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10 Understanding Populism

democracies which were some of the worst affected by the #nancial crisis, 
such as Ireland and Iceland.27

In later chapters, using reasonable cut- off points, we identify over 
#fty European political parties that can be classi#ed as ‘Authoritarian- 
Populist.’ These have gained a growing presence in parliaments in many 
countries and entered government coalitions in more than a dozen 
Western democracies, including in Austria, Italy, New Zealand, Norway, 
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Figure 1.2. Vote share for Populist parties in Europe, 2000–2017
Notes: The mean share of the vote won by Populist parties in national elections for the 
lower (or single) house of parliament from 1945 to 2017 in European societies containing 
at least one such party. For the classi#cation of parties, see Chapter 7.
Sources: Holger Döring and Philip Manow. 2017. Parliaments and Governments Database 
(ParlGov). www.parlgov.org/; IFES Election Guide www.electionguide.org/.
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Source: Norris and Inglehart (2019) Cultural Backlash

https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/cultural-backlash/3C7CB32722C7BB8B19A0FC005CAFD02B


Source: Halikiopoulu and Vlandas (2022)

RN 19% in the first round of the 2022 French legislative elections
Vlaams Belang 11.9% in 2019, close to all time high of 12.0% in

2007

https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/wien/19110-20220517.pdf


Source: Halikiopoulu and Vlandas (2022)

Sweden Democrats (SD) = 20.5% in 2022
Danish Peoples’ Party (DF) = 2.6% in 2022

https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/wien/19110-20220517.pdf


Source: Halikiopoulu and Vlandas (2022)

Fratelli d’Italia + Lega = 35% in 2022

https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/wien/19110-20220517.pdf


Source: Halikiopoulu and Vlandas (2022)

Fidesz 54% in 2022, PIS 35% and SNS 6% in 2023. SNS in
government led by pro-Russia Robert Fico.

https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/wien/19110-20220517.pdf


Source: Halikiopoulu and Vlandas (2022)

Partial updates for 2022-3: Hungary 54%, Poland 35%, Italy 35%, Sweden

20.5%, France, 19%

https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/wien/19110-20220517.pdf


Narratives

I Backlash by . . .
I authoritarian
I ethnocentric
I old white working class
I less educated
I “left behind”
I voters in small towns and rural areas

against . . .
I globalisation
I the liberal elite
I immigration and ethnic diversity
I inequality and economic hardship
I indifference of mainstream politicians

I whipped up by . . .
I populist politicians
I sections of the media
I fake news circulating on social media



Importance of analysis for the public debate

I Rise of populist right parties and causes (e.g. Brexit), and the
turn of traditionally mainstream right parties to populism (e.g.
Trump) is perceived as a major problem by many liberal
graduates and traditional political elites, for social cohesion
and democratic values

I Public debate includes many claims along the lines of, “the
solution to the problem of X populist right party is more
[insert pre-existing policy preference]”

I Emphasis on some causal factors lead people to advocate
corresponding policy prescriptions, e.g.:
I reduce immigration if immigration led to populist right parties
I redistribute money if economic hardship was the cause
I education if authoritarian and ethnocentric attitudes are key

I Some of these linked to a broader argument along the lines of,
“if mainstream politicians listened and responded to voters
they would realise they need to . . . ”



Related hypotheses

I Parties do better when they take an anti-immigration stance
(inter-party variation)

I People who want less immigration are more likely to vote for
anti-immigration parties (inter-personal variation)

I Voting for anti-immigrant parties goes up when unhappiness
about immigration increases (macro temporal variation)

I Anti-immigration parties are more successful in countries
where people are more hostile to immigration (cross-national
variation)

These are evaluated by different research designs, and the truth of
any one does not necessitate the truth of any other.



Sentiments
Is the relevant sentiment, attitude, outlook, value, or emotion . . .

I Anti-immigration?

I Negative perceptions of the economic or cultural
consequences of immigration?

I Ethnocentrism?

I Racism?

I Islamophobia?

I Authoritarianism?

I Social Conservatism?

I anti-elite?

I anti-woke?

I anger?

I alienation?

I a combination of (some) of the above?

How much to these things go together?



Attractions of populist parties as well as negative
sentiments?

I charisma

I shared identity

I patriotism

I preference representation

I values

I refreshing change
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intergenerational shift from materialist to post- materialist values in rela-
tively secure high- income societies, but not in less developed ones.3 The 
rise of post- materialist values is part of a much broader cultural shift that 
has brought greater emphasis on environmental protection, peace move-
ments, sexual liberalization, democracy and human rights, gender equality, 
cosmopolitanism, and respect for the rights of homosexuals, immigrants, 
handicapped people, and ethnic/racial minorities. These shifts are also 
associated with the erosion of conventional political participation, such 
as voting, membership of political parties, trade unions, and voluntary 
associations, which have given way to protests, demonstrations, and dig-
ital activism among the younger generation. Materialist/post- materialist 
values are only one indicator of this broad cultural shift – but a very good 
indicator, as Table 2.1 demonstrates. In the 1970s and 1980s, these values 
and norms were often referred to as ‘counter- cultural’ – a term that grew 
outmoded as they gradually became predominant in high- income socie-
ties. These values are so closely linked that Inglehart developed an index 
of survival versus self- expression values based on them.4 In this book, 
building on these theories, we refer to this cluster as socially liberal or 
socially conservative values.

