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Abstract  

The far-right is making electoral gains and is increasingly becoming more influential in the European 

Union. Some scholars have pointed towards neoliberalism as a likely explanation for the electoral rise 

of the far-right. This thesis investigates the relationship between neoliberalism and the far-right. It does 

so by analysing the interaction of neoliberal economic structures in countries on the relationship of 

voters’ view of immigration, feelings of economic uncertainty and political distrust on voting for far-

right parties. The interactive relationship is tested by quantifying neoliberalism and using Cross-Level 

interactions to identify whether the level of neoliberalism in a country impacts the effect of 

immigration, economic uncertainty and political distrust on voting for the far-right. The results give a 

mixed indication. A negative relation is found between the level of neoliberalism in a country and voting 

for the far-right, while a positive interaction is found between the level of neoliberalism and the relation 

of people who feel most insecure about their income on voting for the far-right. Therefore, further 

research is needed to build on the insights provided by this thesis to more fully grasp how neoliberalism 

interacts with voting for far-right parties in the European Union. The results also show a robust 

relationship between immigration scepticism and voting for far-right parties that is not impacted by 

neoliberal structures in a country. The findings also implicate that political distrust is not significantly 

related to voting for far-right parties.  

 

Key words: The European Union, The rise of the far-right, Neoliberalism, Immigration Scepticism, 

Economic Uncertainty, Political Trust.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

Electoral momentum for the radical right is building within Europe and the European Union. 

Nationalist, populist, far-right parties have eyed rising support across Europe in recent years. “In 

Germany, support for the hard-right AFD is surging. In Spain, the far-right Vox party is expected to be 

the kingmaker in the upcoming snap election. Far-right parties are also either in government or 

supporting the government from within parliament in Italy, Poland, Finland and Sweden” (Marsili & 

Tassinari, 2023). In France, the Rassemblement national of Marine Le Pen has been a threat to the 

position of Macron. Despite a recent set-back in Poland with the election of Donald Tusk, where the 

Law and Justice (PiS) party returned as the largest party, but without the ability to form a winning 

coalition in the lower house of parliament. The radical right party family will likely remain with us for a 

while (Rooduijn, 2015). That this set-back hasn’t stifled the momentum was quickly demonstrated by 

the election victory of Geert Wilders and his Freedom Party (PVV) in the Netherlands (Kirby & Holligan, 

2023). With the European Parliament (EP) election set to take place in June 2024, it looks like the EP 

might also be making a sharp right turn (Cunningham et al., 2024).  

 

The rise of the (populist) far-right in several EU member states has recently garnered a significant 

response in both societal and scientific debate. Multiple strands of research point towards different 

explanations for the electoral success of the far-right. One such explanation focuses on economic 

factors, what some have gone to call the ‘politics of the left-behinds’ (Ford & Goodwin, 2014). Gözgör 

(2021) shows that economic uncertainty boosts support for populist parties. Many other studies have 

also shown that economic indicators (unemployment, inequality, and trade shocks) (Guriev, 2018) and 

economic crises (Funke et al., 2016) also lead to higher populist support. Higher populist support does 

not necessarily translate to higher right wing or far-right party support, however at this time it seems 

evident that the right and far-right is especially profiting from economic uncertainties.  
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Other explanations for far-right support focus on immigration. The link between immigration attitudes 

and voting for far-right parties is well-established (Baur et al., 2016). Far-right parties ‘own’ the 

immigration issue (van der Brug & Fennema, 2007; Van Spanje, 2010). And thus, the growing popularity 

of the far-right is often linked to voters’ concerns over immigration (Rooduijn et al., 2017). The far-right 

political parties are, to a large extent, also responsible for their own successes (Rooduijn, 2015). 

Rooduijn (2015, p. 3) argues that: “without their increasingly moderated messages and profiles, their 

often appealing external and internal leaders, and their well-institutionalised party organisations, their 

(long-term) successes would not have been possible Halikiopoulou & Vlandas (2019) argue that the 

success of far-right parties depends on their ability to mobilize a coalition of interests between their 

core supporters. Finally, some scholars identify a link between neoliberalism and the far-right, however 

this link is discussed to a lesser extent. This thesis is positioned on the basis of this final explanation. 

