less than 1.0 will have a
negative logit value. Through the transformaticomirprobabilities, through odds and ending
up with a logit value, the dependent variable igvmoetric and can have both positive and
negative values and still be transformed back anfwrobability between 0 and 1 (Hair et al.
2005:360).

3.2.2 Model estimation

The nonlinearity present in the dichotomous depehdariable prevents us from using the
least squares method known from multiple regresdimtead, logistic regression makes use
of themaximum likelihood procedur&he procedure maximizes the likelihood for annéve
occur. It is a method that produces measures ofrgess-of-fit of the estimated model. The
most basic measure is thkelihood value.Logistic regression measures the estimation fit
through taking the value of — 2 times the log & tikelihood value, referred to a8LL. A
perfect fit would be give a likelihood of 1 andZ_L of 0. Thus, the lower -2LL the better
model fit. The -2LL value can be used to comparevben models, comparable to thé R
measure in multiple regression. Other measuregccalamedPseudo R measuregjive a
value that can also be used to compare models.nfdasure used in this thesis, adjusted
McFadden’s R 2, compares the model fit with theualcbbservations on a range between 0
and 1, while adjusting for the number of variabdesled (Long and Freese 2006:109). The
higher score, the better the model explains theahatbservations. The fit is measured
through a likelihood ratio, where the likelihoodlw& in the model with just the intercept is
divided on the model with independent variableduided. A value very close to O indicates
that the model does not fit better than a horizoima, while a value close to 1 indicates a
perfect fit. A fourth way to measure the goodnefsBtas through a classification matrix that
gives you a hit ratio of how well the model is albde predict observations into the right

category on the dependent variable (0 or 1) (Haal.e2005:361-363). However, since the
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sample of observations will be different for my rets] depending on the regional focus, the
model comparisons do not contribute much to compateeen regions. All values will be
reported, but cannot be used to compare acrosdeamp

3.2.3 Interpreting coefficients

Compared to OLS regression, the interpretatiorhefdoefficients is not as straightforward.
Due to the nonlinear structure, the probabilityied dependent variable does not increase by
the same value for each increase of one on thepamitent variable. Because of the
multiplicative logic, the effect of the independeatiable depends on which level it is at. It is
also affected by x-values on other independentabéas included in the model. This is
illustrated by figure 1 (p.39), where the probdbpikt first does not increase very much, then

takes a steep climb at -2 before it flattens wapgroaching a probability of 1.

As explained in section 3.2.1, the probability baen recoded into odds and then logit values.
This complicates the interpretation of the originaéfficients as they only tell us the change
in logit values. They can however tell us the dimtof the relationship through the sign of
the coefficient. In order to make interpretationsien statistical programs include an
exponentiated coefficient which takes the anti-ddghe original coefficient and thus reflects
changes in odds-ratios instead of the logit-valair( et al. 2005:364). Through taking the
anti-log of the original coefficients the exponeaiwid coefficient is actually stated in odds.
Exponentiated coefficients above 1.0 will represent positive relationship whereas

coefficients under 1.0 will represent a negativatienshig®.

Table 1 Coefficient interpretation
Logistic coefficient  Reflects changes in....
Original Logit (logged odds)
Exponentiated Odds &)

Source: (Hair et al. 2005)

The magnitude of change is thus best measuredghrthe exponentiated coefficients as

systematized in the following expression:

Percentage change in odds = (Exponentiated coeffict 1.0) x 100

5 This is because odds of 1.0 is reversed backaimwbability of .50 where each outcome is equaibbable.
Prob = Odds + (1 + Odds) Prob = 1.0 + (1+1.0) = .50
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As mentioned, it is important to note that in ldagisegression the impact of the independent
variables is multiplicative not additive. The newds is therefore calculated through the

multiplicative equation underneath

New odds value = Old odds value x Exponentiatedficant x Change in independent

variable

In a situation where the old odds are 1.0 wherirtiependent variable has a value of 6.5 and
the exponentiated coefficient is 2.5, an increas¢he independent variable of 2 units would
give new odds of 8. As established the old odds of 1.0 would giverabability of .50,
whereas a two unit increase on the independerahlarivould give a probability of .833 an
increase in probability of 33,3 per cent. Note thatause of the non-linearity another
increase of two units would not add another 33,8gamt chance as that would make the
probability greater than 100 per cent. Insteachtiétiplicative logic gives a new odds of'$5
which in turn gives a probability of .86 an increase of roughly 12 per cent from the first
calculation (Hair et al. 2005:364-366).

The method used to interpret dummy variables igh#l different. Since it only has two
values, the dummy tells us whether or not a charatic is present or absent. In this case the
exponentiated coefficient represents the levelhef dependent variable for the represented
group versus the omitted. It is therefore of giegtortance to know which group is coded
what. The relationship between the two categoreshe stated as follows:

OddSepresented category Exponentiated coefficient X Odélgence category
In the case of gender, if women are coded as ttendxponentiated coefficient is 1.25, then

females have 25 per cent higher odds than mal@s-(1= .25). A negative exponentiated

coefficient would indicate that females have a Ipa@ds than men (Hair et al. 2005:367).

®Newodds=1x25x2=5
Y Pprob =5+ (1+5) = .833

B New odds =5x2,5x2 =25
¥ Prob = 25 + (1+25) = .96
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Interpreting the coefficients in a meaningful wayai problem with logistic regression. Of the
three different measurésand ways to interpret coefficients, each haveediffit advantages

and disadvantages. The impact of logit values aus$-@atios does not vary depending on the
x-value, but tell little about the substantive effdue to the complicated mathematical logic
behind the values. Probabilities, on the other hareleasier to interpret in a meaningful way,
but vary depending on the value on both its owrxis-and those of other independent

variables.

When variables are measured on different scalafifierent unites in linear regression, we
use standardized coefficients in order to compleestrength between variables. A similar

process can be made in logistic regression, atgitires a lengthy process of calculation.

In multiple regression the standardized coeffigelfbeta) is calculated by using the

unstandardized coefficient and the standard dewiatf X and Y in the following relationship

B :blgz_j

The transformation from unstandardized coefficieioisstandardized coefficients causes a
change in measuring units from the original unft¢he variables to standard deviations. The
standardized coefficient indicates how many stahdi@viations of change in the dependent
variable is associated with an increase of onedstahdeviations in the independent variable
(Menard 2002:45). Thus variables with differenttar@re now measured on the same scale of

units.

In logistic regression is not as easy to transfanstandardized coefficients into standardized
coefficients. This is due to the fact that in lagisegression it is not the value of Y, but the
probability when Y has a specific value that isdiceed. As recalled from section 3.2.1 the
dependent variable in logistic regression is net dloctual Y-value, but logit (Y). From the
transformation in linear regression we saw thatstaedard deviation is an important measure
in order to calculate standardized coefficientsfottnnately it is not possible to directly
calculate the standard deviation of logit valueseiiiskd 2002:46). However, an equation
presented by Scott Menard shows how the standardimefficients can be calculated by

2 probabilities, odds-ratios and logit-values
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using the predicted values of logit (y) and the laxgd variance, R2. In regression, the
variance explained (R?) is calculated by taking tegression sum of squares (SSR) and
divide it by the total sum of squares (SST). Menexglains that by dividing both by the

sample size, the variance explained equals thearnvaei of the predicted values of the

dependent variable divided by the variance of #gygeddent variable.

R’ = SSR SST=(SSRN)(SST/N) = S2/ S’

Furthermore this equation can be rearranged into
2 2 2
S =S5/R

By substituting all the Y values with logit (Y) was we get an expression for the variance of
logit (Y) and furthermore by taking the square robtthe variance we now find ourselves
with an expression of the standard deviation oitlfg) that can be inserted into the equation

below that finally calculates the standard coefints.

B=0)(S)/\Sagiis) I R = 0)(SHR) Segiegs)

In this equation bis the unstandardized logistic coefficientjsSthe standard deviation of the

independent variable X5, is the standard deviation of the of Io@, and R? is the

explained variance (Menard 2002:46). This is a g@secthat is done automatically in the
statistical package STATA, through thgost-commandvhich will be used for my analysis.

The standardized coefficients are interpreted enghme manner as in linear regression. An
increase of one standard deviation in the indepangiriable X is associated with a standard
deviation change in logit (). This makes it easecompare the impact of the independent
variables. In his example, Menard shows how thegreed magnitudes based on odds-ratio
and logit values turned out to be quite differerttew measured through standardized
coefficients (Menard 2002:47-48)
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Though standardized coefficients appear to be usgful it must be noted that its use has
been the subject of debate (Bring 1994; Greenf@itblNewman and Browner 1991). While
standardized coefficients are used in the thesig éine one of several statistical measures that
are used and the results of the analysis does xmusévely rest on the standardized
coefficients. The standardized coefficients ar® asly meaningful for the metric variables

and will be discussed for those exclusively.

3.2.4 Assumptions of logistic regression

Even though a number of assumptions connectecetadlmal distribution of error terms, as
known from OLS regression, do no apply for logisggression, three important assumptions
must be fulfilled.

First, the relationship between the variables rbess-shaped, i.e. non-linear, and linear when
described through the logit scale. The form of tlegression curve can be calculated
statistically by using the Hosmer-Lemeshow-testthié H-L-test is significant there are
significant differences between actual and predista@lues, the model is not S-shaped, thus
the lower significance the better (Hair et al. 2@02; Skog 2004:383-385). Problems can be
remedied through different strategies like congingca polynomial variable, including
dummy variables or perform a non-linear recodingha independent variable in question
(Skog 2004:385).

The second assumption, that the error terms arerwatated with each other, is in most cases
satisfied if the data have been selected througdndom sample, which is the case for my
data. It is more relevant in longitudinal studiesl anulti-level studies where one case makes
several observations when you follow it over tirdewever, it may still be an issue between

observations within the same country. The third famal assumption is that the independent
variable and the error term must be uncorrelatéd@d<004:380). Such a correlation would

generally indicate a misspecification in terms @sb inefficiency or inaccurate inferences

(Menard 2002:71).

3.3 Data

The datasets considered for this thesis have beep&an Social Survey (ESS), International
Social Survey Programme (ISSP), European Electiodi& (EES), Eurobarometer (EB) and
European Values Study (EVS). After thorough consitien | decided to use the European
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Value Study as my main data source. This decisias based on several criteria. First of all it
included party choice as a variable. Second, it thiasbest data set available both when it

came to the number of observations, relevant gaatnel suitable variables.

The European Values Study is the European brantheo¥Vorld Value Study and has been
collected in three separate rouffdsith a fourth round due to be released late in920the
EVS is a large-scale, cross-national longitudinalsy research program carried out by the
European Values Study Foundation. The last rouma £999/2000 consisted of data from 33
European countries, covering a variety of topiasn8 of the most central questions raised by
the survey are “do Europeans share common valaes®alues changing in Europe and, if so,
in what directions” (EVS 2009; Gesis 2009). The ENM& been used in a large number of
articles by noted scholars such as Seymour Mairisdt, Ronald Inglehart and Juan Linz
(EVS 2009). In addition it has also been used mvipus research on the PRR (Karvonen
1997).

The complete dataset contains 39 797 respondetiisaiional samples varying from 967 in
Iceland to 2500 in Russia. In total 74 per centhefinterviews were done face-to-face while
the remaining 26 per cent were done by phone. ighexception of Greece (which is not
included in my analysis) all surveys were condudiggrofessional survey organizations. In
all non-English speaking countries the questiomnaias translated into the native tongue.
The respondents were selected through random sagngiithe entire adult population with
the exceptions noted in the footrSteThe precise sampling methods are available imrthie
guestionnaire from the EVS web page. The averagmorese rate is 62.9 per cent. However, a
few countries were missing from the overview in toelebook or reported the non-response
rate in age-divided categories, making it imposstol calculate it into the average. For the
countries used in my analysis the response ratenigasr than the overall average at 66.7 per
cent, but this figure is missing 2 out of 11 coie#rdue to the reasons mentioned above. Still,
the response rate is acceptable, but not excefitiay@od. The data are not weighted, but the

number of respondents is adjusted according tgieeof the country.

11981, 1990, 1999/2000
22 |celand 18-80 years of age Sweden 18-76 yeargegfRomania — non-Romanian citizens excluded, Siave
— institutionalized people i.e. prisons, monasgeneental institutions etc
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3.3.1 My use of the EVS

The complete dataset contains observations froeo88tries, but my thesis will only include
data from 10 countries, 5 from WE and 5 from CEE. IAosition my thesis close to Cas
Mudde’s “Populist radical right parties in Europé’seems natural to only include the parties
present in his analysis to make my empirical té$ti®pan-European argument as accurate as
possible. Mudde identifies twelve parties, of whiblke EVS contains observations for eleven.
Another reason for leaving out countries withoutRPparties from the analysis is the
difference between electoral breakthrough and @lakttpersistence of the parties (Mudde
2007). Such an analysis would have to include aenowerall picture of both supply and
demand-side variables and is beyond the scopeiottibsis. The dataset is cross-sectional
only containing data from the last round.

Table 2 PRR-parties identified by Mudde

Countries | Party High score Included in thesis
Austria Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs (FPO) 261999) | Yes
Belgium Front national (Belge) (FNb) 6,9 (1995) Yes
Belgium Vlaams Belang (VB) 16,8 (2003) Yes
Croatia Hrvatska strnaka prava (HSP) 6,8 (1992 Yes
Denmark Dansk Folkeparti (DFP) 13,2 (2005 Yes
France Front national (FN) 14,9 (1997 Yes
Germany Die Republikaner (REP) 2,1 (1990)# Yes
Hungary Magyar Ignazsag és Elet Partja (MIEP) 5ID8) Yes
Poland Liga Polskich Rodzin (LPR) 8,0 (2005) No
Romania Partidul Roméania Mare (PRM) 19,5 (2000) Yes
Russia Liberal’'no-demokratischeskoi partii RossDPR) | 22,9 (1993) Yes
Slovakia Slovenska narodna strana (SNS 11,7 (2006yes

Notes: @ The REP gained 7, 1 % in the (nationwitleppean Elections of 1989

Source: (Mudde 2007:44)

This selection leaves me with a total of 15088 oleens from 10 countries, further reduced
to 11442 when leaving out those who have not aredwehich party they would vote for. Out
of these 11442 there are 691 PRR-observationsodtLaf 6223 come from WE and 280 out
of 5219 come from CEE (see appendix). Respondentshave answered that they did not
vote or cast a blank vote is included in the norRPIRgment as they are not motivated by

issues fronted by PRR-parties, and as such haveatkethem not an alternative.

Unfortunately, the number of observations from epeahty is not sufficient to undertake
separate analyses by country. In order to overctinseproblem the observations are put
together in two separate groups, either in a WE-bloa CEE-bloc. This is not ideal as there

are most likely some national differences betwemmtries (Anastasakis 2000; Schain et al.
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2002). However, the inclusion of national dummyiables can reveal whether there is a

significant difference after the national variatioais been accounted for.