Today, this long- term evolution has transformed the balance of pub-
lic opinion in post- industrial societies. Traditional moral beliefs, social 
norms, and behaviors that were conventional and mainstream during the 

DEMAND-SIDE VALUES SUPPLY-SIDE INSTITUTIONS GOVERNANCE
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Figure 2.1. The theoretical framework
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Source: Norris and Inglehart (2019) Cultural Backlash

I Brexitland has a similar theoretical argument for Britain, but
downplays economic factors and emphasises contingent
political triggers (Sobolewska and Ford, 2020).

I Scäfer (BJPS 2021) shows cohort differences in
authoritarianism are modest and those in populism non
existent, using the same European ESS data as Norris and
Inglehart.

https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/cultural-backlash/3C7CB32722C7BB8B19A0FC005CAFD02B
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/brexitland/667A60CB4C315A755792074E79B20FBA
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/british-journal-of-political-science/article/cultural-backlash-how-not-to-explain-the-rise-of-authoritarian-populism/FFE9742798D8CC4BF6ED325FDBAFA251


Recent far right versus fascism, Golder (2016)

I Extremism: opposition to democracy
I Radicalism: seeking systemic political and economic reform
I Populism: claiming to speak for “the people” against a

corrupt elite



Evolution of terms and mission creep

I In the 1980s and 1990s rising far-right parties in Western
Europe, such as French Front National, Austrian Freedom
Party, often referred to as extreme-right.

I The term “radical right” was an attempt to distinguish newer
anti-immigrant parties from neo-facist anti-democratic
“extreme-right” parties, e.g. compare with UKIP with the
National Front.
I The term “radical” previously much more commonly

associated with the left

I Shift to “populist right” in more recent decades to emphasise
the anti-elite nature of these parties.

I As some traditionally mainstream right parties appear to
emulate smaller, niche, populist-right parties (e.g. Trump and
US Republicans) and as Brexit was a populist-right cause, the
task of explaining populist-right success has become bigger
and broader. Too broad?



Source: Norris and Inglehart (2019) Cultural Backlash

https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/cultural-backlash/3C7CB32722C7BB8B19A0FC005CAFD02B


Brexit, Trump and Right-wing Populism
I While mobilization of anti-immigrant sentiment is common to all of

these, it is not necessarily helpful to see them all as part of one
western trend or try to find a common explanation.

I Support for Brexit was primarily about reducing immigration,
facilitated by nationalist demand for “taking back control” which also
served as a reputational shield.
I Being a high profile referendum with divisions in both main parties,

party identification played a weaker role than in elections.

I By contrast Trump’s success depended primarily on strength of
long-standing Republican party identification.
I 90+% of Trump voters were Romney voters, and were on average

richer than Clinton voters.
I Trump’s election was clinched with additional mobilization of

low-education, white, anti-immigration voters in the rust-belt
I But this was on top of a much larger base of long-standing Republican

groups, including higher-income voters and evangelicals

I Support for radical-right parties in Western Europe much smaller
than for Brexit and Trump so unsurprisingly more socially distinctive.
I e.g. UKIP 2015 vote 13% overwhelmingly “left-behind” voters, but

Brexit 52% inevitably a broader set.



388 Brexit

with #ndings presented in previous chapters, both of these proved strong 
and signi#cantly associated with Leave voting in Brexit. As Figure 11.7 
illustrates, 60 percent or more of those who were most authoritarian 
(scoring above 8 on the 10 point scale) voted to Leave. By contrast, 
among those who were most libertarian (scoring below 2 points on the 
scale) only 10 percent voted to Leave – a massive gap. Moreover, this 
was not simply con#ned to Brexit; instead, similar linear patterns can 
be observed (at lower levels) for reported UKIP voting in the 2015 and 
2017 general elections, and intentions to vote for UKIP in 2016. When 
UKIP surged in the 2015 general election, almost none of the support 
came from the most libertarian voters – but UKIP picked up the support 
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Figure 11.6. Vote Leave and UKIP by authoritarian–libertarian values
Notes: The libertarian–authoritarian standardized 10- point scale is constructed by sum-
ming the following items: ‘(1) Young people today don’t have enough respect for traditional 
British values; (2) People who break the law should be given stiffer sentences; (3) For some 
crimes, the death penalty is the most appropriate sentence; (4) Schools should teach children 
to obey authority; (5) The law should always be obeyed, even if a particular law is wrong;  
(6) Censorship of #lms and magazines is necessary to uphold moral standards.’
Source: British Election Study Internet Panel Waves 1- 13. Wave 9 post- Brexit (24 June to  
6 July 2016). www.britishelectionstudy.com/data-objects/panel-study-data/.
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https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/cultural-backlash/3C7CB32722C7BB8B19A0FC005CAFD02B


 Part III From Values to Votes 389

of over one- $fth of the most authoritarian voters. It is worth emphasizing 
that authoritarian–libertarian values were measured one year before the 
general election, and policy debates during the campaign did not focus 
on any of the items in the authoritarianism scale, so this $nding does not 
seem to be attributable to endogeneity. This increases our con$dence that 
these core values drive subsequent voting choices, and reduce the risk 
that pre- existing party preferences and voting choices shape core author-
itarian values.