 

The political response to the gains of the far-right at this moment in time seem to be one of 

accommodating to the far-right party families’ core positions. Especially considering immigration the 

European Commission under von der Leyen has hardened its policies to try to lure back voters from 

far-right parties to centre-right parties with The Pact on Migration and Asylum (European Commission, 

2024). After changing the migration and asylum legislation the EU now has made multiple ‘migration 

deals’ with third countries Egypt, Tunisia and Lebanon (ECRE, 2024; Khan, 2024). While the link 

between anti-immigration sentiment and the rise of the far-right is well documented, shifting EU policy 

towards more anti-immigrant or anti-immigration positions to weaken the far-right again is not 

supported by empirical evidence (Krause et al., 2022). It seems that politicians still seem to think that 

accommodation or appeasement of the demands in for example the drawback of parts of the EU green 

deal after protests from farmers can best stifle the far-right. Krause et al. (2022) show that the 

accommodative strategies of mainstream parties strengthen the radical right while they themselves do 

not seem to benefit. At the same time, by choosing this strategy the European Commission might run 

the risk of legitimizing and normalizing radical right discourse and thereby strengthening the radical 
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right in the long run. To find better solutions to the rise of the far-right it is key to better understand 

the structures in which the electoral success of the far-right is rising as well as how these relate to one 

another. Therefore, this thesis turns to analyse more structural socio-economic relations in the EU and 

how they relate to electoral voting for far-right parties.  

 

1.1 The European Union and Neoliberalism 

Key planks of the neoliberal agenda are: ‘free’ trade and ‘free’ capital mobility, monetary restraint, and 

budgetary austerity; the “flexibilization” of labour markets and the repression of wage demands; the 

privatization of public companies and services, as well as the “workfarist” restructuring of welfare 

states (Hermann, 2007, p.62). When talking of the concept neoliberalism, Thatcher and Reagan often 

spring to mind, while this can signal the turn toward neoliberalism in the USA and Britain, the European 

Union should not be left behind when discussing neoliberalism. The EU is often characterised and 

discussed as differing from the USA concerning social and economic policy. Hermann (2007) shows 

that, contrary to this belief, the policies delivered by the EU do not depart from the neoliberal 

mainstream. “Major policy issues, such as the Single Market Strategy, European competition policy, 

Economic and Monetary Integration, and even the European Employment Strategy, have enhanced 

“free” trade and “free” capital mobility, monetary restraint and budgetary austerity, the flexibilization 

of labour markets, and the erosion of employment security” (Hermann, 2007, p. 85).  In fact, it can be 

argued that neoliberalism has consolidated within the EU and thus has become the hegemonic 

economic and social structure (Duman, 2014).  

 

1.2 The Scientific Puzzle 

There has been scientific literature analysing the relationship between neoliberalism and the far-right, 

this relationship is however less developed than research into market-oriented reforms of 

neoliberalism. Fuller (2023) shows that neoliberalism in the United States acts as a parsimonious 

explanation of the rise of the far-right, with alternative theories acting as complementary explanations. 
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Davidson & Saull (2016) see a contradictory embrace between neoliberalism and the far-right, and 

Rossi (2023) understands neoliberal reason as an enabling condition for the rise of far-right populism.  

This thesis seeks to build better understanding in how the economic and social policies and structures 

of a country can influence citizens voting for far-right parties within member states of the European 

Union.  

 

Therefore, the research question of this thesis is formulated as follows: ‘What is the effect of neoliberal 

structures on voting for far-right parties within EU member states’? To answer this question the 

interaction between neoliberal economic and social structures in a country and the relationship 

between immigration scepticism, lack of political trust and economic uncertainty leading to voting for 

the far-right are evaluated. This research builds on earlier research on neoliberalism and the far-right 

and changes the scope of the research to be embedded within the EU as the EU is underrepresented 

when it comes to scientific discussion of neoliberalism and its consequences. Furthermore, this thesis 

seeks to analyse the impact of different levels of neoliberalism more directly and how neoliberalism on 

the macro level pertains to micro level relations leading to far-right voting. The scientific puzzle lies in 

better understanding a multifaceted and complicated concept and finding how this relates to citizens 

choosing to vote for a far-right party.  

 

1.3 Social and Scientific Relevance 

The rise of the far-right and the new political wind that this has brought in Europe is a highly salient 

issue. Many argue that the wave of authoritarian populism and the far-right poses an existential threat 

to the liberal world order, democracy, open markets, protection of minorities, civil liberties, and 

constitutional checks and balances (Guriev & Papaioannou, 2022).  

 

Actors on both the member state level and the EU level seem to respond to the rise of the far-right by 

trying to accommodate them and implementing their advocated policies under the guise of ‘taking the 
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wind from their sail’ (The Guardian, 2023). In the Netherlands this has not worked, as the VVD (centre-

right liberal party) presented itself as the decent but though on migration alternative of the PVV 

(Freedom Party). However, voters seemed more likely to go for the original idea, culminating in a big 

election victory for the PVV (Van Keken, 2023). In the EU, the jury is still out, but polling shows that the 

EP might be making a sharp right turn, giving us an indication that the strategy of ‘taking the wind from 

their sail’ seems not to be working (Cunningham et al., 2024). It is clear that centre, liberal and leftist 

parties are looking for a response towards the far-right. This master thesis will aim to improve 

understanding of the rise of the far-right. A better understanding can prove new insight into how 

political actors can respond. Concerning the socioeconomic institutional analysis that this thesis 

provides, it is possible that a response should also be more fundamental in nature.  