3.3.2 Reliability and validity

Two central concepts in all social science researehreliability and validity. Achieving good
levels of reliability and validity is highlightedylKing and colleagues (1994:25-26) as crucial
elements of how to obtain good data quality. Rdlighis, when thought of, fairly easy to
achieve in quantitative analyses. It is simply putneasure of how reliable your data are.
When you apply the same operations in the sameomathe same data, the results should

also remain the same (King et al. 1994:25-26).

There are primarily two types of reliability; sthtyi and equivalence (Grgnmo 2004:222).
Stability refers to the degree of accordance between d#d&citons gathered at different
points of time with the same tooEquivalencds based on accordance between independent
data collections at the same time (Grgnmo 2004223)- Data would thus have a better

reliability if several independent researchers ioleté the same results with different data.

Overall, the reliability shows to what degree vaoias in the data depends on aspects of the
data collection or whether there is actual varratio

Validity is a question about whether we measuretwleawant to do or not. Again the term is
divided into two main types. External validity maess whether or not the observations are
true for the entire population, while internal dtly is whether or not the operationalizations
represent the theoretical concept (Midtbg 2007:R%&asuring validity is more or less a
guestion of judgment. But there are also differgméntitative techniques, like constructing

indexes that can be applied to increase the intgahiity.

| consider the reliability of my data to be goodheTcollection procedure is documented in the
EVS codebook and webpage and is thus replicable. t&st | checked the mean placement on
a left-right scale in France for the EVS and theSE®d the difference was 0.13 (4.88 vs.
4.75), indicating good equivalent reliability. Thwgh random sampling the observations in
the dataset, and without any systematized biadsat has good external validity. Discussions
of internal validity will be discussed at length time following sub-chapter and will not be

covered here.
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3.4  Operationalizations
In all research the validity of the variables afepomary importance. The following sub-
chapters will account for how | have operationalitiee variables and how | see them to have

validity

For several of the variables | have constructeexed to obtain better measurement of a
phenomenon. First, | have used factor analysiootaect a preliminary test if the variables
load on the same dimension or not. The MSO-teatldhaze above .500 and the Bartlett’s test
of sphericity should be significant. Finally, toseme that the new variables based onnldex
has adequate reliability &ronbach Alphatest is performed on the original variables,
checking for internal consistency. The generallyepted level is .70 and .60 for exploratory
research. However, as the reliability increases@hith the number of variables, an index
with few variables might yield a value of around .&nd still be acceptable (Hair et al.

2005:137). All the relevant statistical output vagable in the appendix.

3.4.1 The dependent variable

The goal of my thesis is to shed new light on whetbr not PRR-parties in WE and CEE
mobilize voters on the same political issues. Tagest way to measure this is to see which
issues make voters place a vote for a certain plantyg elections. The independent variable
is therefore constructed around the question “wiiafty would you vote for?” The question
is applicable to all countries and has good measemé validity as it is very straightforward
and extremely difficult to misinterpret. In order ¢reate a dummy variable to represent the
choice between a PRR-party and a non-PRR partyvémmable has been recoded. All
observations of one of the parties listed in tablere coded as 1 — PRR, while every other
party including those who indicated that they wodddiberately vote blank or not post a vote,
are coded as 0 — Non-PRR.

3.4.2 The independent variables

In the following section | will outline the operatialization of the independent variables. In
addition to the variables given grounds for, thepthr includes a few traditional control
variables with a brief explanation for why they amentially important for the PRR-vote. All
subchapters will also include a consideration efrtfteasurement validity of the variables.
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3.4.3 Who are the others

The question of who constitutes “the others” izitdl importance in any analysis of the PRR.
While the consensus for WE parties is that immigrats the no.l issue, indigenous groups
seem to attract the most negative attention in ®Hdfe 2007). The theoretical section
identified three different hypotheses. First, timamigration can both mobilize voters on the
account of a cultural threat and through a decre@ageb security. Second, | argue that the
discourse around “the others” in CEE is much mawaal, intolerant and biological than in

WE.

To measure the perceived cultural threat | use @ab asks what immigrants should do
culturally when arriving in a new country. ffior the greater good of society it is better if
immigrants maintain their distinct customs and ttihs, the respondent has been coded as 0.
If for the greater good of society it is better if igrants do not maintain their distinct
customs and traditions but take over the customth@fcountry,the respondent has been
coded as 1. The variable is an original dichotom@ugble but the values have been recoded
from 1 and 2 to 0 and 1.

The question reveals whether or not the respondeatshe cultural aspects of immigration as
damaging. If wanting immigrants to assimilate itite national culture, it reflects the focus
on cultural nativism identified by Betz and Johnsehere the emphasis is on the future of a
European identity and Western value system (200418dnd the variable to represent the

theoretical element of cultural racism in a gooywhus achieving good internal validity.

To measure perceived job insecurity | use Q 74naskow the respondents feel about people
from less developed countries coming here to wdHe variable has four different choices
ranging from 1 det anyone come who wantstm4 —prohibit people coming here from other
countries In order to be able to use it in a regressiorlyaisathe variable has been recoded
into a dummy where the two most positive respomse® been coded 0 and the two most

negative responses on foreign workers being coded 1

The third variable is an index meant to measuretwhiaave argued is a more radical,
biological and intolerant form of expressing negati against outsiders. It is
constructed out of a set of variables asking if ywwauld feel negative about being

neighbor to a certain type of people. The datasettains a range of groupings but |
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have chosen homosexuals, gypsies, Jews and pedplea dlifferent race. The
neighbor-variables have previously been used bywdfen to represent world-views and
attitudes of PRR-voters in a number of Western ge@o countries (Karvonen 1997). All

four groups are identified by Mudde as outsidershim eyes of PRR-parties (Mudde 2007).

All four questions used (Q7 I, L, M and N) are matudummy variables with the
alternatives mentioned (1) and not mentioned (0)thle additive index the scale would
be from O - never mentioned to 4 - always mentiof@dthe four variables. That would
make the scale unsuitable for regression analysiss® the index has been recoded into
a dummy where the 0-2 has been coded as O - nen@st and 3-4 have been coded 1 -
extremist. This way the respondents have to givpositive response on at least three

variables  before being coded as someone with  eidtem attitudes.

The KMO for the index is .721 and the Bartlett'stt®f sphericity is significant at the
.000-level. The Cronbach Alpha is also over the imum value reporting at .670,

indicating that the index has good internal vajidit

3.4.4 The protest vote

The protest element of the PRR-parties is promimemhost of the research. On an overall
basis the political trust and satisfaction in Wiemsthe decline (Pharr and Putnam 2000), with
the same poor prospect becoming increasingly wsiblCEE. With falling turnouts and a
lower share of votes going to mainstream partiedwEll 2003:51), PRR-parties represent a
fresh alternative less affected by thelitikerverdrossenheitPolitical elites are more than
anywhere else found in national parliaments ardbape. The variable chosen to measure
if PRR-voters are mobilized on resentment for tewaldished political elites concerns the
level of confidence in national parliaments. Idgail would have been combined with levels
of confidence in government and/or political pagtibut unfortunately variables suitable for
such measures are not included in the EVS. Howavenpst countries, especially those with
a parliamentary system, the link between parlianam government is close, so that the

confidence in the parliament should not differ verych from the confidence in government.

A potential drawback with the variable is that parient is more restricted than politicians as
a whole. However | believe that, much like the tielaship between government and

parliament, a lack of confidence in politiciansaaw/hole is also visible in an assessment of
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politicians in the parliament. The exact wordingtloé variable isnow much confidence in:
parliament (Q58g)0Originally the variable had four different categsriranging froma great
deal(1) tonone at all(4). In order to be able to use it in the analjsias been recoded into a
dummy variable. Those who expressed that they relithd a great dealor quite a lot of
confidence has been given the value O labetledfidence Those who expressatbt very

muchor none at allhave been given the value 1 labeledconfidence

3.4.5 The European Union

A large problem for the European Union is the latkonfidence among European citizens. It
is part of a more general problem of resentment dolitics and political actors. To
operationalize the theoretical argument that a tE#otonfidence in the EU and the ideas of a
supranational union mobilize PRR-voters, | haveseimoa relatively straightforward variable.
The variablehow much confidence in: the European Union (Q5&ijiginally had four
variables ranging froma great deal1) tonone at all(4). However, this is not enough values
to treat it as a metric variable. Therefore it haen recoded into a dummy in order to use it in
the analysis. Those who expressed eithgreat dealor quite a lotof confidence in the EU
have been given the value 0 labeltzhfidence Those who expresseat very muctor none

at all confidence in the EU have been given the valwbélledno confidence

A potential problem with the EU-variable is thaetHataset is from 1999/2000, four years
before Slovakia, Hungary and Romania became membéik Russia and Croatia are still
not members. A valid question is whether the dateply are outdated. While the data are
nine years old, with five years of EU membershipStovakia, Hungary and Romania having
taken place in the period, they applied for memnttipren the mid-nineties and should thus
have knowledge of the European Union before acoes€in a theoretical level PRR-voters
should still oppose membership in the European torthe grounds of the ideological clash

between nationalism and the supranational elenoérite EU.

3.4.6 A silent counter-revolution?

Protection of the environment is an important tcaibhnected to post-materialism, and green
parties are noted to be political by-products a$ thalue-shift (Ignazi 2007:201; Inglehart

1977). A PRR backlash against the environmentaldas therefore plausible (lvarsflaten

2008; Lipset 1981). The variables chosen to opmratize a silent counter-revolution are

therefore connected to environmentalism. If PRRigsmobilize on resistance to the value-
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shift described by Inglehart, they should voiceirthdissatisfaction with the increasing

emphasis on the environment.

Two variables were used in an index to create a&momprehensive variable. The variables
give part of income against environmental polluti@sA) andincrease taxes to prevent
environmentapollution (Q3B)created the new environment variable. While gsineilar at first
sight, the two variables concerns two slightly eliéint areas of environmental protection.
Variable Q3a asks whether or not one would volilgtgive up a part of the income in order
to protect the environment, whereas variable Q35 dbe state take a more active role
through taxation in order to protect the environmmehhe new variable allows for a
combination of these on a larger scale. The KMQ5 which is on the edge between
acceptable and unacceptable. However, two variaieshe minimum in a factor analysis
and the KMO value suffers from this, therefore ¢muheit to be acceptable. The Bartlett’'s test
was highly significant and the Cronbach Alpha w85, indicating good reliability for the

new variable.

The two original variables were coded from 1 (stigragree) to 4 (strongly disagree). The
new variable (additative) ranges from 1 (most pesito the environment) to 7 (most
negative to the environment). Though the varialolly bas seven values it is enough for it to
be treated as a metric variable (Midtbg 2007).

3.4.7 An authoritarian view on politics

Mudde operationalize authoritarianism in this sease belief in a strictly ordered society,
where challenges to this authority is intoleradfeidde 2007:23). This view is also reflected
in the much earlier classic by Kitschelt, whereelxplains authoritarianism as a hierarchical
arrangement of politics (Kitschelt and McGann 1295:Another important aspect with
authoritarianism, which is highlighted by Hainswgris the emphasis on a strong state
(Hainsworth 2000b:9). This seems a bit odd at fombsidering the perceived focus on a
lassiz-faireapproach to politics. The theoretical discuss®realed a difference between the
two regions on the acceptance of democracy. Whenmeodracy is established as “the only
game in town” in WE, Minkenberg claims that partiesn CEE are more “reverse-oriented”
in that they are more anti-democratic (Minkenbe@0®188; 2002:358). Years under
communist rule has created a society that is meogient of traditional authority and

survival, leading up to the popularized story oiRussia needs a strong leader. The variable
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connected to hypothesis 5a is as followiisgit a good having a strong leader who does not
have to bother with parliament and election§¥62a). The variable should be well able to
measure any nostalgic authoritarian feelings in C8Eginally, it had four values ranging
from very good(1) to very bad(4), but it has been recoded into a dummy. Thoke w
answeredvery goodand fairly good have been given the value 1 labelfsakitive to strong
leaderwhile those who answerddirly bad andvery badhave been given the value 0 labelled
negative to strong leadeihe dichotomization is easier to defend due éoldéick of a middle

category making the two categories distinctly safgar

Unfortunately, the EVS does not contain any vadahht | have deemed to be appropriate to
measure hypothesis 5b RRR-parties in Western Europe mobilize voters whppert
stronger reactions to violations of the lawhis is a clear weakness of the thesis and the
implications of this must be taken into accounthe conclusion. | am aware that relevant
variables are available in similar datasets, bubwgrall evaluation of the available data in
relations to the thesis found the EVS to be thé¢ tiesice for the thesis.

3.4.8 Economic changes

The importance of economic preferences in electesgarch is not to be underestimated and
the economy has had a central place in researdPRiparties for many years, especially
due to the emphasis given by Betz (1994) and Kéisqi995). However, as pointed out by
Mudde (2007:121) the attention within the literaturas started to question the neo-liberal
economics normally associated with the PRR, insfgaidting to nationalistic tendencies
within the economy. With the pan-European perspecin mind, Radoslaw Markowski is
quite clear that the traditional right-wing economis not present in the former communist

countries at all (Markowski 2002).

In order to test the mobilizing effect of econonpieferences, | have constructed an index
consisting of three variables. A potential flaw Wbhbe to measure left-right placement solely
on the basis of a ten-point left-to-right scaleafftvould lead to the same validity problems
experienced by Norris in her research (2005). Timdlpm with this is that it is dependent
upon a consistent understanding of the scale. Malyars includes parties from ten very
different countries. The differences are especiafificeable within the economic sphere as
half of the countries only have fifteen years opemence with market economy. In addition

there are warnings about the understanding of #feright scale in CEE countries

54



(Anastasakis 2000:26). Several argue that the agemdl picture in Central and Eastern
Europe is very unclear and is not a copy of thetérasthus making it more difficult to apply
terms like leftist and rightist economy (Bohrerdt al. 2000; Kitschelt et al. 1999). Therefore
my index is based on concrete questions aboutlbeof the state in business and the market

in general.

Keeping in mind that the index is a continuum goiingm left to right with an open

formulated hypothesis it is important that the éeas good validity in both directions.

David Harvey defines neoliberal economy as a thebpolitical economy that:

“proposes that human well-being can best be advanbg liberating individual
entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an tnstnal framework characterized by strong
private property rights, free markets, and freeldéralhe role of the state is to create and

preserve an institutional framework appropriatesiach practices” (Harvey 2005:2).

Furthermore state intervention should be keptairamum as the market should serve as an

undisturbed arena of competition (Harvey 2005:26).

| argue that my index have good internal validiby fightist economic preferences based on
the definition by Harvey on neo-liberalism giveroab. The questions cover key areas such
as competition as a means to achieve success (Béq)osition of the state in regards to the
market (54d) and individual responsibility/entrepearship (54a). This indicates that the

index has good internal validity for rightist ecomic preferences.