The measure of populism used in the BES scale is designed to tap ori-
entations toward the role of elected representatives versus the will of the 
people – the heart of the populism concept. We were unable to monitor 
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�� �$������"$��&�$ %�"��'%����(���������&��&&#%
��)))��� �$�����"$���"$��&�$ %���&&#%
���"��"$��������
��
�����	�	�������
�")!�"������$" ��&&#%
��)))��� �$�����"$���"$����"�����!����$�$��%�"��&����!�(�$%�&+�"���*�"$���"!��	��"(�������&���
��
����%'����&�&"�&��

Source: Norris and Inglehart (2019) Cultural Backlash

https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/cultural-backlash/3C7CB32722C7BB8B19A0FC005CAFD02B


Diversity between niche radical-right parties and politics

I Nature of anti-immigrant sentiment sustaining radical-right
parties in Europe differs between countries
I e.g. UKIP mainly anti-EU migration while most continental

radical right parties emphasise Muslim immigration.

I Dealignment from mainstream parties important pre-cursor in
the West, but little alignment to start with in the East.
I Nature of distrust and dissatisfaction with government also

varies

I Kind of relevant economic grievance also varies:
I Unemployment, stagnation, relative deprivation, inequality, etc.

all relevant in different contexts



How important is populism in explaining the success of
populists?

I “Rise of Populism” supposedly includes not only Brexit,
Trump and radical-right, but also left-wing populists,
including Podemos, Syriza, 5-star movement and Corbyn.

I It is not clear whether populist strategies actually help explain
the success of populist movements since there is populist
rhetoric on all sides. For example,
I Corbyn’s “For the many not the few” was used by Blair and

the Tories before him.
I Cameron’s ‘big society’ was pitched as anti-Westminster
I Macron, hailed as an anti-populist, came to power claiming to

be an outsider against the established old parties.
I But could argue that these are not really populist appeals

because those making them were not anti-pluralists (Müller
2016)

I Also some populist leaders clearly part of the economic elite,
e.g. Trump, Farage.



Varieties of prejudice I

In no particular order:

I Ethnocentrism
I ‘a deep-seated psychological predisposition that partitions the

world into ingroups and outgroups, into “us” and “them.”
’(Kam and Kinder 2012)

I Measured for Kam and Kinder (2012) by tendency to have
negative stereotypes of out-groups

I Measured by Hooghe and Quintellier (PolBehavior 2013) as a
anti-immigrant sentiment

I Self-declared prejudice against people of different races

I Social distance:
I How bothered would you be a close relative married a . . .

I Symbolic Racism (Sears and Henry 2002)
I Irish, Italian, Jewish, and many other minorities overcame

prejudice and worked their way up. Blacks should do the same?
I Over the past few years, Blacks have gotten more economically

than they deserve?



Varieties of prejudice II

I Islamophobia
I 55% of Britons think, “There is a fundamental clash between

Islam and the values of British society” (YouGov, Nov 2015)

I Opinions on what ethnic minorities do or do not contribute to
society, or the problems they may or may not cause.
I E.g. Economic versus cultural threat

I Policy preferences on asylum, immigration and minority
integration, e.g. affirmative action.



Social Identity Theory
Very roughly . . .

I People form groups (note Fukuyama on Chimps)
I Groups have boundaries (in-groups and out-groups)
I People form psychological attachments to groups they are

members of
I The strength and importance of those attachments can vary

for many different reasons
I Typically people emphasise identities they like
I Strength of identity with a group can be affected by external

influences and sometimes manipulated

I (Strength of) identity affects behaviour and attitudes
I Typically people trust in-groups more than out-groups and

conform to in-group norms (see Habyarimana et al APSR 2007)
I This can make co-operation between groups difficult

I These processes play themselves out in many different ways
with respect to class, gender, nation, religion, party, ethnicity
etc.



Measurement issues

I Social desirability bias
I It is possible to overcome this to some extent with carefully

designed survey experiments (e.g. Sniderman et al., APSR,
2004; Hainmueller and Hopkins, AnRevPolSci, 2014)

I Term immigration evokes images of particular kinds of
immigrant, usually resulting in more negative responses

I As with other policy areas, public typically have poor
knowledge of numbers involved



Attitudes to Racial Integration in USA. Dalton (Citizen
Politics, 2014)



Attitudes to affirmative action in the USA

Hostility to positive discrimination in the US seems to be the result
of perceptions of unfairness (race-neutral values) rather than
racism (Sniderman and Carmines, 1997).

However, Banks and Valentino (AJPS 2012) argue that “anger
[rather than disgust or fear] is uniquely powerful at boosting
opposition to racially redistributive policies among white racial
conservatives.”

I i.e. anger triggers racism

I but anger doesn’t affect economic left-right policy attitudes
generally.



Attitudes to race and vote choice in the US: 2020 Exit poll

These are all minority opinions among on-the-day voters, but substantial

minorities: 36% Unfavourable to BLM, 40% criminal justice fair and 26%

racism minor or no problem. Further details: NY Times

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/11/03/us/elections/exit-polls-president.html


Self-rated racial prejudice in Britain: BSA

NatCen Social Research: 30 years of British Social Attitudes self-reported racial prejudice data 

 

30 years of British Social Attitudes  

self-reported racial prejudice data 
Contents: 

• Overall frequencies for 30 years 

• Demographic breakdowns for 2013 

• Changes over time for different demographic groups  

• Link with attitude to immigration 

• Comparison with other trends 

 

Would you describe yourself as very prejudiced/a little prejudiced against people of other 
races? 1983-2013 (including 5 year moving average) 
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Perceived racial prejudice in Britain: BSA

NatCen Social Research    Racial prejudice in Britain today5

Racial prejudice – the long term trend 
Between 1983 and 2013, NatCen asked a series of questions about racial 
prejudice as part of the British Social Attitudes Survey (BSA).