 

“Neoliberalism is a complex, multidimensional phenomenon because of the many diverse strategies 

adopted to revitalize private investment” (DePhillips, 2015 p. 828). DePhillips argues that globalization 

should be understood as a part of a larger neoliberal project. While the effects of globalisation on voting 

behaviour have been researched more thoroughly, placing neoliberalism itself as the main subject of 

this research allows for a broadening of the scientific understanding of the doctrine and its effects. 

Especially in a time where the far-right seems to be likely to get a seat at the table in the EU a better 

scientific understanding is relevant. Going further than this scientifically understanding the effects of 

the neoliberal political doctrine is necessary to understand its profound legacy on the European Union.  

If the dominant political doctrine (Crouch, 2020) is not fully understood the full picture cannot be 

properly laid bare. The scientific relevance of this thesis lies within aiming to add to the scientific 

understanding of neoliberalism and the far-right. As well as why people vote for the far-right and how 

differences of social and economic structures between countries can interact with the electoral success 

of the far-right.  
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Chapter 2: Theory  

2.1 State of the Art  

2.1.1 Neoliberalism 

Neoliberalism is a concept that encompasses a lot of different aspects of contemporary socio-economic 

relations and society. “Unfortunately for research, neoliberalism has been studied under many names” 

(DePhillips, 2015). In recent decades, neoliberalism has become an important area of study across the 

humanities and social sciences (Wilson, 2018). It is often used to describe the transformation of society 

due to market-based reforms (Springer et al., 2016). Neoliberalism is associated with policies of 

economic liberalisation, including privatisation, deregulation, globalization, free trade, monetarism, 

austerity, and reductions in government spending in order to increase the role of the private sector in 

the economy and society (Springer et al., 2016; Boas & Gans-Morse, 2009; Hathaway, 2020). “The 

literature on globalization, the Washington Consensus, dependency theory, and economic freedom all 

introduce overlapping concepts that capture what is discussed (…) as neoliberalism” (DePhillips, 2015 

p. 824).  

 

At a base level we can say that when we refer to 'neoliberalism', we are generally referring to the new 

political, economic and social arrangements within society that emphasize market relations, re-tasking 

the role of the state, and individual responsibility. Most scholars tend to agree that neoliberalism is 

broadly defined as the extension of competitive markets into all areas of life, including the economy, 

politics and society (Springer et al., 2016). Important to note here is that neoliberalism should be seen 

as a political project often argued for or justified by an ideology of (economic) freedom.  

 

In line with the argument of DePhillips, Steger & Roy (2021) note that neoliberalism has a number of 

distinct usages in different spheres:  
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- As a development model, it refers to the rejection of structuralist economics in favour of the 

Washington consensus.  

o The Washington Consensus is another term used to describe the goals of the 

international community in the neoliberal era. It was formulated by the economist 

John Williams in a 1990 paper (Williams, 2014 p. 196), the paper asserted that there 

was a wide measure of agreement in Washington that the following ten policy actions 

were desirable in just about all the Latin American countries: 

 

1. Budget deficits . . . should be small enough to be financed without recourse to the inflation 

tax.  

2. Public expenditure should be redirected from politically sensitive areas that receive more 

resources than their economic return can justify . . . toward neglected fields with high 

economic returns and the potential to improve income distribution, such as primary education 

and health, and infrastructure.  

3. Tax reform . . . so as to broaden the tax base and cut marginal tax rates.  

4. Financial liberalization, involving an ultimate objective of market-determined interest rates.  

5. A unified exchange rate at a level sufficiently competitive to induce a rapid growth in 

nontraditional exports.  

6. Quantitative trade restrictions to be rapidly replaced by tariffs, which would be progressively 

reduced until a uniform low rate in the range of 10 to 20 percent was achieved.  

7. Abolition of barriers impeding the entry of FDI (foreign direct investment).  

8. Privatization of state enterprises.  

9. Abolition of regulations that impede the entry of new firms or restrict competition. 10. The 

provision of secure property rights, especially to the informal sector. 
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- As an ideology, it denotes a conception of freedom as an overarching social value associated 

with reducing state functions to those of a minimal state. 

- As a public policy, it involves the privatisation of public economic sectors or services, the 

deregulation of private corporations, sharp decreases of government budget deficits and 

reduction of spending on public works.  

 

Critics of the Washington Consensus have documented the role of international institutions, especially 

the International Monetary Fund (IMF) in pushing for neoliberal reforms (Stiglitz, 2003) and the 

negative economic consequences of these reforms (Klein 2008). While Chang (2002) in the same 

context of neoliberal reform argues that advanced countries fail to adopt the same policies and 

practices that they pressure onto developing countries.  