The opposite statements, representing the leftagrithe index, should ideally represent a
more active role on behalf of the state, especialtgrms of a better welfare system and more
control over the market. The opposite angle taviddal responsibility (Q54a) is a much

more active role on behalf of the state in relationts citizens. For the state to ensure that
everyone is provided for, it is dependent on a sfugictioning welfare system. Among the

different welfare systems present in WE, Kleinmaentifies the Scandinavian and the
Anglo-Saxon models as the ones with the largestemee of the state (Kleinman 2002). An
additional bonus with this variable is that its éragis on the state is very useful when taking

the former Communist systems into account. As adirny Minkenberg certain CEE parties
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are reverse-oriented, nurturing a nostalgic viewhaf Communist past. In this system, the
state indeed had a very active role in ensuring eliaryone were provided for, as this is a
basic theoretical element of the ideology. Consndethe historical element the variable
should achieve good validity in CEE countries, vehitre extreme left value indicates moving

towards the past.

In WE, a very rough division can be made between $icandinavian and Anglo-Saxon
models on one side and the Mediterranean and Cairpermodels on the other side. The
major differences being that the first two rely the state, whereas the latter two rely on
private insurance and a larger role for the fanmlythe care-taking of relatives (Kleinman
2002). With the left-right dichotomy being well-kma in WE, the variable is able to
represent different views on the involvement of stee in providing for citizens, the higher
value on the 1-10 scale, the closer to a largeraatisle state-driven welfare state. That is the
goal of many PRR-parties and should thus theotbtiedso be the goal of their voters if we
follow the arguments of Mudde (2007:125-132). ||fdhat the variable has good
measurement validity in both directions, rangingircomplete state responsibility for the

well-being of citizens to a complete individual pessibility.

The second variable (Q54c) measures the opiniavhether competition leads to success or
if it brings out the worst in people. In the nebeial sense competition is one of the basic
elements of market economy. However, opponentssaegtics to free competition make a
point of accusing too much competition for lowerthg quality in order to chase even bigger
profits. This view is today perhaps most presenteiations to privatization of the welfare

state (Velferdsstaten.no 2009). Following theiruangnts the focus on competition may come

at the expense of more important values.

Within mainstream Keynesian economics, state ieteien is warranted to correct basic
flaws in a free market economy. The principal diffties are ensuring continuous full
employment and controlling inflation. These probéenprovide a rational for state
involvement in the economy and market (Stilwell @3%7). The original variable Q54d
measures whether or not the state should controsfmore effectively. A stronger control of
firms, the major players in a market economy, timgBcates a stronger interference in the

economy and market on a general basis.
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| have argued that also the leftist views preseirieguestions Q54 a-c-d represent a useful
contrast in economic standpoints to the rightisérahtives. This makes the index able to
answer the open hypothesis as the sign of theicieeff reveals whether PRR-voters prefer

right or left economics and if it has a significampact at all.

All three questions are answered on a 1-10 scdlerawne is the most rightist answer and 10
is the most leftist answer. The KMO for the index598 and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity
is significant at .000-level. The reliability ofehndex is questionable with a Cronbach Alpha
value at .516, which is under the desired valu® oHowever, the low number of variables in
the index and the good match between the variasldgheoretical definition makes using the
index defendable in my view. Since all the varialfi@ve a scale from 1-10 the new scale is
additive going from three (1+1+1) to 30 (10+10+1D).order to make the interpretation
easier the variable has been recoded to have @ go@lg from one to twenty-eight, with one

being the most leftist view and twenty-eight befhg most rightist view.

3.4.9 Control variables and interaction terms

In order to prevent the independent variables fomimg more significant than they should, |
include a number of control variables. Though, legsresting from a theoretical point of
view, they could complement the independent vaembdf interest in the final analysis
(Midtbg 2007:31). The analysis will include fourntml variables, which all are very
traditional in the sense that they cover the mogtartant demographic aspects, and are
usually included in electoral research. In additiothat they are also routinely highlighted as
important aspects when describing the charactesisif a PRR-voter. | will also include
dummy variables for all countries to check for aidn between countries inside the two
main blocks of WE and CEE.

Differences between genders occur all the timeoitiad sciences. This is also true for the
PRR-literature. A traditional view has been thatnnaee more likely to vote for a PRR-party
than women. The percentages tends to be two-thede and one-third female (Givens 2004).
A general overview by Mudde reveals that a gendgr exists in practically all European
countries (Mudde 2007:111). The variable is a dunwith female (1) and male (0). The
content of the variable has not been recoded, lotiahged the values from 1 and 2 to the
aforementioned values. Gender is a straightforvigsde and | believe that the variable has

good validity.
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The second control variable is age. Does the hkeld for placing a PRR-vote increase or
decrease by age? A survey of the German Republilshrmaved that the younger age cohorts
were the most likely to vote for the Republikanather than a traditional mainstream right-
party (Lubbers and Scheepers 2000:75). This viesujpgported by Betz, who says that PRR-
parties on a general level have drawn younger spter these are not yet tied by tradition and
are more volatile in their party choice. Similardings are also reported by Givens (2005:60).
The variable has been recoded from year of birtihhecactual age, making it a metric variable.

The third control variable is education. The tathlonage of a PRR-voter is a young male
with little education, however this might be an mmaplified picture of the relative diverse
PRR-electorate (Mudde 2007). In the French casmnbl Mayer discovers that the Front
National electorate tends to be less educated (MayeGivens 2005:58). According to
Charles Westin, education leads to a more ratioie& on life, one that leaves little room for
ideas such as racism (Westin 2003:119). Followimg line of thought education should not
encourage PRR-voting. The variable ranges fromrhgking it a metric variable suitable for

multiple regression where 1 is the least educatimh8 is the most education.

The final control variable asks whether the resgomds employed or not. The subject of
unemployment is controversial in the literaturehngébntradictory results (Mudde 2007:206).
Jackman and Volpert (1996) find a significant clatien using macro-data, but Golder (2003)
comes to a different conclusion. In his analysiemaployment is only significant when used
in an interaction term with immigration. At the moelevel, status as unemployed is
connected to the general theme of resentment tR&-parties are thought to profit from.
Those who report that they are unemployed have bssigned the value 1, while all others
(employed, students, pensioners, voluntary unengpl@ic) have been assigned the value 0. |

believe the variable to have good validity.

The thesis wants to discover whether or not theeeddferences in the political issues that
mobilize PRR-voters in WE and CEE. However, it wbbk utopian to believe that the two
blocks are internally homogenous and researchses qiestion if cross-country research is
possible (Anastasakis 2000; Schain et al. 200réfbre it is necessary to check for national
variation before drawing inferences about diffeenbetween WE and CEE. The possibility
of a multi-level analysis is excluded due to a lmnwmber of observations at level 2 (countries).

Instead | include dummy variables for all ten coi@stand am able through an Wald-test to
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reveal if there are significant differences betwemmntries as well as regions. All the

variables are coded 0 for “non-country x” and 1“f@ountry x”.

Interaction terms are included in model 6 in orderreveal whether or not there are
significant differences between WE and CEE. Modeénd 5 provide results exclusively for
the two regions, but by including interaction terarsl running all observations in the same
model, | am able to reveal significant differenbesween WE and CEE. If a collective Wald-
test including the original variable and the intgi@n term is significant, the results identified
in models 4 and 5 will be more robust. The inteoacterm is created by taking the original

variables and multiplying it with a region dummydeal O for CEE and 1 for WE.
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4 Analysis

| will start by presenting descriptive data on wariables and comment briefly on them.
Thereafter | will begin constructing the logistiegression model. The first model will only
contain the dependent variable and country dumnmestder to reveal whether or not there
are differences between countries that must berated for in the final model. The second
model adds the control variables before the thiotleh proceeds by adding the independent
variables of interest. Then | will conduct separatalyses for Western Europe and Central
and Eastern Europe to identify differences botlwbenh regions, but also compared to the
pan-European model. Finally, a model including nat&ion terms will tell if the differences

identified in the regional model are statisticalignificant.

4.1 Descriptive data

| will comment briefly on the variables, concenitmgton the number of observations, mean
and standard deviation, although the standard tlewianakes most sense for the metric
variables. The mean difference between WE and GEHsp included, a positive difference

means a higher value in WE whereas a negativeréift® means a higher average in CEE.
Only the most interesting figures will be commented

Table 3 Descriptive statistics of the variables

Variable N Mean Std.dev Min Max WE CEE Diff.
Party 11442 .07 238 0 1 .Q7 .05 .02
Region 15088 .54 499 0 1 N.A. N.A. N.A.
Lack of confidence - EU 12959 .59 492 0 1 41 .41 .0
Lack of confidence - Parliament 14277 .p6 473 (@ 1 .40 .26 14
Environment — no financial support 14002 4,20 1.742 7 4.42 3.93 .49
Strong leader 13704 .29 454 0 1 24 36 -12
Cultural resistance — Immigration 12910 b6 474 Q1 .76 .53 .23
Employment resistance - Immigration 14437 58 493 1 .59 .58 .01
Extreme attitudes 13860 .25 483 0 1 15 .39 -.24
Economic preferences 13747 16.[r2 5.954 1 28 17.65.621 1.99
Age 15077 46.95 17.14p 16 102 4773 46,05 1.68
Female 15088 .54 498 0 1 54 .b5 -.01
Education 14959 4.48 2136 1 8 4.p6 4|72 -.46
Unemployment 15002 .079 269 0 1 .067 .092 -.025

The dependent variablarty has 11442 observations, 3646 observations lessthgatotal
dataset. This represents the maximum of obsenaitiocluded in the analysis. The mean

of .07 tells us that the number of non-PRR voteeatdy exceeds the number of PRR-voters.
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The mean difference between WE and CEE is smdl, irtlicating that there are slightly
more PRR-voters in WE than in CEE.

The two variables connected to political disillusizent,Lack of confidence - EdndLack of
confidence Parliamenboth reveal that a majority of respondents lackfidence in the
respective institutions with the mean being .59Etr and .66 for the national Parliaments. It
is interesting to note that on average, nationdigments have lower levels of confidence

than the European Union.

For Environment — no financial supporthe mean value is unexpectedly lower in CEE,
indicating a more positive attitude towards payiages in order to preserve the environment.
This is surprising, as one would expect CEE-citizém be less post-materialist than in WE

based on the prerequisite of economic securityléhayt 1977:3)

Cultural resistance — Immigratiorand Employment resistance - Immigratioconcerns
attitudes towards immigration/immigrants where aame&alue above .5 would indicate a
majority of restrictive attitudes. Somewhat sunigdy, this is the case for both variables.
Considering the low number of PRR-voters in thelymmis when compared to the overall
number, this implies that attitudes towards imntigrdimmigrants on a general basis is quite
restrictive in Europe. When the mean values are&kdsrodown to region-level, a clear
difference between regions with regards to Ghdtural resistance - Immigratiomariable is
visible. It is surprising to see such a high mealue for WE, a region that often is stressed as

being tolerant.

Extremist attitudefias a mean value of .249. The difference in méatseen this variable
and the Immigration-variables, points in the dittof Extremist attitudesndeed being
more extremist. If the mean had been about the saner the immigration-variables it could
have been argued that all three variables weteeatame attitude-level, but the lower average
value tells us that fewer respondents have exttahmsights. On a descriptive level is seems
like the view of “the other” (Mudde 2007) differsom the cultural aspect in WE to the

extremist view in CEE.

The Economic preferencegariable is the one with the most values, randgmogn 1 to 28,

with the highest value indicating the strongestgrence for right-wing economics. The mean
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value for all respondents is 16.72, indicating tinet average placement is just to the right of
the centre if we visualize the 1-28 range as arigftt axis. A standard deviation of 5.94
indicates a relatively big dispersion on the vdgab

Table 4 Significance testing of means — CEE subtreed from WE
Variable T-value Sig.level Mean difference
Lack of confidence — EU -.16 .868 .0
Lack of confidence — Parliament 18.16 .000 14
Environment — no financial support -16.59 .000 .49
Strong leader 15.08 .000 =12
Cultural resistance — Immigration -28.87 .000 .23
Employment resistance — Immigration -1.32 .188 .01
Extreme attitudes 25.99 .0Q0 -.24
Economic preferences -19.71 .0p0 1.99

A negative t-value corresponds to a higher meaneval Western Europe. The table above
shows that there are significant differences betw&e means for the independent variables
of interest in Central and Eastern Europe and Wedstarope. All variables, excepback of
confidence — Eland Cultural resistance to immigratiorhave significant differences in the
mean between the two regions. Although this dogésconfirm that PRR-parties mobilize on
different issues, it serves to strengthen the apgamthat such a difference exists between

Western and Central and Eastern Europe.

4.2  Model 1: The effect on PRR-voting in pan-Europe —auntry dummies only

| begin to construct the pan-European model, ks dding country dummies to the analysis.
Even though the focus of the thesis is to test vipialitical issues that mobilize PRR-voters,
it is necessary to control for differences betweeuntries in the analysis. It is very likely that
the national context has an effect on the partyoeh@nd the inclusion of country dummies is
able to test if such a difference is statisticaliynificant. This will be conducted by using the
Wald test and the Likelihood Ratio-test to exanifrie null-hypothesis can be rejected. In
this case the null-hypothesis will be that ther ram differences between countries. The tests
measure whether difference between models arenaidence or a result of actual differences,

a significant value enables us to reject the ngtidthesis (Skog 2004:374).

The model includes nine country-dummies with Cieodtteing the reference category. The
coefficients in the model explains whether or no# variable has a significant difference
when compared to the reference category and is nbuwery interesting for the research
guestion and will subsequently not be commented @mnsidering the large number of
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respondents .05-level will be the desired cut-afinp for significant results. One-tailed tests
were considered for some of the variables, but these either insignificant regardless of a
one-tailed test, or not theoretically suitabledoe-tailed tests

Table 5 Model 1:The effect on PRR-voting in Pan-Ewpe — country dummies only
Variable Coef. z P>|z| Odds ratio Std.Coeff.
France -.367 -1.39 .166 .692 -.058
Germany -.907 -3.25% .001* 404 -.162
Austria 1.72 8.03 .000¢ 5.582 .261
Belgium .626 2.78 .00571 1.871L .104
Denmark 131 0.51 .610 1.141 .018
Slovakia .699 3.06 .002F 2.012 .107
Hungary -.758 -2.31 .021f 468 .098
Romania 195 75 456 1.215 .025
Russia 447 2.01 .044* 1.563 .084
Constant -3.181 -15.8D

LR chi2(9) 370.00 HL chi2(7) 0.00

Prob > chi2 0.000 Prob > chi2 1.000

McFaddens Adj. R? .067 -2LL 4848.5518

N =11442

* Significant at the .05-level (two-tailed)

The model with only the country dummies does n@iar very much. The McFadden’s Ad,.
R? is .067. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test is far frogmificant, indicating that the model fits
the logistic curve. The -2LL value is 4848.5518 @ndoted for future comparison with larger
models. The coefficients, though not of great intgace at this stage, must be interpreted in

relation to the reference category.