Do you think there is generally more racial prejudice in Britain now than there 
was 5 years ago, less, or about the same amount?

Do you think there will be more, less, or about the same amount of racial 
prejudice in Britain in 5 years’ time compared with now?

It is striking to note that across more than three decades, we have consistently 
felt that racial prejudice has been on the increase or unchanged, and (with the 
exception of 1991), have predicted a continuation of that trend when asked to look 
to the future. What might explain this? It seems likely that this picture is a result of 
both increasing awareness and decreasing social tolerance of racial prejudice.



Social Distance in Britain: Storm et al. (BJS, 2017) I



Social Distance in Britain: Storm et al. (BJS, 2017) II



Various attitudes to Immigrants, Dalton (Citizen Politics)



Contact theory

McLaren (Social Forces, 2003) finds that attitudes towards
immigrants are more positive among those who have friends from
minority groups.
I An example of the Allport (1954) Contact Hypothesis.
I Also the effects of immigration levels on perceptions of threat

seem to depend on the level of contact people have with
minorities (as the following figure shows).



Working Class Authoritarianism and Economic threat

Idea that working class and poorer people would be more racist
and anti-immigrant goes back a long way. E.g. Lipset, 1960
Political Man)

I Economic deprivation breeds intolerance as a result of
competition for scarce resources.

More recent US research discusses a more specific idea that
anti-immigrant sentiment comes from experiencing a direct
economic threat, which is stronger for the working class



Hainmueller and Hiscox (APSR, 2010)

This paper uses a survey experiment whereby half the sample,
chosen at random, were asked about allowing more ‘highly skilled’
immigrants, while the other half were asked the same question but
about ‘low-skilled’ immigrants.

The analysis compares the two groups to test theories that
attitudes to immigration are based on economic self-interest.

They conclude otherwise saying, “The results are consistent with
alternative arguments emphasizing noneconomic concerns
associated with ethnocentrism or sociotropic considerations about
how the local economy as a whole may be affected by
immigration.”

“the labor market competition hypothesis has repeatedly failed to
find empirical support, making it something of a zombie theory.”
Hainmueller and Hopkins (AnRevPolSci, 2014). But that may be
limited to the US if it is true at all.



Unemployment effects are conditional on education
(Finseraas et al 2016)

Similar to Golder (CPS, 2003) finding that populist right vote
depends on the interaction effect between Unemployment and %
Foreign Born, but suggesting the action is just among the least
educated (see below).

http://cps.sagepub.com/content/36/4/432.short


Immigration in Britain: Ford et al (BSA 2012)

Figures are thousands



Changing views on Immigration levels in Britain:
Ford et al (BSA 2012)



Structure of Attitudes to immigration in Britain:
Ford & Heath (BSA 2014) I



Structure of Attitudes to immigration in Britain:
Ford & Heath (BSA 2014) II

I Also, graduates and professionals positive about immigration

I Used to have more negative cultural than economic impact
attitudes but now similar, perhaps as a result of E European
migration and recession



Economic and Cultural Threat perceptions
Cross-nationally: Lucassen and Lubbers (CPS 2011)



Possible influences on populist-right performance I

I Niche laissez-faire—authoritarian position in a changed
policy space (Kitschelt and McGann, 1995).

I Most surveys show, economic and social liberalism only weakly
correlated, and radical-right parties are rarely laissez-faire on
economic policy.



Possible influences on populist-right performance II

Populist right parties vary hugely in how positive they are
about welfare spending (as indicated by manifesto mentions).

Source: Halikiopoulu and Vlandas (2022)

https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/wien/19110-20220517.pdf


Possible influences on populist-right performance III

I Dealignment

The relative lack of strong party attachments to mainstream
parties is often seen as an important prerequisite for the rise
of niche parties of all kinds.

I Anti-immigration stance
I Racism, ethno-centrism, anti-immigration and welfare

chauvanism are the policies that most characterize relatively
successful radical-right parties.

I Ivarsflaten (CPS, 2007) shows immigration policy more
important than populism, economic policy or Euroscepticism



Possible influences on populist-right performance IV

Ivarsflaten (CPS, 2007)



Possible influences on populist-right performance V

I Attitudes to ethnic minorities and immigrants are typically the
best predictor of who votes for the radical right, and this helps
explain why people with different economic interests do so
(Ivarsflaten, 2005).

I Moreover, “no populist right party performed well in elections
around 2002 without mobilizing grievances over immigration
. . . but there are several examples of populist right parties
experiencing electoral success without mobilizing grievances
over economic changes or political elitism and corruption.”
(Ivarsfalaten 2008)
However, . . .

I It isn’t so easy to mobilize anti-immigrant support.
I Between 1985 and 2005 six out of seven anti-immigrant

parties in Europe did badly; those that did well had
‘reputational sheilds’ from having existed before immigration
became and issue (Ivarsflaten 2006).

I Perhaps there is social desirability in voting for a party that
can claim to be not just an anti-immigrant party.