 

This research uses the key planks of the neoliberal agenda identified by Hermann (2007, p.62) to 

conceptualise neoliberalism. “Key planks of the neoliberal agenda are: ‘free’ trade and ‘free’ capital 

mobility, monetary restraint, and budgetary austerity; the “flexibilization” of labour markets and the 

repression of wage demands; the privatization of public companies and services, as well as the 

“workfarist” restructuring of welfare states.”  

 

Neoliberalism can thus be understood as a political doctrine or project that emerged from the profit 

squeeze of the 1970s (Harrison & Bluestone, 1988; Harvey, 2005). Neoliberalism represents the 

corporate consensus on how to revitalize fallen profits and returns on investment, especially short-

term rather than long-term gains, in the face of weakening economic growth (DePhillips, 2015). The 

key planks of neoliberalism thus can be understood to be market-oriented strategies to facilitate this 

revitalization under which globalization also falls (DePhillips, 824-825).  
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2.1.2 Neoliberalism in the EU 

Since the late 1970s, neoliberalism has been the hegemonic economic and social system throughout 

the world (Crouch, 2020; Harvey, 2007). How neoliberalism manifests itself has varied from country to 

country and each case has its own peculiarities (Goudarzi et al., 2022). The general framework of 

neoliberalism has reached beyond historically free-market economies and has impacted and 

transformed many societies around the world. Harvey, (2007) and Saad Filho & Johnston, (2004) show 

that social democracies such as Sweden (Vikström, 2018; Theborn, 2017) and even the communist 

state China has been transformed by neoliberalism (Weber, 2020). However, whether or not European 

Monetary Integration is structurally neoliberal remains contentious (Ryner, 2022). Hermann, however 

(2007, p.85) shows that:  

 

While Europeans may think that Europe is exceptional, the policies delivered by the European Union in 

no way depart from the neoliberal mainstream. (…) Major policy issues, such as the Single Market 

Strategy, European competition policy, Economic and Monetary Integration, and even the European 

Employment Strategy, have enhanced “free” trade and “free” capital mobility, monetary restraint and 

budgetary austerity, the flexibilization of labour markets, and the erosion of employment security.  

 

Cafruny & Ryner (2003 p.3) argue that European integration and neoliberalism have gone hand in hand: 

“The rise and institutionalization of neoliberalism with its own social and economic imperatives also 

had repercussions on European integration, which had become ‘market-driven’ with an essentially 

neoliberal raison d’être in the 1980s and the 1990s”. This change from a social Europe to a neoliberal 

Europe can also be seen in the shift in meaning that the term the ‘European social model’ had at the 

start of the 21st century. The term was first invented to symbolise Delor’s vision of a social-democratic 

Europe, it was then increasingly used to legitimise a predominately neoliberal integration process, 

before becoming a justification for the cutting back of existing welfare systems (Hermann & Hofbauer, 
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2007). As the head of the Lisbon Council said, “Europeans must realize that they are not born with a 

God-given right to one of the world’s highest standards of living (Mettler, 2005).  

 

The initial signs of a neoliberal shift in European integration were observed in policy-making processes 

and social and employment policies in the early 1980s, when ‘nationalist economic strategies’ were 

abandoned in favour of ‘more liberal and open economic policies’. The penetration of neoliberalism 

into European integration was formalized in 1985 White Paper on Completing the Single Market and 

the 1986 Single European Act (Geyer, 2013, p. 41-42). 

 

The well-integrated European market for products and services had a striking impact on labour markets 

in terms of wages, working conditions and social security rights (McCann, 2010, p. 136). Duman (2014) 

argues that neoliberalism is inherent in the EU and its social and employment policies. Duman (2014) 

argues that the policy mechanisms and instruments formed at the EU level that have been 

implemented in national labour market have assigned priority to economic competitiveness, which he 

sees as the key element of the neoliberal strategy. Furthermore, he states that after the economic crisis 

in Europe, neoliberalism in the EU and its social and employment policies was further consolidated by 

a new growth strategy. This new strategy called Europe 2022 offers the same neoliberal recipes of 

labour market flexibilization and welfare state retrenchment (Van Apeldoorn & Hager, 2010), and 

throughout the OECD area through a new austerity currently being imposed and likely to deepen 

neoliberal restructuring (Van Apeldoorn & Overbeek, 2012).  

 

2.1.3 Effects of Neoliberalism  

As identified in section 2.1.1 the key planks of neoliberalism identified by Hermann (2007, p.62): are: 

“‘free’ trade and ‘free’ capital mobility, monetary restraint, and budgetary austerity; the 

“flexibilization” of labour markets and the repression of wage demands; the privatization of public 

companies and services, as well as the “workfarist” restructuring of welfare states.” This section of the 



18 
 

state of the art turns to scientific insight concerning the effects of the changes in socioeconomic 

relations concerning these key planks of neoliberalism.  