What is important at this stage is whether the tgudummies collectively are significant,
making it possible to reject the null-hypothesidd asonclude that there exist significant

differences between the countries included in tiadysis that must be controlled for.

Table 6 Wald-test & LR-test of country differences
Wald-test LR-test
Chi2(9) 355.84 Chi2(9) 370.00

Prob > chi2 0.000 Prob > chi2 0.000

Both tests show a significant value, meaning that rtull-hypothesis, no variation between
countries, is rejected. The reason for doing thitoicontrol for country specific factors that
may influence the results. As a consequence osigmaficant results, the country dummies
must be included in the larger models to controkiigs variation.
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4.3 Model 2: The effect on PRR-voting in pan-Europe with control variables
Added to model 1 are the variallge— how old the respondents aFemale— the sex of the

respondentsiJnemployed- is the respondent unemployed aBducation —the level of

education.

Table 7 Model 2: The effect on PRR-voting in Pan-Ewwpe — with control variables
Variable Coef.  Std.err Z P>|z| Odds ratio Std. Coeff.
France -.491 275 -1.79 .074 .612 -.076
Germany -.928 .290 -3.20 .001* .395 -.161
Austria 1.638 227 7.22 .000* 5.142 .244
Belgium .709 .234 3.01 .003* 2.033 114
Denmark .078 272 .29 774 1.081 .010
Slovakia .641 .238 2.69 .007* 1.898 .097
Hungary -.781 .337 -2.32 .020* 458 -.096
Romania .086 27% 31 754 299 .011
Russia .566 231 2.45 .014* 407 .105
Age -.017 .003 -6.3¢ .000* .983 -144
Female -.507 .083 -6.09 .000* .602 -.126
Education -.158 .023 -6.93 .000* .854 -.167
Unemployed .148 144 1.03 .303 1.160 .020
Constant -1.4872 279 -5.31 .000*

LR chi2(13 471.71 HL chi2(8) 10.55

Prob > chi2 0.000 Prob > chi2 .2286

McFadden’s Adj. R? .088 -2LL 4576.730

N = 11046

* Significant at the .05-level

The number of observations in this model has deedtaomewhat, N being 165 observations
less than for Model 1. The overall power of the eldtas not increased very much with the
addition of the control variables, but it is sigoéntly bette?. The -2LL has decreased from -
4848.5518 to -4576.730 and the McFaddens Adj. R?ihereased to .088. The Hosmer-
Lemeshow test is still insignificant; however timelusion of the control variables has moved
the value closer to a significant result. As remereld from section 3.2.3, standardized
coefficients are only meaningful for the metric imbites and will be discussed for those
exclusively. To compare the effect of the dummyialges, the discrete effects will be
discussed for the complete models later on. At #iégye, identifying significance for the

control variables is the primary goal.

The Agevariable has a negative coefficient, meaning #maincrease of age would decrease
the probability of being a PRR-voter. The effectisarly significant even at the .05-level.

The odds-ratio is .983. From the run-through ofdbg regression we know that an odds-ratio

% See appendix for test
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below 1.0 indicates a negative relationship betw#den independent and the dependent
variable. Since we are dealing with odds-ratiosetfiect is the same independent of where we
are on the x-axis. For each year a respondenthegedds for being a PRR-voter decrease
with 1.7%* percentage points. The (fully) standardized coffit is -.144. For each standard

deviation increase on the x-axis there is a deerefis.144 standard deviations on the y-axis.
The direction of the coefficient is in line withelassumption that the typical PRR-voter is

relatively young (Givens 2005).

The Femalevariable shares the same basic characteristicheag\gevariable. It has a
negative coefficient at -.507 and is significantred .05-level. This is a dummy variable and a
negative coefficient indicates that a male responh@® is more likely to be a PRR-voter than
a female respondent (1). The odds-ratio is .60ZerAale respondent has 39.8 percentage
points lower odds than a man. PRR-parties haveyallwvaen male-dominated (Givens 2004)

and the results confirms the theoretical assumption

Educationhas a negative coefficient at -.158, revealing tha higher education the less
likely it is for a respondent to vote for a PRRipaiike the other two control variables
Educationis also significant at the .05-level. The oddserét .854. This means that for each
level of education the respondent advance, the éaldbeing a PRR-voter decrease with
14,6™ percentage points. In other words, the higher aiitre the less likely it is that the
respondent votes for a PRR-party. The standardipefficient is -.167. Another similarity

with the other control variables is that al&mlucationis in line with the theoretical

expectations (Westin 2003).

The Unemployedrariable has a positive coefficient of .148, ineliwith the theoretical
expectation that respondents who are unemployednare likely to vote for PRR-parties.
However, the variable is not significant and bdth bdds ratio and standardized coefficient
shows that it has a minimum of impact on the depehdariable. This reflects the theoretical
diversity on the subject, where Jackman and VolfE996) is one of few studies where a
significant effect has been detected, albeit thas at the macro level. The results from model

2 state that unemployment is not a significantalaa at the micro level.

% percentage change in odds = (exponentiated cieeffic 1.0) x 100
(983-1) x 100 = 1,7 per cent change in odds
% (.854-1) x 100 = -14.6
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Summarized, the second model has revealed that torgrol variables have a significant
effect and all have proven to influence the prolitgtior being a PRR-voter in the assumed
direction. ThedUnemployedvariable was insignificant and will not be incadlin the
following pan-European models. The third model witlude the independent variables of

interest, a first indication of which issues thathiize PRR-voters.

4.4  Model 3: The effect on PRR-voting in Pan-Europe full model

Model 3 will take us a step closer to answeringréds®arch question. After having established
the significant difference between countries arel ridevance of the control variables | will
now add the independent variables of interesteondech issues mobilize PRR-voters.

Table 8 Model 3: The effect on party choice in Pal=urope — full model
Variable Coef. z P>|z| Odds ratio Std.
Coeff.
France -.553 -1.75% .080 575 -.085
Germany -.931 -2.81 .005* .394 -.156
Austria 1.792 6.95 .000¢t 6.00¢4 273
Belgium .682 2.57 .0107 1.979 110
Denmark .061 0.19 .847 1.063 .007
Slovakia .708 2.54 .011¢ 2.030 .091
Hungary -1.069 -2.89 .004¢ .343 -134
Romania -.0322 -0.10 .921 .968 -.004
Russia .616 2.29 .022¢* 1.852 .093
Age -.018 -5.47 .0007 .983 -.137
Female -.474 -4.71 .000* .621 -112
Education -.097 -3.49 .000* .907 -.097
Lack of confidence — EU 488 4.27 .00p* 1.6R9 114
Lack of confidence - Parliament 534 443 .000* 705. 121
Environment — no financial support .048 1.63 127 .049 .039
Strong leader .203 1.8p .06 1.2p5 .043
Cultural resistance — immigration .303 2.60 .012* .354 .068
Employment resistance - immigration .534 481 .000* 1.705 124
Extremist attitudes 718 5.28 .000* 2.040 113
Economic preferences .018 2.02 .043* 1.018 .050
Constant -2.594 -6.79 .000*
LR chi2(20) 537.44 HL chi2(8) 3.89
Prob > chi2 .000 Prob > chi2 .8670
McFaddens Adj. R?2 136 -2LL 3038.047
N = 7604°

* Significant at the .05-level (two-tailed)

% The drop in observations is a possible break eraisumption of “missing at random” and is probléna
when comparing between models, however the neemidarmum number of observations in order to angher
research question has been deemed more importargudl inspection does not reveal any systematk bf
response
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When we look at the general level of the model we that the -2LL has decreased from
4666.6924 to 3038.047. The model is significantsttdér’’. The McFadden Adj. R? has
increased from .088 to .136. The Hosmer-Lemeshawisealso insignificant indicating that

the model fits the logistic curve.

Table 9 Checking for country differences pan-Europan
Wald test

Chi2 (9) 282.17

Prob > chi2 .000

It is necessary to perform a second Wald test tdirro that there are country differences
even after the independent variables have beendattde¢he analysis. Theoretically the
differences between countries detected in modeluldchave been explained by the inclusion
of the independent variables. However, the Walt-$esws that there is still a significant
difference between the countries that is not acsalifor by the independent variables, which

justifies the inclusion in the third model.

Starting with the three control variables, they altestill significant at the .05-level, and have

the same direction, as shown by the original coieffit.

Lack of Confidence - Elas a positive coefficient sign and is significanthe .05-level. The
odds-ratio is 1.629. An increase of one, movingmfrbaving confidence to having no
confidence in the EU, increases the odds with f2réentage points. From this we learn that
a lack of confidence in the European Union is aificant political issue for mobilizing PRR-

voters.

Lack of Confidence - Parliamemshare the same characteristics as previous varidble
coefficient is positive, showing the direction bktvariable. Since the variable is coded 0 —
confidence and 1 — no confidence, it is clear thdack of confidence towards national
parliaments increases the chance of being a PR&:vhhe variable is significant at the .05-
level and the odds-ratio is 1.705. A respondent kaeks confidence in the EU has 70.5

percentage points higher odds for being a PRR-tb#ar a respondent with confidence.

27 See appendix for test results
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Moving on toEnvironment — no financial suppeothe coefficient is positive, meaning that the
more inclined a respondent is to be negative agastete involvement to protect the
environment, the more likely the same respondeiat FRR-voter. However, the variable is
not significant, showing that PRR-parties doesmobilize voters on post-materialist values

and should thus not be counted as part of a “sdeanhter-revolution”.

Strong leaderhas a positive coefficient, the expected directbmsed on the theoretical
assumptions. The variable is not significant at t@B-level, but is not far off with a

significance value of .068. The possibility of aeetailed test was considered, which would
have made the variable significant, but | did nohsider the theoretical fundament to be

strong enough.

If we look at the variables connected to fear bk“bthers”, all three variables are significant.
Cultural resistance - Immigratiohas a positive coefficient, telling us that if resdents feel
that immigrants should give up cultural customs/thee more likely to vote for a PRR-party.
The variable is significant at the .05. The odd®ras 1.354, those who dislike immigration
on the basis of cultural resistance has odds tleaB%.4 percentage points higher than those

who do not.

Employment resistance — Immigrati@so has a positive coefficient, meaning that if a
respondent is restrictive in his views on immigyatirelated to the work market, he/she is
more likely to be a PRR-voter. The variable is gigant at the .05-level and has an odds-
ratio of 1.705. Thus, a respondent with a restrecttiew has odds that are 70.5 percentage
points higher than one who holds the liberal viewimmigrants coming to work in their

country.

Extremist attitudess also significant at the .05-level. The coe#iti is positive, telling us
that extremist views are positive for the probapitf being a PRR-voter. The odds-ratio is
the highest of all the explanatory variables a#@.0rhose with extremist views has odds that

are 104 percentage points higher than someone wtighdremist views.

The final variable is th&conomic preferencesariable. It is significant at the .05-level and
has a positive effect. Remembering how the varigbleoded, a positive coefficient means

that right-wing economics is positive for the PRRe odds-ratio is 1.018, meaning that for
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each increase on the x-axis the odds increase Mitlpercentage points. The standardized

coefficient has a value of .050, the weakest efbéthe significant metric variables.

Summing up Model 3, all the variables except ®Bmong leaderand Environment — no
financial support came out significant at the .05-levBlrong leademould be significant at
the .10-level, but due to the large number of radpats the cut-off point has been set at a
restrictive levelEnvironment — no financial suppas clearly insignificant and shows that the

“silent counter-revolution” is not a political issthat mobilizes PRR-voters.

So far the results have been reported in logitesnd odds ratios. However, by utilizing the
mfxcommand in Stata is possible to calculate the makgnd discrete effects for each of the
significant variables. This way we can identify howuch effect the variables have on the
probability for voting for a PRR-party. The mardiaad discrete effects show the increase on
the dependent variable when the independent variggreases per unit change, when all
other variables are held at their mean. The makg@iffiects are for metric variables, whereas
discrete effects report the change when dummy biagamove from 0 to 1. This process has

been performed for all the significant variableshie pan-European model.

Since the dummy variables have the same intervaldsn O and 1, the discrete effects can be
used to compare the strength of the variables. iBhi®t applicable for the metric variables,
but here the standardized coefficients can be ts@@dmpare the effect between the metric

variables exclusively.

Table 10 Marginal and discrete effects from the paifEuropean model
Variable Effect Percentage change in z
probability
Age -.0007 -0.07 % -5.48
Female -.0182 -1.82 % -4.68
Education -.0037 -0.37 % -3.50
Lack of confidence — EU .0182* 1.82 % 4.35
Lack of confidence — Parliament .0193* 1.93 % 4.65
Cultural resistance — Immigration .0111* 1.11% 2.6
Employment resistance - Immigration .0197* 1.97 % 4.92
Extremist attitudes .0351* 351 % 4.18
Economic preferences .0007 0.07 % 2.02

* Discrete effects for dummy variables

The results reflect the odds ratios wiktremist attituded®eing the strongest dummy variable.

If a respondent moves from not having extremistuates to having those attitudes, the
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probability for being a PRR-voter increases with13per cent, given that all other variables
are held at their mean value. The second and #iicothgest of the dummies aEmployment
resistance — Immigratiorwith a percentage change of 1.97 per centlawtt of confidence —
Parliament,with a percentage change of 1.93 per cent. If pomdent moves from having
confidence, to lacking confidence in the EU thebatality for being a PRR-voter increases
with 1.82 per cent. The same impact doedFmalevariable have. The probability for being
a PRR-voter is 1.82 per cent higher for a man tbam woman. The weakest of the dummy
variables isCultural resistance — Immigratignholding such attitudes only increase the

probability with 1.11 per cent.

We also see that the metric variables give smallegses in probability. For each year a
respondent age, the probability increases with7-@8r cent. The same effect, but in the
opposite direction, is present fRconomic preferenceslowever, the standard coefficient is
higher for theAgevariable, -.137 to .050, indicating that age hastranger effect than
economic preferenceEducationdecreases the probability with -0.37 per centefach level

of education. The standardized coefficient is -,q@¥itioning it betweegeand Economic
preferencesn terms of strength. If all the significant vdres of interest, and the control

variables at an optimal level, are present, the fmbbability reaches 33.47 per cent.

Figure 2 The effect of Extremist attitudes — contrtied for age |
8
-
281
o
3
8§
2YO 46 Agé 8Y0 1(50

‘ —@&—— No Extremist attitudes —&—— Extremist attitudes ‘

The figure below illustrates the effect Bktremist attitudesthe strongest dummy variable,
when controlled againgtge.Every variable not present in the figure is helthatmean value.
We see that the likelihood for PRR-voting is athighest when the respondent is young, and
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also that there is a big gap in probability betwdeose with extremist attitudes and those

without extremist attitudes.