Possible influences on populist-right performance VI

I e.g. UKIP had the repetitional shield of Euroscepticism, but
among Eurosceptics immigration attitudes (and especially
assessments of major party performance on the issue) matter a
lot for UKIP support (Ford and Goodwin 2014)

I Puzzling that the growth of the radical-right has been
accompanied by a decline in racism.

I It is also not the case that countries with the highest levels of
immigration, ethnic-minorities or hostility to immigrants are
those with the strongest radical-right parties (Norris, 2005)



Possible influences on populist-right performance VII

I Economic hardship coupled by immigrant economic
threat
Golder (CPS, 2003) argues that higher unemployment is
associated with greater support for populist radical-right
parties only where there is sufficiently high levels of
immigration.



Possible influences on populist-right performance VIII

The effect doesn’t work for what Golder classifies as
non-populist neofacist parties, e.g. the BNP.
I More recently Finseraas et al (2016) showed a similar result for

anti-immigrant sentiment (see above), but restricted to those
with lower levels of education.

I Note that the radical-right did not do much better in the 2009
European Parliament elections despite the major recession.



Possible influences on populist-right performance IX

Bolet (EJPR, 2020) shows high-skilled immigrants competing
for low-skilled jobs leads to greater FN voting where
unemployment is higher in local labour market.

https://ejpr.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/1475-6765.12378.


Possible influences on populist-right performance X

Lucassen and Lubbers (CPS 2011) - both economic and
cultural threat perceptions matter.



Possible influences on populist-right performance XI

Interactions don’t really test the Golder (2003) hypothesis,
but they do suggest that the effects of cultural threat
perceptions are weaker in richer countries with more Muslims.



Possible influences on populist-right performance XII

Halikiopoulu and Vlandas (2022) argue that both cultural and economic

attitudes to immigration are key predictors of Populist Right voting.

Negative cultural attitudes might have more of an effect, but negative

economic attitudes are more prevalent so account for more of the

Populist Right vote total.

https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/bueros/wien/19110-20220517.pdf


Possible influences on populist-right performance XIII

I Minority threat, mitigated by local contact
I Biggs and Knauss (ESR 2011) look at the geography of BNP

members from the leaked list
I Probability of membership is lower in neighbourhoods with a

substantial proportion of non-whites (Contact theory).
I But probability is higher in cities with a larger proportion of

non-whites, where they are also highly segregated (Threat
theory).

I Results more sensitive to South Asian and Muslim population
than Black population.
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Possible influences on populist-right performance XV

I Anti-system appeal
I Stable coalition government and/or pilarization have led to the

(perception of) indifference and corruption among political
elites.

e.g. Freedom Party, Vlaams Blok/Belang.

I Electoral System
Proportional Representation makes it easier than does
simple-plurality for radical-right and other small parties to
gain representation and be taken seriously.

e.g. compare the UK and US with radical-right parties in other
countries

I also compare UKIP in Euro versus other British elections.
I Note that the French run-off system might help small parties

in a way that other majoritarian systems do not, by allowing
voters to signal support in the first round.



Possible influences on populist-right performance XVI

I Party funding and organization
State funding of parties can help small parties develop, and
this is especially important in European Parliament elections
which voters may treat as ‘2nd order’.
Extreme-right parties have often been efficiently organized
and mobilized on militaristic lines.

I Leadership
Success is often associated with charismatic leadership, but it
is difficult to identify causal direction since some leaders are
only described by the media as charismatic once their
movement has been successful.
I There are some convincing cases though, e.g. UKIP did well

when and only when Farage was leader.



Possible influences on populist-right performance XVII
I Mainstream Party Strategy

Meguid (APSR 2005) argues that the fortunes of radical-right
(and other niche parties) are largely a product of the
strategies pursued by their mainstream competitors. She
outlines three main strategies:
I Dismiss the radical-right parties and pretend ignore the issues

they raise
I Accommodate radical-right issues by changing policy.
I Argue against radical-right policies (Adversarial)

She hypothesizes their effects as follows.

The following figure is an illustration of the more general model,
but focusing on the French FN.



Possible influences on populist-right performance XVIII



Experimental evidence suggests that accommodating AfD refugee ban policy would have

made it costly for the AfD to soften their refugee policy: Chou et al (CPS, 2021)

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0010414021997166


Also advocating a refugee ban would have been costly for other parties: Chou et al (CPS,

2021)

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0010414021997166
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0010414021997166


Mobilizing anti-immigrant sentiment in the mainstream

Thraenhardt (1995) argues that all parties have have become more
anti-immigration (i.e. chosen accommodation)

Koopmans (1995) claims this has legitimized racist violence.

Even where there are no radical-right parties, mainstream right can
benefit from taking a relatively anti-immigrant position (Prados
Prado et al, Pol. Behav. 2013).

I “Based on issue ownership theory and using panel and media
data for Germany (1999-2009), we provide evidence that
individual concern over immigration increases party
attachment towards the centre-right CDU-CSU, especially
when immigration debates are primed in the media.”



Prados Prado et al, (Pol. Behav. 2013)



identifiers smaller than the subregion.9 Of the 35,204
BSArespondents, 908 live inone of the 15parliamentary
constituencies within Merseyside and were directly
exposed to the “Sun” boycott.10 We measure Euroscep-
ticism by relying on the question asking respondents
whether “Britain should continue its EEC/EU
membership.” Our dependent variable Leaving EU is
then coded 1 if respondents answered that Britain
should withdraw from/leave the EEC/EU and 0 other-
wise.11 As we use the BSA Euroscepticism

measurement instrument over a 30-year period, con-
cerns over measurement error linger. In Appendix A.4
we validate the measurement instrument by reporting a
strong correlation between national trends in Euroscep-
ticism as recorded in the BSA and the most frequently
used measure based on Eurobarometer data.