 

Opening international trade relations and capital mobility or globalisation, while leading to net welfare 

gains, also creates ‘losers’. These losers of globalisation can be workers at firms that shut down to 

import competition, and regions that, given their sectoral specialization, face particularly strong 

adjustment costs (Colantone & Stanig, 2018). Multiple studies have shown that import competition 

implies significant adjustment costs in terms of job displacement and reduced earnings (Acemoglu et 

al., 2016; Autor et al., 2013). Chinese import competition also contributed to the decline of 

employment in the less polarized manufacturing industries (Breemersch et al., 2017). Ford & Goodwin 

(2014) see this as the politics of the ‘left behinds’, as they put it: working-class white voters with few 

educational qualifications as an explanation for the emergence of UKIP as a major radical-right political 

force in Britain.  

 

In Europe, income inequality has grown significantly since 1980, with distinct trajectories across 

countries. Between-country inequality matters less in recent years than it has ever done since 1980. 

Gaps between the rich and poor have widened in almost half of the countries in the last decade (Neef 

& Sodano, 2022). The fact that economic inequality has increased in countries that have adopted neo-

liberal policies during the last decades cannot be brushed aside as a mere coincidence (Mau, 2015). 

Kwon (2018) finds evidence that economic liberalization increases income inequality by enhancing 

financial activity in advanced industrial societies. The results are not fully conclusive but uncover some 

evidence that economic liberalization may share a direct positive association with income inequality. 

Kwong (2018, p.659) states that: “all in all, the findings return strong evidence in support of the 

contention that liberalization indirectly augments income inequality, while the results are mixed as to 

whether liberalization directly increases inequality”.  
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Neoliberalism has also substantially liberalised employment relations- involving decentralization and 

individualization of bargaining and deregulation of the labour market (Howell, 2016). Howell (2016) 

illustrates the central role of the state in the restructuring of employment relations institutions in a 

neoliberal direction. Howell sees liberalization of employment relations to mean an expansion most 

fundamentally in employer discretion, as constraints on employers – in the form of labour law and 

collective regulation – diminish. Labour market ‘flexibilities’ have been promoted in the EU’s southern 

regions (Gialis & Leontidou, 2016). Several authors (Standing, 1997; Gray, 2005; Heyes, 2011; Cook, 

2008; Burroni & Keune, 2011) have pointed to this shift towards neoliberal policies of the 1990s on 

“committing the EU to a supply-side, workfarist approach to unemployment and to flexibilization (read 

‘de-regulation’) of the labour market” (Gray, 2005 p.3) despite the simultaneous efforts, at least in 

many documents (the Social Europe project, the Amsterdam and Maastricht treaties, the Lisbon 

Strategy), to pursue targets such as job quality, social inclusion and the ‘make work pay’ principle.  

 

2.1.4 The Far-Right 

To analyse a changing political doctrine and its effects on voting for the far-right we now turn to the 

state of the art on the far-right. First attention is turned toward what constitutes the far-right in the 

European Union as the conceptualisation of the far-right can be multifaceted and different 

conceptualisations are used in scientific literature. 

 

As discussed in the introduction the far-right party family is experiencing considerable electoral success 

within different member states of the EU. The far-right party family is the fastest growing party family 

in Europe (Golder, 2016). There is unfortunately no clear consensus on what constitutes the core 

ideology of the far-right. Therefore, there is a multiplicity of different names used to describe parties 

that can fall under the umbrella of the far-right party family. Rooduijn (2015) for example, discusses 

populist radical right parties. Party families have traditionally been identified on the basis of their 

historical origins, transnational links, party name, or ideology (Mair & Mudde, 1998). Scholars 
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researching the far-right have typically focused more on ideology than the other identifiers. Golder 

(2016) observed that in the few years before 2016 scholars increasingly classified far-right parties on 

the basis of their radicalism/extremism, populism, and nationalism. Golder also provides a visualization 

of the core ideological traits on the far-right.  

 

Figure 1 

Variants Within The Far-Right Party Family  

 

 

Source: Golder, 2016 

 

The circles represent the core ideological traits of the far-right. The populism and nationalism circles 

are in grey to show that these traits are not shared by all far-right parties and can also be found among 

mainstream parties. The purple area shows the combination of traits—radicalism, populism, and 

nationalism—that is increasingly dominant on the contemporary far-right. The orange region indicates 

the location of fascism. 
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Mudde (2019) makes a distinction between the ‘mainstream right’ such as conservatives and 

liberals/libertarians and the far-right, who are ‘anti-system’. He defines the far-right as being hostile to 

liberal democracy. He then divides the far-right into two broader subgroups: “the extreme right rejects 

the essence of democracy, that is, popular sovereignty and majority rule.” (…) “The radical right accepts 

the essence of democracy, but opposes fundamental elements of liberal democracy, most notably 

minority rights, rule of law, and separation of powers (Mudde, 2019).  