4.5 Model 4: The effect on PRR-voting in Western Ewpe

The model for Western Europe includes all varigbldso those who were deemed to be
insignificant in the pan-European model. The vdeaalnmay still be significant when only WE
is analysed and to be able to compare properly thighresults of the pan-European model
they must be included. In addition to the large elp@ Wald-test to check for country
differences is included, as well as checking thebabilities through thepost-commandh

Stata. Denmark is used as the reference categotiyda@ountry dummies.

Table 11 Model 4: The effect on party choice in Watern Europe

Variable Coef. 4 P>|z| Oddsratio  Std.

Coeff
France -.658 -2.1 .029* .518 -.117
Germany -1.100 -3.4 .001* 333 -.208
Austria 1.736 7.3 .000t 5.673 .304
Belgium .566 2.1 .0307 1.76p .103
Age -.018 -4.3 .0007 .982 -.133
Female -.48( -3.6 .000* .619 -.105
Education -.105 -2.9 .004* .900 -.101
Unemployment .063 2 .812 1.065 .007
Lack of Confidence - EU .520 3. .000* 1.681 113
Lack of Confidence - Parliament 702 4.65 .000* 013 152
Strong Leader 194 1.3 .184 1.2014 .037
Cultural resistance — Immigration 704 3.64 .000* .022 132
Employment resistance - Immigration 712 4177 .000* 2.038 .153
Extremist attitudes 1.041 5.59 .000* 2.833 113
Economic preferences .016 1.88 .166 1.016 .041
Environment — no financial support .066 1.65 .099 .068 .051
Constant -4.181 -8.6 .000*
LR chi2(16) 491.79 HL chi2(8) 10.73
Prob > chi2 .000 Prob > chi2 2174
McFaddens Adj. R? 201 -2LL 1789.94
N = 4423

* Significant at the.05-level (two-tailed)
The -2LL is 1789.94, down from 3038.047 in the [f|amopean model. The McFaddens Adi;.
R2 is .201. This is an increase of 6.9 points frmmdel 3. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test is

insignificant, indicating a good model fit.
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Table 12 Checking for country differences — Westerfzurope

Wald test
Chi2 (4) 217.05
Prob > chi2 .000

The Wald-test shows that there are still differanbetween countries, even when we only
look at countries from Western Europe. The countignmies must therefore remain in the

model.

Age, FemalandEducationare all significant at the .05-level and have gatige coefficient,
indicating that a young male with little educatiare the characteristics of a PRR-votsge
has an odds ratio of .982, for each year a resparatges, the odds for being a PRR-voter is
reduced with 1.8 percentage points. The standatdiaefficient is -.136Femalehas an odds
ratio of .619, a female has 39.1 percentage pdantsr odds for being a PRR-voter than a
male.Educationhas an odds ratio of .899, for each increase ucatdn level, the odds for
being a PRR-voter decrease with 10.1 percentagegspdihe standardized coefficient is -.101.
Unemploymentvas highly insignificant.

Lack of Confidence — EU$ significant with a positive coefficient, andshan odds ratio of

1.681. If a respondent lacks confidence in the ge@ao Union, the odds for being a PRR-
voter are 68.1 percentage points higher than fareeme with confidence in the European
Union. Lack of Confidence — Parliamegshares the same traits as the previous variabke. T
odds ratio is 2.018. If a respondent lacks configeim the parliament, the odds for being a

PRR-voter increase with 101.8 percentage points.

Strong Leaders one out of three variables that is not significa Western Europe, this is in
line with the theoretical expectations. As expectsath variables connected to immigration
are highly significantCultural resistance — Immigratiohas a positive coefficient and the
odds ratio is 2.021. If a respondent wants immitgao assimilate into the existing national
culture, the odds for being a PRR-voter are 10Zfcgntage points higher than if the
respondent would allow an immigrant to retain hignoculture. Employment resistance —
Immigration also has a positive coefficient, revealing that #ffect points in the same
direction as the previous variable. The odds raid2.038, giving odds that are 103.8
percentage points higher if the respondent is mnegé&d immigration on the basis of his own
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job security. Since both variables are significanproves that immigration mobilize PRR-

voters in WE.

Extremist attitudess also significant with a positive coefficienthd odds ratio is 2.833, the

highest in the analysis. If a respondent has exsteattitudes the odds increase with 183,3
percentage points. That is the highest increasedas of the independent variables. The
significance of the variable in Western Europe gaiast the theoretical expectations. This

will be discussed more in-length in the next chapte

The two last variablegconomic preferenceend Environment — no financial suppodo not
yield significant results. Both have a positive fficeent, the theoretically assumed direction,
but fail to have a significant impact on the departdvariable. ThaEconomic preferencds
insignificant, supports the claim made by Muddeyirgp that economic policies are
subordinate to other areas for PRR-parties (Mudal@7A19).Environment — no financial
supportis significant at the .10-level, but the cut-of¢éd for the analysis is at .05-level.

Three out of four control variables, and five ofiemht independent variables of interest, are
significant. When comparing the standardized -coieffits, Employment resistance -
Immigration is the strongest, followed byack of Confidence — Parliameaind Extremist
attitudes

Probabilities of the significant independent valegbof interest, give even more information
on the impact on the dependent variables. The piiiies are found through thenfx-

commandn Stata. The method has already been describsabisection 4.6.

Table 13 Marginal and discrete effects from the Weern European model
Variable Effect Percentage change in Z
probability
Age -.0006 -0.06 % -4.27
Female -.0160* -1.6 % -3.60
Education -.0035 -0.35 % -2.89
Lack of confidence — EU .0168* 1.68 % 3.53
Lack of confidence — Parliament .0227* 2.27 % 4.65
Cultural resistance - Immigration .0200* 2.00 % ui
Employment resistance — Immigration .0226* 2.26 % .794
Extremist attitudes .0538* 5.38 % 3.78

* Discrete effects for dummy variables

73



When looking at the marginal and discrete effeEtdremist attitudess still the strongest
variable. If a respondent obtains extremist atégjdvith all other variables held at the mean
value, the probability increases for being a PREwancreases with 5.38 per cent. The
second strongest dummy variable Liack of confidence — Parliament change from
confidence to no confidence, increases the prabahwith 2.27 per cent. It is closely
followed by Employment resistance — Immigratjamhich increases the probability with 2.26
per cent. The weakest effect is obtainedHemale A male is 1.6 per cent more likely to vote

for a PRR-party than a woman.

For each year a respondent age, the probabilithdorg a PRR-voter decreases with 0.06 per
cent. For each higher education level, the proltgloiecreases with 0.35 per cent. As with the
dummy variables, the percentages apply when ad#rothariables are held constant at their
mean value. When comparing the metric variablége has the strongest effect. Its
standardized coefficient is -.133, comparedtucationand its standardized coefficient of -

.101. All percentages apply only when all othelialales are held at their mean value.

When all the significant independent variablesndéiest, and the significant control variables,
are present at an optimal level, the probabilitydeing a PRR-voter is 40.52 per cent.

The figure below shows the effect of the strongesiables, agaifxtremist attitudeswhen

controlled againsfge All variables not mentioned in the figure arechat their mean value.

Figure 3 The effect of Extremist attitudes — controlled forage I
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4.6  Model 5: The effect on PRR-voting in Central ad Eastern Europe

As with the model for WE, the model for Central daistern European include all variables,
also those who were deemed to be insignificanhe gan-European model. The variables
may still be significant when only CEE is analysedl to be able to compare properly with
the results of the pan-European model they musiddeded. In addition to the large model, a
wald-test to check for country differences is imgd. Croatia is used as the reference
category for the country dummies.

Table 14 Model 5: The effect on PRR-voting in Centll and Eastern Europe

Variable Coef. z P>|z| Odds ratio Std.
Coeff.
Slovakia .843 2.84 .004¢ 2.324 176
Hungary -.553 -1.42 .155 .575 -.110
Romania .053 K .879 1.084 .010
Russia .656 2.29 .022¢* 1.927 .154
Age -.018 -3.11 .0027 .982 -.144
Female -.49(¢ -2.90 .004* .612 -127
Education -.039 -.83 .408 .961 -.040
Unemployment .234 .99 .320 1.270 .037
Lack of Confidence - EU 408 2.16 .031* 1.4p7 .103
Lack of Confidence - Parliament 160 Jr7 441 317 .037
Strong Leader 167 .op .355 1.182 .041
Cultural resistance — Immigration .055 .32 .746 51.0 .014
Employment resistance - Immigration .085 54 592 .099 .024
Extremist attitudes 454 2.24 .025* 1.574 .097
Economic preferences .014 .97 .334 1.014 .043
Environment — no financial support .-010 -.[19 .850 .990 -.008
Constant -2.875 -4.75 .000* .056
LR chi2(26) 64.29 HL chi2(8) 11.80
Prob > chi2 .000 Prob > chi2 .161
McFaddens Adj. R .002 -2LL -605.44
N = 2976

* Significant at the .05-level (two-tailed)

Even though very few of the independent variablesterest are significant, the -2LL is
down to 1210.88 from 3038.047 in the pan-Europeadeh Considering the drop in -2LL,
the McFaddens Adj. R2 is surprisingly low, at ju2.

Table 15 Checking for country differences — Centrahnd Eastern Europe
Wald test

Chi2 (4) 25.30
Prob > chi2 .000

The Wald-test is significant also for the countgnimies in Central and Eastern Europe. The
results therefore justify the inclusion of the coyndummies in the analysis to explain
contextual differences, not accounted for by tltkependent variables.
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Ageand Femaleare significant at the .05-level with a negatieeficient, as expectedge
has an odds ratio of .982, for each year a resparatge, the odds of being a PRR-voter
increase with 1.8 percentage points. The standzddimefficient is -.144-emalehas an odds
ratio of .612. A female respondent has 38.8 peaggntpoints lower odds than a male
respondent for being a PRR-votememploymenand Educationfails to yield a significant

result.

Lack of Confidence — Ei$ one of two independent variables of interesat ih significant,
and as expected it has a positive coefficient. ddes ratio is 1.497, giving some who lacks
confidence odds that are 49.7 percentage pointehidpan someone with confidence in the
EU. Lack of Confidence — Parliamehias a positive coefficient, the theoretically eotpd

direction, but the variable is not significant.

The same goes foBtrong Leader, Cultural resistance — Immigratiand Employment
resistance — ImmigrationThe coefficients show that the direction of theialales is as
expected, but the results are not significant, shgwhat variables do not have a significant
impact on the dependent variable. As expectedwloeviariables connected to immigration
was insignificant, but it is more surprising tf&ttong Leadeshared the same fate. It can be

taken as evidence for a consolidating democraticgmtion in CEE.

Extremist attitudeprovides the second significant result. That theakde is significant was

expected, due to the tendencies discussed in c¢hiayade The coefficient is positive and the
odds ratio is 1.574, the highest in the CEE-modelespondent with extremist attitudes has
odds for being a PRR-voter that are 57.4 percenfagpets higher than some without

extremist attitudes.

The two remaining variables in the modElgonomic preferenceand Environment — no
financial supportare not significant. The second variable also dasegative coefficient,
saying that people who are positive to financigdmrt of the environment are more likely to

vote for PRR-parties.
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Summarized from the model, two control variablkge and Female,are significant. Of the

independent variables of interest, only two camesanificant,Lack of Confidence — Ebnd
Extremist attitudes.

Table 16 Marginal and discrete effects from the Cdmnal and Eastern European
model

Variable Effect Percentage change in probability Z

Age -.0008 -0.08 % -3.17

Female -.0216* -2.16 % -2.92

Lack of confidence — EU .0174* 1.74 % 221

Extremist attitudes .0225* 2.25 % 2.00

* Discrete effects for dummy variables

As was revealed in the regression model for Cergral Eastern Europe, the number of
significant variables is reduced from the previousdels.Extremist attitudess yet again the
strongest dummy variable. Someone with extremifitudes has 2.25 per cent higher
probability of being a PRR-voter than someone withextremist attitudes. More surprising is
it to see thaAgehas a higher discrete effect tHaack of confidence — ELWA male respondent
is 2.16 per cent more likely to be a PRR-voter thavoman. If a respondent lacks confidence
in the EU, he or she is 1.74 per cent more likelypé¢ a PRR-voteAgeis the only metric
variable that was significant. For each year a aedpnt ages, the probability for being a
PRR-voter decreases with 0.08 per cent. All peeggntfigures apply only when all other
variables are held at their mean value. When @l dignificant independent variables are
present, as well as all the significant controliatales with optimal values, the overall
probability for the model in CEE is 13.72 per cent.

The figure confirms the importance Biktremist attitudesbut the gap between those who

have extremist attitudes and those without extremistudes is smaller than in the pan-

European and Western European models. Again, timapility decreases notably with age.
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Figure 4 The effect Extremist attitudes - controlle for age I
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4.7  Model 6: The effect on PRR-voting in pan-Europe- Including interaction terms
Even though the models from Western and CentraEastern Europe reported differences in
the significant variables, the number of resporslémthe two models is different. The WE-
model has 1447 respondents more than the CEE-mbdedrder to make sure that the
differences are statistically significant and notesult of the different samples, | have
conducted a new pan-European model with intera¢éons to be able to measure differences
between the two regions. The model will have mallicearity between the original variables
and the interaction terms, making meaningful inetgtion of the coefficients, like in
previous models, impossible. Thus, the individuakficients, but whether or not the
independent variables and their respective intemacerm are collectively significant. This is
conducted through a Wald-test and the directiomtisrpreted by looking at the coefficient
sign of the interaction term. Since the Westernogaris coded 1 in the region dummy, a
positive coefficient means that the effect of tlaiable in question is more positive in WE
and likewise for CEE with a negative coefficienhelfact that the coefficients for WE and
CEE are significantly different from each other, mimt prevent them for being significantly
different from zero in both regions.
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Table 17 Model 6: The effect on PRR-voting in pan-&rope — Including interaction

terms
Variable Coef. z P>|z] Oddsratio Stand.
Coeff.
France -2.342 -3.87 .000% .096 -.357
Germany -2.800 -4.51 .00Q* .061 -.463
Austria .060 .10 .918 1.061 .009
Belgium -1.153 -2.02 .043¢ 316 -.182
Denmark -1.686 -2.79 .005* .185 -.203
Slovakia .817 2.77 .006% 2.26% .105
Hungary -.605 -1.57 117 546 -.073
Romania .028 .08 .936 1.028 .003
Russia .655 2.28 .022% 1.925% .098
Age -.018 -5.29 .000% .98 -.136
Female -.488 -4.72 .000% .614 -.113
Education -.082 -2.8% .004* .922 -.080
Unemployment .155 .87 .382 1.17 .019
Lack of confidence — EU .39 2.13 .03B* 1.487 .091
Lack of confidence — Parliament .160 27 440 1.173 .036
Environment — no financial support -.015 -.p8 782 .985 -.012
Strong Leader .156 .87 .386 1.168 .033
Cultural resistance — Immigration .048 .29 715 50.0 .011
Employment resistance — Immigration .0B6 49 .627 .090 .020
Extremist attitudes 441 2.18 .029* 1.5b64 .068
Economic preferences .015 1.07 .285 1.015 .042
Lack of confidence — EU*WE 124 .52 .601 1.132 .027
Lack of confidence — Parliament*WE 542 2.12 .034* 1.719 119
Environment — no financial support*WE .083 1.p4 421 1.087 .098
Strong Leader*WE .05( .22 .830 1.051 .008
Cultural resistance — Immigration*WE .667 2.65 011 1.948 154
Employment resistance — Immigration*WE .685 2[76 060 1.888 141
Extremist attitudes*WE .609 2.20 .026* 1.888 .055
Economic preferences*WE .001 .05 .963 1.001 .004
Constant -.2.624 -5.14 .000*
LR chi2(29) 562.46 HL chi2(8) 6.08
Prob > chi2 .000 Prob > chi2 .6386
MacFaddens Adj. R?2 1578  -2LL 3002.2672
N = 7399

Table 18 Significant differences between WE and CEE

Wald-tests

Variable Chi2 (2) Prob > chi2
Lack of confidence - EU 16.78 .000
Lack of confidence — Parliament 22.30 .000
Environment — no financial support 3.06 217
Strong Leader 2.73 .255
Cultural resistance — Immigration 13.06 .002
Employment resistance — Immigration 23.66 .000
Extremist attitudes 36.71 .000
Economic preferences 3.00 224

The table shows the Wald-tests conducted on thepiradent variables of interest. As we can
see, there are significant differences between difv¢he independent variables of interest.