Because we are dealing with repeated cross-sectional
data,we control for respondents’ gender, age, education,
ethnicity, self-reported social class, and party identifica-
tion. As the BSA reports the interview dates for each
respondent, we can directly identify which respondents
were interviewed before and after the 19th of April 1989
—the day The Sun published its first of several slander-
ous front pages on the Hillsborough Disaster.

RESULTS

Figure 3 shows the results of the manipulation check,
the effect of Hillsborough on self-reported print media
consumption among respondents sampled in parlia-
mentary constituencies locatedwithinMerseyside com-
pared with that of respondents sampled from the
remaining parliamentary constituencies located in the
North of England. The Sun does not release circulation
data at the county level or below, so we are unable to
estimate the effects of the Hillsborough disaster on
actual “Sun” readership in Merseyside. While self-
reports can be a function of social desirability bias, in
this case this would confirm the existence of a strong
social norm against reading The Sun in Merseyside.

FIGURE 3. Changes in Self-Reported Newspaper Readership in Merseyside and Control Counties
Post- versus Pre-Hillsborough

Sun

Sun

no reader

no reader

- EU

- EU

+ EU

+ EU

local papers

local papers

other

other

Control

Merseyside

-.2 -.1 0 .1 .2
Difference in propor"on of self-reported newspaper readership post vs. pre boyco#

Note: Control (top row) includes all Northern English counties except Merseyside; changes in predicted probabilities derived from
multinomial logistic regression surrounded by 95% confidence intervals.

9 We also considered using Eurobarometer data (EB), the British
Household Panel Study (BHPS), and the British Election Study
(BES). While providing excellent information on Euroscepticism,
theEBdoes not provide any geolocations prior to 1990 and theBHPS
only started in 1991. The BES 1987–1992 panel study would allow us
to investigate two years, 1987 and 1992, but there are only 46 respond-
ents interviewed inMerseyside post-Hillsborough. All of these short-
comings make it either impossible to use these data sources (EB,
BHPS) or less useful than the BSA (BES).
10 Several covariates have missing values for respondents. We mean-
impute all missing values in the analyses reported below; our findings
are robust to excluding all missing observations (see Online Supple-
mentary Information section S.2).
11 From 1983—1992, 0 comprises “continue” and “don’t know.”
From 1993 onward, the BSA introduced six answer categories to
the same question: “uk leave ec” (coded as 1), “stayþreduce ec
power,” “leave as is,” “stayþincr.ec power,” “single ec govt,” and
“don’t know” (all coded as 0). Because this change in the measure-
ment instrument does not coincide with the treatment and happens in
both treatment and control areas, it should not violate the exclusion
restriction. All results are robust to excluding the 1993–2004 period
and to an alternative specification of the dependent variable where
“stayþreduce ec power” is also coded as 1.

Tabloid Media Campaigns and Public Opinion
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Source: Foos and Bischof (APSR, 2021)

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/american-political-science-review/article/tabloid-media-campaigns-and-public-opinion-quasiexperimental-evidence-on-euroscepticism-in-england/F530F8AB25994AD7C4BC1D0CAFAD75CF


important to note that most of the decline in Euroscep-
ticismoccurs between 1989 and 1994, exactly at the time
when The Sun made its first big stand on European
integration, vehemently opposing, ridiculing, and
deriding then Commission President Jacques Delors

and Britain’s adaption of the ECU, the predecessor of
theEURO.Articles and editorials from the crucial 1989
and 1990 period are displayed in Appendix A.3.2.

The analyses presented here do not yet incorporate
the extent of the boycott. To do so, we rely on the web-

FIGURE 4. Trends in Euroscepticism in Merseyside and Control Counties before and after
Hillsborough

April 15, 1989: Hillsborough
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TABLE 2. Difference-in-Differences Estimates of Hillsborough-Induced Sun Boycott on
Euroscepticism

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Support leaving the EU (0,1)

δ DiD –0.070 –0.172 –0.170 –0.166 –0.120 –0.114
(0.016) (0.047) (0.049) (0.044) (0.032) (0.033)

Constant 0.212 0.219 0.219 0.231 0.215 0.220
(0.007) (0.003) (0.003) (0.028) (0.002) (0.029)

Constituency FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Quarter FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Constituency FE ! year ✓ ✓
Constituency FE ! quarter ✓ ✓
Controls ✓ ✓
– – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –
Obs 10,384 10,384 10,384 10,384 10,384 10,384
Nconstituencies 172 172 172 172 172 172
Adj. R2 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.08
Adj. R2 (within) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03
RMSE 0.41 0.40 0.40 0.39 0.39 0.39

Note: Period: 1985–2004. Clustered standard errors by constituency. Controls: age, gender, education, religion, social class, party-ID.
Constituency and time fixed effect estimates omitted from table.