 

Ennser (2012) uses a cluster analysis on far-right parties and finds that party families on the left are 

more homogeneous than those on the right, and that the party family of the radical right exhibits a 

degree of policy homogeneity similar to the conservatives and Christian democrats, while being 

considerably more homogeneous than the liberal party family. These finding contradict the more 

common thought of ideological diversity within the far-right party family compared to other party 

groups (Norris, 2005).  

 

2.1.5 Electoral Success of the Far-Right   

To identify a connection between neoliberalism and the recent electoral success of the far-right, it is 

important to understand what the drivers of the electoral success of the far-right are according to the 

scientific literature.  

 

Scholars see multiple differing reasons for the recent electoral success of the far-right. In political 

science literature a distinction is often made between supply and demand. Norris and Inglehart (2019, 

p.32) define the difference between supply and demand as follows:  

 

Demand-side factors involve societal forces shaping the public’s values, attitudes, and beliefs, creating 

reservoirs of potential support in the electorate that parties attempt to attract. Supply-side factors 

involve the appeals that parties and leaders use when seeking to mobilize support and the institutional 
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context, especially electoral systems regulating party competition, shaping how popular votes translate 

into seats and ministerial office. 

 

Norris & Inglehart (2019, p.32) add governance to their theoretical framework, in their words, 

“governance concerns the consequences where parties and leaders gain votes and [are] elected office.” 

Norris & Inglehart argue that a cultural backlash translates into the support for authoritarian-populist 

parties and leaders in the U.S. and Europe.  

 

Figure 2 

Theoretical Framework of the Cultural Backlash Theory 

 

Source: Norris & Inglehart, 2019 

 

Hooghe & Marks (2017) use cleavage theory to argue that Europe has been transformed by a new 

divide. They describe the emergence of a transnational cleavage, which at its core can be seen as a 

political reaction against European integration and immigration. For challenging parties on the radical 

right, they see these issues as relating to the defence of national community against transnational 

shocks. They furthermore see the EU itself as such a shock: “because it introduces rule by those who 

are regarded as foreigners, diminishes the authority exercised by national states over their own 
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populations, produces economic insecurity among those who lack mobile assets, and facilitates 

immigration” (Hooghe & Marks, 2017, p.109). They also find that the transnational cleavage has had 

distinctly different expressions across Europe. In short this means that the context of prior cleavages 

matters as well as the contrasting effects of differential timing of the economic and migration crisis in 

the different regions of Europe.  

 

The outcome, in broad terms, is that the south has seen radical left parties mobilize on the class divide. 

In most former communist countries, by contrast the radical right has catalysed the transnational 

cleavage and the radical left is weak or absent. Most central and northern countries have seen radical 

right parties mobilize on the transnational cleavage, with green parties at the opposite pole and radical 

left parties pressing distributional issues.  

 

Walter (2021) sees the electoral success of far-right parties in part due to their anti-globalist political 

platforms, the far-right, as some of the strongest opponents of neoliberalism, European integration, 

and immigration (Zaslove, 2008). Walter (2021) shows that this backlash is not associated with a large 

swing in public opinion against globalization but is rather a result of its politicization. She also states 

that both material and nonmaterial causes drive the globalization backlash, and these causes interact 

and mediate each other. The consequences of this backlash are then shaped by the responses of 

societal actors, national governments, and international policy makers.  

 

2.1.6 Neoliberalism and the Rise of the Far-Right 

Fuller (2023) analysed the relationship between neoliberalism and the rise of the far-right in the United 

States and argues that neoliberalism acts as a parsimonious explanation for the rise in the far-right and 

has created the conditions for the rise in far-right groups. Many argue that the politics of neoliberalism 

and the goals and motivations of the far-right are not too dissimilar, and some see neoliberalism 

necessarily leading to the rise of the far-right. There are multiple scholars studying the link between 
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neoliberalism and the rise of far-right ideologies that see a causal relationship between neoliberalism 

and far-right ideologies. Scholars argue that the failures of neoliberalism, namely market crises and 

rising unemployment or worsening of their economic position has facilitated the rise of the far-right.  

 

David & Saull (2016) title the relationship between neoliberalism and the far-right as a ‘contradictory 

embrace’. They argue that neoliberalism has established how society ought to be organized 

economically but has failed to resolve how it will organize itself socially. This means that wedge issues 

or so-called identity politics such as environmentalism, LGBTQ rights, and most importantly anti-racism 

have emerged as the main topics of political discussion, rather than economic issues.  