Beginning with the variables without a significalitference,Strong LeadeandEnvironment
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— no financial supportvere not significant in neither WE nor CEE. The ltMgsts do not
show any difference, as one would exp&donomic preferencesas significant in the pan-
European model, but not in any of the regional nsdehe Wald-test does not show any
significant difference for this variable either.rRbe three variables that were significant in
WE, but not in CEEL.ack of confidence — Parliament, Cultural resistarcimmigratiorand
Employment resistance — Immigratjcall have significant differences between the orgi
When looking at table 17, the coefficients for ttespective interaction terms all have a

positive coefficient, meaning that the effect isrenpositive in WE than in CEE.

The two variables that were significant in bothioegl modelsLack of confidence — End
Extremist attitudes also report a significant difference between Wikd aCEE. Both
interaction terms have positive coefficients, shrayihat the effect is more positive in WE
than in CEE.

Overall, the use of interaction terms shows thlat@fficients, except for three insignificant
variables, have significant differences between &#l CEE. This shows that the differences

identified in models 4 and 5 are significant antdlthe result of the selection of respondents.

4.8  Checking the assumptions of logistic regression

There are three main assumptions of logistic resgpas First the models must fit the non-
linear s-shaped curve, second the error terms bmistncorrelated and third the error term
and the independent variables must be uncorre{&ieay 2004:380-385).

The first assumption is checked through the Hosbeeneshow test which measure the
overall fit of the model. If the H-L test is sigitént there are significant differences between
actual and predicted values, indicating that thelehes not S-shaped (Hair et al. 2005:372;
Skog 2004:383-385). Thus insignificant values asirdble. The H-L value and significance
level is reported in all four models and are ingigant for all four models. The model

therefore satisfies this assumption of logistiaesgion.
The second assumption was that the error termstoawe uncorrelated with each other. This

is a problem more vital in times series or pandghd# cross-sectional studies based on

random selection such as my data set, this is nptohlem. However, there may be
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correlation within countries, and even parties.sThas not been checked for in this thesis and

is a subject in subchapter 5.3.3.

The final assumption is that the error term is urelated with the independent variables. This
means that there cannot be underlying variabldstith affects the dependent variable and is
correlated with the error term. This is substahtiperhaps the most important, but still the
most difficult assumption to test for (Skog 200%he Hausman-test demands a good set of
instrumental variables, and has not been perforkd.most accessible way of testing it is

through multiple logistic regression analysis asdus this thesis.

VIF-values indicate no multicollinearity betweeretmdependent variables. Rabe-Hesketh
and Everitt (2007) refers to a critical value of ttDindicate that there is a problem with
collinearity. None of my variables have a VIF-vatilese to this, all values are reported in the

appendix. | have also checked for influential obagons using Dfbeta valu&s

4.9  Summary of the analyses

The chapter started off with a descriptive analgs$iall variables. Furthermore the descriptive
data did not reveal very surprising results. Tha et of models contained observations from
all of Europe. The first model and subsequent Wald LR-test showed that there was a

significant difference between countries that ndedebe controlled for in the later models.

The second model including the control variablesficmed that a male gender, young age
and low education are significant characteristiéstte PRR-voter. When | added the
independent variables of interest in the pan-Euanpaodel, all of them were significant at
the .05-level except fdEnvironment — no financial suppaahd Strong LeaderThis showed
that most of the traditional issues concerning BiRR-parties, except the “silent counter-
revolution” mobilize voters for PRR-parties. Thesatete effects showed th&xtremist
attitudeswas the strongest dummy variable, while the statizied coefficients showed that

Agewas the strongest metric variable.

In Western Europe, as seen in the table below, dwe the six variables from the pan-
European model were significant. Yet agdiixtremist attitudeproved to be the strongest

% The Dfbeta values were collected by using SPSS
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dummy variable andgewas the strongest metric variable. The same persbagacteristics
were significant in the Western European model #mete were significant differences
between the countries included in the analysis.

The analysis for Central and Eastern Europe cosdaionly two significant independent
variables of interest,ack of Confidence — Ednd Extremist attitudeswhich the latter had
the strongest effect of the dummy variables. Initeatd only Age and Femaleof the control
variables were significant. However, as for the eottmodels, the Wald-test revealed

significant differences between countries.

The differences from the pan-European model toGB&-model show how a pan-European

approach can cloud regional differences within [paro

By making use of interaction terms | also showeat the differences between the coefficients
from WE and CEE were significant.

Table 19 Significant issues — a summary

Variable Pan-European WE CEE
Lack of confidence — EU X X X
Lack of confidence - Parliament X X

Strong leader

Cultural resistance — Immigration X X
Employment resistance — Immigration X X
Extremist attitudes X X X
Economic preferences X

Environment — no financial support

Age X X X
Female X X X
Education X X

Unemployment
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5 Discussion

The final chapter will discuss the results and arsive hypotheses presented in chapter two.,
as well as answering the general research questwit.start by comparing the results from
the three main models, pan-European, Western Eamoped Eastern European, before
moving on to connect the results with the hypotee8efore concluding | will discuss how

my results have implications for future research

5.1  Comparing models

| have tested thrééseparate models with all the variables includeghaf-European model,
with and without interaction terms, and two regiomedels for WE and CEE, respectively.
When comparing the models reveal large regiondémtihces, but also a few similarities in

terms of voter characteristics and to politicalesin common.

All models had an insignificant Hosmer-Lemeshowt, teslicating the all the models had a
good model fit. Two other similarities concern tiéferences between countries and the
characteristics of PRR-voters. Although, not pdrthe main research question, it has been
important to control for these factors to give aouaate as possible analysis. In all analyses,
there has been a significant difference betweemtces, justifying the inclusion of country

dummies.

Second, two personal characteristics of the PRIRrggiroved to be the same across Europe,
those ofAgeandFemale In the pan-European and the Western European Intbddevel of
education was also significant, but it failed telglia significant result in Central and Eastern
Europe. Neither in WE nor in CEE wadnemploymentsignificant, confirming that
employment status is not a significant characieristvVhile Golder (2003) proved that

unemployment does not matter at an macro levea,ishalso true at the micro level.

However, most similarities end here. Neither thecKaddens Adj. R? nor the -2LL value
contributes much to a comparison as the samplebséreations has been different in all
analysis. Instead, we must look at the number ghiicant findings and the overall

probability of the models. The WE-model has fivgnsicant variables of interest, whereas

2 Excluding Model 6: The effect on PRR-voting in paarope — with interaction terms, as this model wsed
to test difference between regions and cannot bgaced to the models 3, 4 and 5.
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the CEE-model only has two. A comparison between régional models and the pan-
European model also shows how an issue that lawke tsignificant for all of Europe, not
necessarily is so, when investigated more clodébdel 6 also confirmed the results from the
regional model, and added more strength by, throigid-tests, showing that there were

significant differences between Western Europe@gewtral and Eastern Europe.

Including all the significant independent variable€luding the control variables and holding
all other variables at their mean level, the praigbfor being a PRR-voter in the pan-
European model is 33.47 per cent. When the tweonsgare compared with the pan-European
analysis we see a clear difference. The probahbmityWVE for being a PRR-voter, with the
presence of the significant variables is 40.52 qast. The probability in CEE, with similar
settings, is only 13.72 percent. That is a diffeeenf 26.8 per cent. The model is thus better

suited to explain PRR-voting in Western Europe.

Turning to the significance of the independentatales of interest, the pan-European analysis
give the impression that a number of variables sagmificant in Europe. However, the
regional analyses show that the picture is morepticated. When studying the independent
variables of interest exclusively, the pan-Europaaalysis has six significant variablésck

of Confidence — EU, Lack of Confidence — Parliamé&hiltural resistance — Immigration,
Employment resistance — Immigration, Extremist t@dts and Economic preferences.
Turning the attention to the WE-model, five varedblare significant. The same as the ones
mentioned above, with the exceptionEtonomic preference§he CEE-analysis only give
two variables that are significant for mobilizin®R-voters in the regior,ack of Confidence

— EUandExtremist attitudes.

In Europe as a whole, the analysis will identifyufovariables,Lack of Confidence —
Parliament, Cultural resistance — Immigration, Emmyinent resistance — Immigraticand
Economic preferencesyhich are not significant in CEE. The latter val@alis the only
variable that is significant in Europe as a whalet not in one of the two regional analyses.
The first three are significant in both Europe aghale and WE, but not in CEE.

Without getting into details about the strengthhaf individual variables, it seems clear that a
pan-European analysis gives a biased perceptiomhath issues that mobilize PRR-voters

across Europe. A quantitative analysis of PRRigmrtfollowing the selection made by
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Mudde, would wrongly assume that resistance agamstigration mobilize voters in CEE-
countries. However, the regional analyses cledrbwsthat resistance against immigration is
significant only in WE, as expected from the théiced assumptions. We see how the
definitional dispute, referred to in chapter 2jligstrated through the results found in this
thesis. The pan-European analysis provides rethatsvould make CEE parties suitable to be
called anti-immigrant parties, whereas this is djeanot the case if PRR-parties were
investigated separately for WE and CEE.

That a model, based on the traditional politicalies, that theoretically have been identified
as important for PRR-parties, produces such dingrgesults, must be taken as evidence for
the differences between Western Europe and CearichEastern Europe. However, the thesis
also recognizes that similarities exist, first dacemost are two variables significant in both
regions,Lack of Confidence — Eldnd Extremist attitudesas well as two control variables.
Still, a pan-European analysis would yield restliet cannot be taken for granted in Europe

as a whole.

5.2  Answering the hypotheses

In order to fully understand the results, they mstinterpreted in light of the hypotheses
presented in chapter two. The previous subchajgietgn at a few similarities and a number
of differences. Through answering the hypothes=slgive a more detailed discussion of the

results and be able to conclude with regards toteeall research question.

Hla: PRR-parties in Western Europe mobilize voters whamtwstricter immigration

regulations based on a cultural aspect

| based this assumption on the fact that immigralias yet to become a very politicized topic
in Central and Eastern Europe (Merkl 2003:17; Miderg 2002:446; Mudde 2007:71). At
the same time, the issue of immigration has alvieen seen as an area of competence (Betz
2002:206) for PRR-parties in Western Europe. A synof the literature revealed a
development of “cultural nativism, which increadingoncerns itself with the future of
European identity and particularly if the Westealue system” (Betz 2003:84). The cultural
resistance against immigration must also be seeheright of the political discourses in
Europe. Where the political arena is much moreeexé&r in CEE, pure biological racism has

led to poor performances in polls in WE (Givens 2@01-215). So, aside from ideological
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considerations, cultural racism seems to be a ratvegegic choice also from an electoral

perspective.

Cultural resistance — Immigratiowas significant in the pan-European analysis. H@reas

mentioned in the previous subchapter, a substadifiarence was discovered in the regional
analyses. In Western Europe the variable wasssgjfiificant with higher values than in the
pan-European analysis. In Central and Eastern Eutiop variable was insignificant, and it

also had the lowest odds ratio of all the indepanhdariables of interest.

The statistical differences between Western andtr@emand Eastern Europe should be
interpreted as a strengthening of both previouditigs, and also of Mudde, who recognizes
that immigration is not a heavily politicized issire Central and Eastern Europe (Mudde
2007:69). When looking at the descriptive statssfar this variable, it should be noted that
the presence of cultural resistance against immigria 23 per cent higher in Western Europe
than in Central and Eastern Europe. This provesthigs, both that immigration is a more
present theme in Western Europe, but also that p&ties have been able to the presence of
an attitude into a salient political issue. As suBhtz’s claim that immigration is the “main

area of competence” (Betz 2002:206) still seenizetthe case in Western Europe.

The results confirm the hypothesis. PRR-partiéd/estern Europe mobilize voters who want
stricter immigration regulations based on a cultaspect, whereas it does not have an effect

in Central and Eastern Europe.

Hlb: PRR-parties in Western Europe mobilize voters whantwstricter immigration

regulations based on job insecurity

This hypothesis stems from a perceived connectatwden immigration and an increased
chance of higher unemployment. As noted by Haindw(2008:76) and Norris (2005:175)
the number of immigrants may not be the crucialmelet, rather the perception that
immigrants are harmful to you in any way, that ntiabivoters to PRR-parties. Jean Marie Le
Pen took advantage of this in his election rhetawiten he proclaimed that “two million
immigrants are the cause of two million French peoput of work” (Golder 2003:438).

Earlier research has found that the combinationinmigration and unemployment is
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significant at the aggregate level, and my hypothissable to shed light on whether this is

also true at the individual level (Golder 2003).

Much like the previous variabl&mployment resistance — Immigratiams significant in the
pan-European analysis; the similarities do not skegpe. In Western Europe the variable is

still significant, but the result is reversed inn@al and Eastern Europe.