Tabloid Media Campaigns and Public Opinion
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Source: Foos and Bischof (APSR, 2021)

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/american-political-science-review/article/tabloid-media-campaigns-and-public-opinion-quasiexperimental-evidence-on-euroscepticism-in-england/F530F8AB25994AD7C4BC1D0CAFAD75CF


Hillsborough period and again interact this variable
with the Merseyside treatment area indicator. We esti-
mate the following fixed effects model:

Leave2016i,t ¼ αi þ γt þ δDIDTi,t þ ζ 0Xi þ εi,t , (3)

where Leave 2016i,t is the share of the “Leave” (2016)
or “No” (1975) vote in the EU referendums in counting
area i in year t, αi is a region or counting area fixed effect
(depending on specification) that rules out omitted-
variable bias from unobserved region/counting area
characteristics that are invariant over our study period,

γt is a fixed effect that accounts for common factors that
change between 1975 and 2016, X is a matrix of time-
variant counting area covariates collected in 2001 and
2011 by Becker, Fetzer, and Novy (2017), Ti,t is our
binary treatment indicator (Merseyside in 2016 after
theHillsborough disaster), and εi,t is the error term. The
term δDID is the estimand of interest that identifies the
effect of Hillsborough on the Eurosceptic vote share in
Merseyside. We cluster our standard errors at the
counting-area level. All details about the data and
statistical analysis can be found in the Materials and
Methods section in Appendix A.16.

FIGURE 6. Remain Vote Share in the 2016 EU Referendum across England

TABLE 4. Difference-in-Differences: Effect of Hillsborough on 2016 Leave Vote Share

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Leave vote share

δ DiD -0.082 -0.083 -0.082 -0.088 -0.088
(0.031) (0.032) (0.031) (0.025) (0.026)

Constant 0.453 0.453 0.453 0.601 0.446
(0.005) (0.005) (0.002) (0.052) (0.051)

Merseyside FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Region FE ✓ ✓ ✓
Year FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Counting area FE ✓
Region # year FE ✓
Controls ✓ ✓
– – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –
Observations 102 102 102 102 102

Note: Standard errors in parentheses; model (5) uses bootstrapped standard errors. Omitted controls: shares of EUmigrants, A10 migrants,
non-EU migrants, financial sector employment, manufacturing sector employment, residents > 60, tertiary education, and median wage.

Tabloid Media Campaigns and Public Opinion
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Source: Foos and Bischof (APSR, 2021)

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/american-political-science-review/article/tabloid-media-campaigns-and-public-opinion-quasiexperimental-evidence-on-euroscepticism-in-england/F530F8AB25994AD7C4BC1D0CAFAD75CF


Consquences for Immig. Rights: Koopmans et al (2012) I

Immigrant rights have been improved in Europe, but more slowly,
if at all, in recent years

Citizenship Rights for Immigrants
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TABLE 5
Average Scores for Different Types of Immigrant Citizenship Rights

across 10 Countries, 1980–2008

1980 1990 2002 2008

Naturalization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.02 .02 .20 .05
Marriage migration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .71 .73 .45 .14
Expulsion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.28 !.19 !.10 !.08
Public sector employment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.60 !.43 !.09 !.06
Antidiscrimination . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.21 !.11 .33 .60
Political rights . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.43 !.29 !.20 !.08
Cultural rights in education . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.38 !.17 .17 .14
Other cultural and religious rights . . . . . !.29 !.22 !.07 !.01
Individual equality dimension . . . . . . . . . . !.09 !.01 .15 .13
Cultural difference dimension . . . . . . . . . . . !.30 !.19 .04 .03

Note.—Higher scores indicate more inclusive policies.

rights in education have also expanded. In 1980, most countries still of-
fered few rights in this domain (!0.38), but by 2008 a shift to the inclusive
side of the spectrum had occurred ("0.14). Weaker trends toward greater
inclusion occurred regarding naturalization, expulsion, and cultural and
religious rights outside the educational system. However, with the excep-
tion of antidiscrimination and political rights, the trend toward more
inclusive rights stagnates after 2002. Naturalization rights even became
considerably more restrictive between 2002 and 2008, especially in the
form of stricter language requirements and citizenship tests (Joppke 2007;
Michalowski 2009; Odmalm 2007). Considering the two theoretical di-
mensions of individual and cultural rights, we find a similar pattern of
liberalization until 2002, and a reversal to somewhat more restrictive
policies thereafter.

The only rights with a trend toward greater restrictiveness across the
whole period are those related to marriage migration, which were very
inclusive in most countries in 1980 ("0.71) but were after 1990 progres-
sively tightened ("0.14 in 2008). The reason for this deviation from the
other policy fields may be that marriage migration rights affect not only
those who are already resident, but also those who want to enter as new
immigrants. Since the end of guest-worker recruitment around 1975, fam-
ily migration has become the most important channel for immigration to
Europe (Kofman 2004; OECD 2008). Faced with this chain migration
pressure, many European governments have sought to restrict marriage
migration by raising age, housing, and income criteria, and more recently
in some countries by demanding host-country language knowledge from
the migrating spouse (Groenendijk 2006; van Oers, Ersbøll, and Kostak-
opoulou 2010).