 

Colantone & Stanig (2018) have analysed import shocks that are due to globalization and their findings 

show that these shocks have contributed to electoral support of nationalist and radical-right parties 

between 1988 and 2007. If we conceptualise neoliberalism as the political agenda these import shocks 

could be taken as a kind of proxy to measure the impact of neoliberal globalization in the EU, these 

findings could this be taken as indicating a relation between neoliberalism and electoral support of the 

far-right in member states of the EU. They argue that neoliberalism has stripped the working class of 

their ability to see capitalism as the problem, and thus alternative scapegoats must be invented to 

blame. The biggest example of these scapegoats is immigration or ‘foreigners’ whether this is legal or 

illegal immigration. These immigrants are attributed the role of the ‘intruder’ in far-right narratives, 

coming into the country bringing crime and stealing job opportunities, all while being protected by 

incompetent government officials. Immigrants are described as both stealing jobs and at the same time 

using welfare benefits that therefore can’t be used for the native population. 

 

Gandesha (2018, p.62) proposes that neoliberalism has resulted in a series of unintentionally adverse 

effects, arguing that “it has increased both economic insecurity and cultural anxiety via three features 

in particular: the creation of surplus peoples, rising global inequality, and threats to identity.” A 
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different approach that some scholars have argued concerning the relationship between neoliberalism 

and the far-right is the argument that neoliberalism is not antithetical to nationalism but rather requires 

nationalism to maintain itself. Harmes (2012) calls this neoliberal nationalism and argues that 

neoliberalism is quite compatible with nationalism and that in many cases, nationalism is required to 

uphold neoliberal values. Gallo (2021) builds on this strand of literature and claims that it appears in 

three varieties – technocracy, populist nationalism, and traditional authoritarianism. The three 

varieties are sometimes combined and coexisting as well. Harmes (2012) argues that neoliberalism is 

more opposed to international institutions that seek to harmonise policies related to the regulation of 

capital and market failures and that instead it typically is shown to advocate for regulatory sovereignty 

when dealing with matters concerning international monetary mobility. Neoliberalism is not entirely 

against the state according to Harmes, it seeks to lessen the impact of the state in some areas such as 

market regulation and wealth redistribution while also increasing its involvement in other areas, such 

as protecting property, enforcing contracts and creating markets (privatisation). Gamble (1988) has 

characterised this as a free economy and a strong state.  
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2.2 Theoretical Model & Hypotheses  

The theoretical underpinning of this thesis is to an extent based on the theorized ‘contradictory 

embrace’ by Davidson and Saull (2017). They examine the contradictory relationship between 

neoliberalism and the politics of the far-right. Their article “seeks to identify and explain the divergence 

of the ‘economic’ and the social/cultural spheres under neoliberalism (notably in articulations of race 

and class and the ‘politics of whiteness’) and how such developments play out in the politics of the 

contemporary far-right” (Davidson & Saull, 2017, p. 707). As discussed in the literature review 

neoliberalism has become the hegemonic form of the political economy and neoliberalism has been 

articulated via a number of political vernaculars and agents, encompassing both the ‘centre-left’ and 

centre/right. This in turn has fundamentally reshaped the terrain upon which socio-economic issues 

and politics are debated and understood across the world; it has engendered new forms of ‘common 

sense’ associated with new parameters and limitations of politics, and the possibilities associated with 

democratic political deliberation and decision-making (Brown, 2015; Duggan, 2003; Mair, 2013; 

Streeck, 2014). Davidson and Saull (2017) focus on the particular relationship between what they call 

an increasingly crisis-ridden capitalism and the politics of the far-right. They argue that:  

 

The neoliberal redrawing of the political, both as a social space for collective and democratic 

deliberation and the imaginaries derived from and promoted by that space, has helped to create 

important and historically unique opportunities for the far-right. Thus, whilst the far-right is not 

neoliberalism, the revival of the far-right is suggestive of the particular political pathologies and organic 

necessities of neoliberal political economy. (Davidson & Saull, 2017, p.708)  

 

In this context, the far-right plays two roles. The far-right articulates angry, resentful grievances across 

a range of social layers in response to the transformations, instabilities and dislocations of neoliberalism 

– what some have labelled the ‘politics of the left-behinds (Ford & Goodwin, 2014). On the other hand, 
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the far-right is an important agent that provides democratic and popular support for the 

transformations wrought by neoliberalism and, in particular, the reconfiguration if not actual 

dismantling of the embedded welfare states that emerged across (Western) Europe after 1945 

(Davidson & Saull, 2017). There is thus a contradiction between neoliberalism and the rise of the far-

right, the far-right both supports neoliberalism while at the same time the far-right has an electoral 

strategy that exposes some of the contradictions and vulnerabilities for the long-term consolidation of 

neoliberalism as a form of social rule.  