Again we see how a political issue, that of immiigna, divides PRR-parties in Europe. The
inclusion of employment adds another element, wihicves resistance against immigration
away from purely being based on various forms oisra. A rather simple explanation can be
made for why the variables turns out to be sigaiftdn Western Europe, whereas it does not
have any effect in Central and Eastern Europe aF@spondent to fear that they might loose
their job due to immigration, two elements are seeaey. First of all, a certain number of
immigration must be present. Even though Hainsw{2008) and Norris (2005) argue that
the shear number of immigrants may not crucialedam level of immigration must be
present, to invoke a sense of “fear” in the popofatSecond, it is plausible to think that a
booming economy creates more employment than aevesdonomy. Thus, migrant workers
will be attracted by the strongest economies, witdseemore likely that they will find work.

It should therefore come as no surprise that werkave moved from Central and Eastern

Europe to the stronger economies in Western Euragiger than the other way around.

With most of the migration going from CEE to WE,etlsignificance ofEmployment
resistance — Immigratiom WE is as expected. Since immigration is nowvilggoliticized in
CEE, and considering the fact that they mostly Hasen countries of emigration instead of
immigration, it is not very surprising that the ussis not significant in the region. The
descriptive analysis reveals almost identical leadl resistance of immigrants based on job
security between WE and CEE. The difference iniBggnce level is another confirmation
that Western PRR-parties have been able to paktidi too a much greater degree than in

CEE. The hypothesis is therefore confirmed.
This is the second variable on immigration thatigsificant in WE and not in CEE. From the

discussion it can be concluded that immigrationas a significant political issue for PRR-

parties in Central and Eastern Europe, but togeldegree is so in Western Europe.
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Hlc: PRR-parties in Central and Eastern Europe mobilzgers who express extreme

attitudes

The background for this hypothesis is the obsemmathat the image of the outgroup is
different in Central and Eastern Europe (Mudde 200%tead of immigrants, attention is
paid to indigenous groups, such as gypsies, Rordatlan religious group of the Jews. It
seems like the level of tolerance for racial digseuis much higher in CEE, and several
mainstream parties collaborate with PRR-partieshitnstudy of racist extremism in CEE,
Mudde finds that harassment of the Roma and the &efar more widespread in CEE, partly
as a natural consequence of the larger numbersgléatbecause it is much less condemned
then it would have been in WE (Mudde 2005a; We2003). While anti-Semitic arguments
would lead to condemnation in WE, it is more présanCEE. Other groups of perceived
deviants, such as homosexuals, are also a poliisak more so in CEE than in WE. Gay

people are seen “as a threat to the survival oh#ten” (Mudde 2007:68).

The variable Extremist attitudesnclude feelings against Jews, gypsies, peopledffarent
race and homosexuals. It was significant in the-fparopean analysis, but much to my
surprise it also proved to be significant in botledtéérn Europe and Central and Eastern

Europe.

What is surprising with the result is not thatsisignificant in CEE, which was expected from
the theoretical assumptions, but that it is, ndy eignificant, but also has a stronger effect in
WE. From chapter two it was identified that whenRRparties in WE used explicit racist

arguments, it tended to damage their position @& pblls (Givens 2005). So why then, is

Extremist attitudespne of the strongest political issues for PRR-parin Western Europe?

A potential explanation for why the variable isosiger in CEE, is the position those parties
have within mainstream politics. As elaborated arlier in the thesis, the political
environment in CEE is more radical than WE, allayvifor a tougher political discourse.
PRR-parties do not stand out as much, when compare political mainstream, as they do
in WE. For a voter in CE, extremist attitudes migbt be a political issue that is exclusive for
PRR-parties. That can explain why its level of imaoce is lesser in CEE than in WE, still it
is noted that the variable is significant and dgive highest probability in CEE.
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In WE the situation is somewhat different whenones to the positioning of the PRR-parties
in the party specter. The situation has traditignlaéen the complete opposite than in CEE,
PRR-parties have had an easily identifiable pasitigthin national politics, often being
denied mainstream status. The parties thereforeotibave to compete with other parties that
carry nationalistic tendencies. In most cases aeses?RR-party would have monopoly on
voters with preferences that are either extremigtonderline extremist. It must also be taken
into consideration that in important elections,erstplace their vote for the party which is
closest to their preferences, and at the samehase realistic chance of gaining a seat in the
parliament (Reif and Schmitt 1980).

Following the thought of second-order electionseiems plausible that western PRR-parties
attract voters from right-wing fringe parties wigkxtremist attitudes. These parties are too
controversial to have a realistic change of beiegted, thus a number of their voters choose
the party closest to their preferences, in manggdsis will be the PRR-parties included in
this thesis. This is an effect that is more diffi¢ca achieve in CEE, because more parties can
front extremist attitudes with credibility, spreadithese voters over several parties.

In short, the higher effect dxtremist attitudesn WE can be explained by the status PRR-
parties have in WE party systems. They are likelgttract voters through the second-order
mechanism, preferably from right-wing fringe pastigiving their total electorate a more
radical set of opinions than first presumed. In CHits effect is not present, due to the
radicalized political mainstream presenting sevettdrnatives for voters with an extreme

attitude.

Again, if attention is paid to the descriptive ays&éd, extremist attitudes is present for 39 per
cent of the CEE sample, while the figure is 15 gt in the WE-sample. With this in mind,
two things can be noted. First, that, PRR-partresMestern Europe have been better at
mobilizing voters based on these attitudes thabki. While this also was the case with the
two previous variables, it is more surprising tRatremist attitudesnirrors the immigration-
variables. Second, since the number of peopledrelctorates that hold these issues is much
lower in WE, the potential for bringing larger de@l returns is bigger in CEE. Thus, PRR-
parties from CEE have an unreleased potential snighue, as it is a significant issue in the

region.
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NeverthelessExtremist attitudeds significant in both Western Europe and Centaall
Eastern Europe. This means that the hypothesis Ineustjected. PRR-parties in both regions
mobilize voters with extreme attitudes. This seémnise a uniting characteristic across Europe

as a whole.

H2: PRR-parties in Central and Eastern Europe mobilioéers who are disillusioned with

political elites to a larger degree than in West&urope

Moving on to political disillusionment | proposedgpothesis which claims that PRR-parties
in CEE mobilize voters who are disillusioned witblipcal elites to a larger degree than in
WE. It is a fact that political trust and satisfantwith politicians is on the decline in Western
Europe, and recent data sources also show thisués for Central and Eastern Europe
(Eurobarometer 2007; Pharr and Putnam 2000). Asotenin the theory chapter, | found it
difficult to direct the hypothesis in a geograplidé&rection. Historically, the protest and
populist elements have been emphasized in West&opE, but studies have shown that the

resentment is actually bigger in Central and Eadirrope.

Lack of Confidence — Parliamentas significant in the pan-European analysis. fEggonal
models revealed a difference in significance, vaitbignificant result in Western Europe and
an insignificant result in Central and Eastern [peroYet again, a variable that seems to be
significant for the whole of Europe has a significdifference between Western Europe and
Central and Eastern Europe. Mudde identifies pspulidefined as the conflict between the
“pure people” and “the corrupt elite”, as a partleé maximum definition, it is damaging to a

pan-European perspective, that the results doardirm this for all of Europe (Mudde 2007).

A potential reason for whiyack of Confidence — Parliamewnias insignificant in CEE can be
found in an argument related to the explanationthar previous variable. While trust in
politicians is on the decline in Western Europe,isitmainly PRR-parties that picture
themselves to be representatives of a “distiner@adttive outside the political class, clean-
hands alternatives, which want to give the powexklta the people”, in the words of Jens
Rydgren (Rydgren 2005a). While Central and EasErropean party systems by some is
deemed to be consolidated (Lewis 2000, 2001, 2Q0@thers identifies some teething
troubles in the form of higher voter volatility ampérty unstableness (Bakke 2002; Millard
2004). The less stable party system frequently mxpee new parties, cadre parties,
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organized around a few representatives in parligmeithout any ties to civil society to
mention (Jungerstam-Mulders 2006; Olson 1998). Ad-skrvey reveals that the new
member states on average have 1.1 more partiesthieanld EU-15, leading to a more
fragmented party system (Jungerstam-Mulders 200®BWw parties will normally try to
distance themselves from established parties. Tdwt natural way to do so is for new parties
to claim they represent something new and bettm the existing party elites. Mudde also
notes that populism is incorporated into mainstr@afitics too a much larger degree in CEE
than in WE (Mudde 2007). Therefore, PRR-partie€EHE compete against other parties too a

larger degree than the case is in WE.

The results show that it is PRR-parties in WE, whobilize voters on this issue due to
political disillusionment, not parties in CEE. Thgpothesis is rejected, but did manage to
identify another difference between PRR-partied/ia and CEE.

H3: PRR-parties in Western Europe mobilize voters éinatnegative to the EU

One of the most deep going political changes inoperhas been the expansion of the
European Union. The deepening of integration i®@troversial project, not only for PRR-
parties. They base their resistance upon two mgunaents. First, by definition they support
the nation, and a supra-state project as the Eld & collision course with this view from the
beginning. Second, the political distance to Brissgees not harmonize with PRR-parties’
promise of bringing politics back to the people eTrelatively short involvement in Central
and Eastern Europe with the EU led the hypothesibet geographically directed towards

Western Europe.

Lack of Confidence — Eli$ the second variable that is significant in Blee models, and as
such the results reveal that PRR-parties in botlstévie Europe and Central and Eastern
Europe mobilize voters who lack confidence in thedpean Union. As mentioned in the
paragraph above, the two major themes of natianadisd political disillusionment, serve to
make this a profitable issue for the PRR-partiessscEurope. The supranational elements of
the EU are in clear opposition to the nationalisiements of PRR-parties. Since the EU, by
many, is perceived to be an elite project, witlelatively high degree of consensus within the
political mainstream (Hix and Fglledal 2005), thisy very well be an issue the PRR can

profit on in years to come. The descriptive analysihows that lack of confidence in the
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European Union is identical in Western and Ceratinal Eastern Europe. Considering that it is
also significant in both regions, it proves that Buropean Union is a political issue that has

been politicized across Europe.

A reason for this variable to be significant inbboggions, and especially in CEE, may again
be the positioning of the mainstream parties. Heogfhal. identifies national party attitude to
the EU as an inverted U-curve, where the wing-partare against, whereas almost all
mainstream parties support the European Union. gHecet al. 2002). A study of the “anti-

EU” vote in national elections identifies PRR-pastiamong the leading parties of this bloc
(Mair 2000). Opposed to some of the previous issileseems, based on the findings by
Hooghe et al and Mair, that resistance of the EemapUnion is a more exclusive issue for

PRR-parties than a general lack of confidence tional parliaments and mainstream politics.

While the variable is significant in both regiortbe hypothesis must be rejected as it was
directed against Western Europe. The analysis prakat PRR-parties in both Western
Europe and Central and Eastern Europe mobilizervdteat are negative to the European

Union.

H4: PRR-parties in Western Europe mobilise voters wlatsfthat political financial

involvement in environmental issues is unnecessary

PRR-parties originated around the time when thee@dirst appeared on the political stage
in Western Europe. The argument behind this hysigheas been that the big value shift that
took place in the seventies triggered a countestudon to the Greens. Inglehart was aware
of the contrasts between “new politics” and traxhiéil values and norms (Inglehart 1977:13).
Even as early as 1981, Lipset noted that post-mégttendencies also generated a reactive

support for right-wing social conservatism (Lip4681).

Since it was thought to be a reaction to post-meditem and the value shift connected to it, it
is a prerequisite that these conditions are preJémrefore it seemed most likely that PRR-
parties mobilized voters on this account in WesEurope.

The results, however, did not reveal a very graatificance forEnvironment — no financial
support It was one out of two variables that was not ificgnt in the pan-European model.

In CEE it was not significant, as expected. In Wkas not significant at the .05-level, but
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did marginally achieve to be significant at the-l&@el. While clearly being closer to
significance in WE than in CEE, it is not signifitaat the desired cut-off point of this thesis.
It also had a very low odds-ratio and standardcetficient, further indicating a weak effect.
The results reveal little evidence for PRR-parttesistituting a counter-revolution against
post-materialism. As expected there was no effec@kEE and the variable does not have a
strong impact in WE either. This in line with earliresearch done by Ivarsflaten (2008:12).
As such the hypothesis must be rejected. PRR-pattienot mobilize voters due to a “silent

counter-revolution”.

H5a: PRR-parties in Eastern and Central Europe mobilzders who support strong

leadership

Mudde identifies authoritarianism as one out oé¢helements in his maximum definition of

populist radical right parties. Authoritarianismdefined as being subservient and uncritical
towards authoritarian figures (Mudde 2007:22). WHARR-parties in Western Europe may
be critical to how democracy works, they are ngbanents of the principles of democracy
itself. In Central and Eastern Europe the situai®mmore complex, Minkenberg claims

parties are more reverse-oriented in that theynawee openly anti-democratic (2002:358).

With this in mind, | proposed a hypothesis thas tlerm of authoritarianism mobilizes voters

in CEE.

Strong leademwas borderline significant in the pan-European ysig) but was just above the
cut-off point of .05-level of significance. As exgted from the theoretical arguments, the
variable was not significant in Western Europe. ldaer, it did not yield significant results in
Central and Eastern Europe either. The willingriessupport a strong, authoritative leader is
not a political issue that mobilize PRR-voterslat a

This result has important implications for futuesearch. First of all, it shows that democratic
principles seem to have found solid ground alsGlE PRR-parties. While the result is valid
only for this kind of parties, | interpret it assanal that democracy is consolidating in the
region as a whole. Second, it lends support topthiet made by Mudde (2007), that while
PRR-voters may support a strong authority, theyhaofollow it blindly. Giving the leader

extra-parliamentary capabilities clearly does nbivell with the respondents in this thesis.
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Anyhow, the hypothesis is rejected. PRR-partie€umope do not mobilize voters through

support of a strong leader.

H5b: PRR-parties in Western Europe mobilize voters wingpsrt stronger reactions to

violations of the law

The European Value Study did not contain any vé&mlihat were deemed suitable to
represent this hypothesis. As such, the hypothesi®t answered in this thesis. This is a
weakness, but a study of other potential datagetsated that at least one hypothesis would
have been left out anyway. The EVS was also thg dataset it was possible to extract

variables on extremism from.

H6: Economic preferences mobilize voters for PRR partie

"It's the economy, stupid”, the famous slogan pehney James Carville during the first

Clinton campaign in 1992, illustrates the impor@amé economic questions in politics. Big

economic changes have taken place in Europe oeefatit decades, and especially so in
Central and Eastern Europe. The hypothesis aimseveal whether or not economic

preferences mobilize voters for PRR-parties. Wtuile of the earlier classics by Betz (1994)
and Kitschelt (1995) give economic preferencescampment place in their description of the

PRR, recent research have questioned its import@eser 2005; Ivarsflaten 2005; Mudde

2007).

In Western Europe, PRR-parties have been seenog®ments for neo-liberalism and less

state interventionism. However, the situation féedent in Central and Eastern Europe, where
the change from communism to capitalism has leth¢ceasing inequality among citizens

(Berglund et al. 2001:30). Several sources clainat there is a red-brown alliance in the
region, mixing nationalistic rhetoric with leftipblitical ideas (Anastasakis 2000; Miller et al.