We proceed with hypothesis 2, also drawn from the convergence per-
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TABLE 7
Average Scores and Rankings of Countries on Immigrant Citizenship Rights,

1980–2008

1980 1990 2002 2008

Sweden . . . . . . . . . . . . . .27 (1) .31 (2) .48 (1) .51 (1)
United Kingdom . . . .18 (2) .22 (3) .43 (3) .44 (2)
Netherlands . . . . . . . . !.17 (5) .33 (1) .47 (2) .40 (3)
Belgium . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.22 (7) !.13 (6) .19 (5) .34 (4)
Norway . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.11 (4) !.06 (5) .21 (4) .12 (5)
Germany . . . . . . . . . . . . !.54 (9) !.49 (9) !.11 (7) !.12 (6)
France . . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.18 (6) !.14 (7) !.16 (8) !.15 (7)
Denmark . . . . . . . . . . . !.09 (3) !.02 (4) !.10 (6) !.17 (8)
Switzerland . . . . . . . . . !.60 (10) !.57 (10) !.31 (10) !.30 (9)
Austria . . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.47 (8) !.42 (8) !.18 (9) !.30 (10)
Average . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.19 !.10 .09 .08

Note.—Higher scores indicate more inclusive policies. Countries are listed in the order
of their degree of inclusiveness in 2008. Figures in parentheses indicate rank orders.

with strongly restrictive policies (both !.30); and Norway, Germany, Den-
mark, and France clustered in the middle with mildly inclusive to mildly
restrictive policies (between .12 and !.17). If we compare this to the
situation in 1980, we again find three groups, and 7 of the 10 countries
are in the same group as in 2008: Sweden and the United Kingdom were
already comparatively inclusive in 1980 (.27 and .18), Switzerland and
Austria were already among the most restrictive countries (!.60 and
!.47), and Denmark Norway, and France were situated in the middle of
the spectrum (!.09 to !.18). The Netherlands, Belgium, and Germany
followed a trajectory of comparatively strong liberalization, and as a result
switched from the middle to the top group (the Netherlands and Belgium)
or from the bottom to the middle group (Germany). In view of the im-
portance that it has gained as a paradigm case of ethnocultural exclu-
siveness, the change in the relative position of Germany is perhaps the
most striking. While in 1980 France and Germany were still far apart,
by 2008 they were situated very close together, thus falsifying Brubaker’s
earlier cited prediction that France and Germany would continue to define
their citizenries in fundamentally different ways (1992, p. 186).

While the evidence thus contradicts a more rigid version of the path-
dependence argument, overall the evidence is largely in line with hy-
pothesis 3, as evidenced by the strong correlation between the rankings
of countries in 1980 and 2008 (Spearman’s r p .69, P ! .05). Of course,
the stability of countries’ relative positioning varies across types of im-
migrant rights. Generally, country differences are somewhat more stable
on the cultural rights dimension than on the individual equality dimen-
sion. For six of the substantive policy fields, we find moderate to strong
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The rise of the radical-right helps to explain slowdowns and
reversals of immigrant rights.

Citizenship Rights for Immigrants
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TABLE 8
Results of Stepwise Regressions of Levels of Immigrant Rights, 1990–2008

All
Immigrant

Rights

Individual
Equality
Rights

Cultural
Difference

Rights

EU membership . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . NS NS NS
Strength of judicial review . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . NS NS NS
1980 level of rights . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .596 (.000) .558 (.000) .786 (.002)
Share of immigrant-origin voters . . . . . . . . . .042 (.001) .039 (.002) .042 (.002)
Vote share of right-wing populist parties . . . !.011 (.029) !.011 (.058) !.011 (.034)
Left-party government incumbency . . . . . . NS NS NS
Economic growth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . NS NS NS
Constant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . !.004 (.961) .002 (.977) .056 (.615)
Adjusted R2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .74 .75 .66
N . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 30 30

Note.— Unstandardized regression coefficients and significance levels; NS p not sig-
nificant.

of rights in 1980 on subsequent levels, confirming what table 7 already
showed descriptively. More importantly, we find support for two of the
three mechanisms proposed by this perspective. As predicted by hypoth-
esis 8, a high share of voters of immigrant origin leads to higher subsequent
levels of immigrant rights. Taking the regression for all immigrant rights
as an example, a one standard deviation increase in the share of immi-
grant-origin voters ("3.4%) leads to a "0.14 increase on the scale of
immigrant rights. In line with hypothesis 7 and with Howard’s (2009)
findings regarding naturalization policies, we find that a high vote share
of right-wing populist parties reduces subsequent levels of immigrant
rights. A one standard deviation increase in the vote share of the populist
right ("8.0%) leads to a !.09 reduction in the level of immigrant rights.
The only hypothesis drawn from the national political process perspective
that must be rejected is hypothesis 6 about the effects of left-wing parties
in government. Government incumbency of the right or left is not sys-
tematically associated with lower or higher levels of immigrant rights.
This result concurs with Freeman’s (2006) argument that both mainstream
left and right parties tend to be split over immigration issues, and with
Howard’s (2009) empirical findings regarding policies on immigrants’ ac-
cess to nationality. Janoski (2010, pp. 236–37) finds a positive effect of
left and green party power on naturalization rates when controlling for
naturalization policies. This implies that left-wing party power affects the
implementation of policies rather than the policies themselves and there-
fore does not necessarily contradict our results.

The economic growth control variable did not attain significance in



Conclusion

I Racial prejudice typically in long term decline but with
persistent hostility to Muslims particularly.

I Anti-immigrant sentiment seems to be driven by a mixture of
economic and cultural factors

I Radical-right voters are distinctive for their anti-immigrant
attitudes.

I The electoral success and coalition potential of the
radical-right has grown in recent years,

I not necessarily as a result of increasing intolerance to
immigrants or ethnic minorities,

I but more likely as a result of complex mix of institutional,
economic and party-competition factors.