1998). It is unclear whether economic preferencessamething PRR-parties in Europe have
in common, especially considering the unequal agpees they have with market economy.
Primarily because of this discrepancy, the hyposhdsms been formulated without a

geographical direction.
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Economic preferenceis significant in the pan-European model. In Eer@s a whole, for

each increase on the left-right scale that coristithe variable, the odds for being a PRR-
voter increase with 1.8 percentage points. Theabdri was the weakest among those
significant at the .05-level. The coefficient wasspive, meaning that rightist economic

preferences are preferred by PRR-voters.

In Western Europe alone, the variable was no losggrificant, albeit it still had a positive
original coefficient. The same happened in the yaislfor Central and Eastern Europe. The
variable was no longer significant. Once again,rédseilts of the pan-European analysis shade
the results we get when regional analyses are abeduHowever, in this case there is no
difference between the regions. Economic prefeie@ee not a significant issue neither in

Western nor Central and Eastern Europe.

The results support Mudde, who boldly states tlitéd hot the economy, stupid!” (Mudde
2007:119). My analysis adds strength to his argurtieat the economy is secondary both to
PRR-parties, as well as their electorates (Mudd@7209-120). Also, in the Central and
Eastern Europe, the cleavage structure does nodbmtirose of Western Europe. While being
present, the left-right cleavage is not as dommggtas in Western Europe, reducing the
importance of economic preferences (Bakke 2002:289)findings support more recent
accounts of the relationship between economic prées and PRR-parties. As such, the
hypothesis is rejected. PRR-parties do not mobikotéers on the basis of economic

preferences.

5.3  Conclusion

The goal of this thesis has been to reveal wheaihaot PRR-voting can be explained by the
same model in Western Europe and Central and BaSteope. My interest for this question
was spurred by Cas Mudde’s book “Populist RadiagghRParties in Europe” (2007), where
he includes parties from all of Europe in his asalyBy utilizing logistic regression | set
forth to reveal which political issues mobilize g for these parties, and more importantly,
if there is a convergence between Western EuropdeCantral and Eastern Europe. While
Mudde used party manifestos as his primary sourdmd it equally important to see in
practice why voters vote for a PRR-party. Somehefresults were as expected, while others
proved to be more surprising. The objective fos thonclusion is threefold. First, 1 will

summarize the most important findings and answegtneral research question, then explain
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how my thesis has contributed to the overall redean PRR-parties, before ending with

some suggestions for future research.

5.3.1 Political issues mobilizing PRR-voters

Some basic similarities were discovered early arstof all, there is variation among the
countries included in the analysis, which had toabeounted for through the inclusion of
country dummies. Furthermore, two voter charadiesisvere significant in all analyses. As
expected, a young male is the most likely PRR-yaterthe pan-European and Western
European analysisEducationwas also a significant characteristic. In the pameean
analysis, six variables were significahtack of Confidence — EU, Lack of Confidence —
Parliament, Cultural resistance — Immigration, Ewyinent resistance — Immigration,
Extremist attitudesand Economic preferencedn Central and Eastern Europe, only two
variables were significantack of Confidence — ElINdExtremist attitudeswhile these two
issues are shared by both regions, it is cleartti@pan-European model is affected by the
Western European results, not giving an accurgiertref which issues that mobilize PRR-
voters in Central and Eastern Europe and to a deglgo Western Europe. The thesis
confirms that immigration is not a big politicabige in Central and Eastern Europe. This has
implications for those scholars who see mobilizatbm immigration as the uniting feature of
PRR-parties in Western Europe. Continuing suchclagis unlikely that they will find PRR-
parties in Central and Eastern Europe, further miitge the definitional conflict within the
literature.Lack of confidence — Parliamemtas also not significant in Central and Eastern
Europe. With populism, defined as the conflict betw the “pure people” and the “corrupt
elite”, being a central element in Mudde’s defitj it is drawback for his approach that the
variable is not significant in all of Europe. Itasso worth noting that authoritarianism, in the
form of anti-democracy is unable to mobilize votersgdicating that PRR-voters support

democracy.

The compared strength of some of the variablessaageygions yielded some surprising results.
The case oExtremist attitudesvas the most surprising case, which proved to lzakigher
effect for PRR-voting in WE than in CEE. In my ojoin that is a result of the, on a general
level, more radicalized political arena in Centaald Eastern Europe. In that region PRR-
parties does not necessarily stand out on thesesss much as the case is in Western Europe.
While PRR-parties in Western Europe might be thig party with a realistic opportunity of

getting representation representing such viewsntimaber of alternatives is larger in Central
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and Eastern Europe, due to a more radical polititadate. Alternatively, it is of course also

possible that the issue is not salient enough teraene party choice in CEE.

The same argument can be used when looking aiweegahg results of.ack of Confidence —
Parliament.In Western Europe it was a significant issue foRPRters, whereas in Central
and Eastern Europe it did not prove to be sigmifickludde points that populism too a larger
degree is a part of the political mainstream int@drand Eastern Europe (Mudde 2007). The
higher volatility within the party system also desa number of new parties that present
themselves as new alternatives. Therefore PRRepgadith not get the status as the “only new

alternative”, which they too a certain degree hanadited from in Western Europe.

It is also worth noting that both policy-issues gmdtest-issues are significant in the analyses.
While the twolLack of variables is more closely connected to protegtsnet the ruling elites,
other variables are more easily connected to slidiowever, this is most visible in Western
Europe where the immigration variables can be laé®@d into policies on immigration.
Extreme attitudesan also theoretically be translated into polidesg, it would be harder to

see how these would be acceptable to the gendrhtpu

When considering the general research questiaguleathat PRR-voting cannot be explained
by the same model in Central and Eastern EuropeVéestern Europe. Even though two
issues Extremist attitudesndLack of Confidence — EWere significant in both regions, the
differences in the overall models are too largbdemeglected. When comparing the number
of significant variables, the Western European rhbds three significant variables that were
not significant in Central and Eastern Europe. Agntmose three are variables connected to
the immigration question, thought to be the majaaaof competence for PRR-parties in
Western Europe. Furthermore, the overall probgbitif the regional models reveals a
difference of 26.8 per cent in favour of Westermdpe.

5.3.2 Contributions of this thesis

By conducting three full analyses, one each for Afiel CEE, and a full pan-European
analysis, | have been able to highlight differenard similarities in PRR-voting in Europe.
Despite some similarities, the differences betwden models show that a complete pan-
European analysis is problematic. Despite the faat the regions shared two variables,

Extremist attitudesand Lack of Confidence — Elithe overall differences are too big to be
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neglected. This is backed up by looking at the nemd$ significant variables in the models,
but also at the predicted probability for each s thodels with an optimal combination of
values on the significant variables. This indicattlest while it seems to be similar parties
when studying party manifestos, they attract voterdifferent issues. It is therefore of my
opinion that pan-European analyses should be coediweith great carefulness, if at all, in
the future. The most glaring example of how a pampean analysis can distort the actual
situation is how immigration seems to be an ativadssue, while it is still not politicized to a

very high level, when looking exclusively at Cehttad Eastern Europe.

The thesis has also shown the need for spending time on demand-side studies, especially
for Central and Eastern Europe. The thesis cledrbws that the “perfect breeding ground”

has not been identified, when trying to explain HoRR-parties in the region mobilize voters.

5.3.3 Suggestions for future research

Mudde states that most of the research done onpRties from Central and Eastern Europe
are individual chapters and very little researclbarhparative nature. It is my opinion that we
need more comparative research that focuses smeGentral and Eastern Europe, to obtain
a better understanding of these parties, beforewdimg more pan-European analyses. |
argue that the results obtained in this thesiswstwat political issues connected to the
Western PRR-parties do not explain very much ineat@l and Eastern European context.
Future studies should also be able to discuss oleagly whether or not we are dealing with
a single party group, or if Western and Central Badtern Europe represent two divisions of

a larger party group?

In my thesis | have treated PRR-parties as paeitber a Western or a Central and Eastern
block. As the Wald-tests revealed, there are cguiifferences within the two blocks. With
better data it is possible to look closer at eactividual party and pinpoint mobilizing issues
even more accurately. As more quantitative dagmibered from Central and Eastern Europe,
this will be easier to carry out. The European ¥aBiudy releases new data gathered in 2008
in the fall of 2009, with data from 45 countrieshi§ could serve as a fruitful dataset for

further research.

In addition to conducting new analysis on new an@roved data, methodological advances

can also provide new insight to PRR-parties in Rardrhe fact that significant differences
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between countries were detected implies that ai+ewkl structure might be suitable. In
addition to differences between countries diffeemnbetween parties are also a highly likely

situation.

Multilevel analysis is able to include the contexb the analysis and also study parties over
time. Because, much of what is studied in the $sueences is of a multilevel character,

multilevel-analyses should be used to a greatezngxLuke 2004; Raudenbush and Bryk
2002). With regards to research on PRR-partiebyreetlevelled structure of voters, parties
and countries would be able to explain variatiothie dependent variable at each level. This

makes it possible to include both supply and densael variables in the same analysis.
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Appendix
Table 20 Questions in Economy-index

No. Left Right

Q54a | The state should take martndividuals should

responsibility  to

everyone is provided for themselves

ensure thatresponsibility for

more

providing for

Q54c | Competition is harmful, it bringsCompetition is good. It stimulates

out the worst in people

new ideas

people to work hard and develop

Q54d | The state should control firmsThe state should give more

freedom to firms

more effectively

Table 21

Eurobarometer 69 — 2008

Levels of trust in national institutions

Trust in government

Trust in parliament

(Not) Trust parties

WE CEE WE WE CEE
432% 2589% 49% 66,5 9% 83,6 %!
Eurobarometer 68 — 2007
WE CEE WE WE CEE
442% 27,3 % 47,4 % 21,9% 24.5 % 10,7 %
Candidate Countries EB - 2001
WE CEE WE WE CEE
39,8% 34, 9 % 41,5 % 0 18,5 % 11,1 %

Table 22 Frequencies of observations
CEE WE Total
PRR 280 411 691
Non-PRR 4939 5812 10751
Total in analysis 5219 6223 11442
Missing 1761 1885 3646
Total in dataset 6980 8108 15088

% percentage indicates those whandotrust parties
31 percentage indicates those whandotrust parties
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Table 23

Frequencies of observations by country

Country Frequency Percent
France 1615 10.70
Germany 2036 13.49
Austria 1522 10.09
Belgium 1912 12.67
Denmark 1023 6.78
Slovakia 1331 8.82
Hungary 1000 6.63
Romania 1146 7.60
Croatia 1003 6.65
Russia 2500 16.57
Total 15088 100.00
Table 24 Environment — no financial support - Index
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .500
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 8461,758
df 1
Sig. .000
Factor Loadings Component 1
environment: give part of income against environtake 915
pollution (Q3A)
environment: increase taxes to prevent environrhenta 915
pollution (Q3B)
Crohnbach’s Alpha N of Items
.805 2
Table 25 Economic preferences - Index
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .598
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 2678.796
df. 3
Sig. .000
Factor Loadings Component 1
individual-state responsibility for providing (Q5%A 721
state give more freedom to-control firms more dffety (Q54D) 762
competition good-harmful for people (Q54C) .651
Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
516 3
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Table 26

Extremist attitudes - Index

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 721
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 9901.455

df. 6

Sig. .000
Factor Loadings Component 1
dont like as neighbours: jews (Q7M) .788
dont like as neighbours: gypsies (Q7N) .669
dont like as neighbours: people of different ra@&B) 757
dont like as neighbours: homosexuals (Q7L) .673
Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items

.622 4
Table 27 Vif and Tolerance-values for the variables
VIF Tolerance

Variable PE| WE | CEE PE WE CEE
France 272 2.3% .36[7 426
Germany 3.12 2.60 321 .385
Austria 2.82| 2.39 .354 4109
Belgium 277 2.A47 .361 .406
Denmark** 2.06 .485
Slovenia 2.15 1.99 464 .501
Hungary 2.10 2.03 AT76 493
Romania 1.91 1.91 .5256 .525
Russia 2.62 2.29 .382 437
Croatia*
Age 1.14| 1.13] 1.12 .881 .885 .892
Female 1.02 1.02 1.0p .982 .9r8 .976
Education 129 129 121 718 av7 .826
Unemployed 1.0 105 1.06 .950 .9b1 .945
Lack of confidence — EU 1.2p 121 1.19 .834 827 37.8
Lack of confidence — Parliament 1.20 109 1{17 .833843 .853
Strong leader 1.15 1.08 1.24 .869 .928 .805
Cultural resistance — Immigration 1.16 1p4 111 61.8 .923 .903
Employement resistance — Immigration 1/16 108 119 .864 .860 .839
Extremist attitudes 1.20 1.03 1.19 .831 .936 .837
Economic preferences 1.14 105 1/16 874 .899 .856
Environment — no financial support 1.20 1p2 1/13 833.| .819 .885
Party 1.08] 1.13 1.02 .922 .882 .979

* Used as a references category and not includedyranalyses
** Used as a reference category in the WE-model

112



Table 28 Dfbeta values — Robustness testing
PE WE CEE
Variable Min Max Min Max
Constant -.1261¢4 -.06655 .08064 -.12f70 658
France -.02418 -.04631 .04958
Germany -.0328¢ -.04980 .06426
Austria -.02884 -.04888 .015R5
Belgium -.02737 -.05208 .02615
Denmark -.01991
Slovakia -.02484 -.07370 .03510
Hungary -.02974 -.07332 .08959
Romania -.028384 -.08228 .07033
Russia -.02711 -.06796 .03570
Age -.00087 -.00052 .000y2 -.00075 .00117
Female -.0183"5 -.009%4 .01443 -.01424 .02270
Education -.00786 -.00446 .00674 -.00895 04Q1
Unemployment -.1189 -.05208 .06014 -.0174%1896
Lack of confidence — EU -.0309 -.01872 10lp -.03004| .02452
Lack of confidence — Parliament -.034 02318 99Rl| .01253 -.04091 .02199
Strong leader -.0254 -.012p5 .01y44 -.023®2810
Cultural resistance — Immigration -.062 .03874 03477| .02191 -.02144 .01968
Employment resistance — Immigration -.024 .02720.01995| .01514 -.02973 .02515
Extremist attitudes -.0464 -.02088 .03116.02551| .03550
Environment — no financial support -.010 .00975.00698| .00548 -.00916 .01110
Economic preferences -.0031 -.00194 .0015900242| .00267
Table 29 Testing significant improvement of model4, 2 and 3
Omnibus test of models Coefficients
Chi-square df Sig,
From model 1 to model 2 Step 72.840 4 .000
Block 72.840 4 .000
Model 371.493 13 .000
From model 2 to model 3 Step 155.190 8 .000
Block 155.190 8 .000
Model 526.683 21 .000
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