 

Davidson and Saull (2017) argue that while inequality remains intact, or is increasing, the victories of 

neoliberalism have left the working class in the West increasingly fragmented and disorganized. For 

some workers far-right nationalistic or racist appeals to ‘blood and nation’ appear as the only viable 

form of collectivism still available, particularly in a context where any systemic alternative to capitalism 

had apparently collapsed in 1989-91. Individuals thus have personal dissatisfactions but may not blame 

capitalism as a system or themselves as participants in the system, but this does not mean that there 

is not still a need to find someone or something to blame; but whom? Thatcher claimed in a famous 

interview that: “there is no such thing as society”, but only a “living tapestry of men and women and 

people” (Thatcher, quoted in Keay, 1987), if this is seen as truth, but still conflict and dissatisfactions 

occur, individuals must be responsible. As Zygmunt Bauman points out: “the ideology of privatisation 

assumes the presence of a culprit behind every case of suffering or discomfort, there ensues a feverish 

search for the persons guilty of debasing them” (Bauman, 2008, p.23).  According to Davidson and Saull 

(2017) to explain this apparent discrepancy, politicians and the media have elevated two categories to 

the forefront of explanation: the Criminal and the Incompetent. These have been exemplified on the 

one hand by the armed burglar lying in wait to seize the property of the reader, and on the other by 

the social worker, alternatively unjustifiably removing children from one family or incomprehensibly 

failing to rescue them from another to the uncomprehending fury of readers of the Sun newspaper. In 

circumstances where economics clearly is involved, the economy itself is not pointed to as the problem, 
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instead, scapegoats can be found who conform to these stereotypes. The problems and social 

dissatisfactions are not due to the economy or socio-economic inequalities but are blamed on the 

scapegoats. However, there also exists a third category: the Intruder, characteristically an asylum 

seeker, an illegal immigrant, or increasingly a legal immigrant, who has been added to the ranks of the 

category of the ‘criminal’ while being housed and ‘protected’ by the Incompetents, the reasoning for 

this is given to political correctness to which the Incompetents have to abide. Migration therefore is a 

central issue, neoliberalism contributes to the revival of far-right politics through the global, structural 

changes it has carried through over the last 40 years.  

 

In particular, it is the connection between domestic socio-economic change, as reflected in the 

rescaling of welfare assistance, and the compulsions toward labour market flexibility, with the 

accompanying sense of individualized social insecurity for workers (Theodore, 2007, p. 252-253). 

Neoliberalism, then, has rested upon the opening up of labour markets within the mature capitalist 

economies that have put competitive pressures on the social wage trough both offshoring production 

sources in low-wage zones and through encouraging migrants to enter labour markets which 

contributes to further downward pressure on wages and driving up the level of exploitation. At the 

same time, neoliberal policies have played an important role in compounding economic insecurities 

and inequalities, thus propelling many people to migrate to the richer zones of the core capitalist 

countries to secure their livelihoods.  

 

A key element in the neoliberal formula of economic efficiency and competitive markets is economic 

migration, but this imperative sits at odds with the culturalized and racialized assumptions that inform 

those aspects of the neoliberal project concerning the reconfiguration of the welfare state, particularly 

the withdrawal of the public and democratic oversight of, and responses to, inequalities and 

discrimination based on race. Immigration, then, contributes to the racialized spectre of citizenship 

rights that neoliberalism exposes through the underlying racist assumptions that welfare is no longer 
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a universal right of citizenship but is, instead, for those who actively demonstrate that they deserve it 

through mimicking neoliberal subjectivities (Davidson & Saull, 2017 p.719).  

 

Consequently, immigration challenges the prevailing sense of whiteness, especially amongst sections 

of the working class. The working class is increasingly pervaded by social insecurity that is the result of 

the simultaneous offshoring of traditional occupations with the perception (if not always the reality) of 

greater competition from migrants for work in their locales. Working class (male) whiteness has tended 

to be associated with employment that has provided a sense of social and moral worth (Lamont, 2002), 

and a basis of citizenship that now appears to be disappearing, as the social contract between capital 

and labour mediated by the social democratic state that structured the post-war political economy has 

been dismantled (Saull, 2015, p.145-50). This loss of work opportunities are combined with increasing 

pressures on access to social and material resources and this takes place within an underlying 

ideological narrative that whites are ‘deserving’ of welfare and social assistance rather than non-whites 

who are seen as the Intruder and as culturally deficient because they supposedly do not wish to 

integrate and/or adopt a neoliberal subjectivity. This further fuels a crisis of white identity that is 

increasingly racialized through the destruction of the structures and institutions of social solidarity 

rooted in class.   

 

Through the neoliberal socio-economic changes in society the racially infused class identity of many 

white and male workers has been destabilized. These developments go some way in helping to explain 

the shifts in the political orientation of significant numbers of white workers from their ‘traditional’ 

political loyalties of the social democratic left to the parties of the right and far-right (Davidson & Saull, 

2017). This is thus reflective of a crisis of white working-class identity that has been picked up by the 

far-right.  
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The relationship between neoliberalism and the far-right is thus theorized to mainly go through three 

mechanisms, the first being the mechanism of economic uncertainty and pressures to social and 

material resources. The second mechanism is a result of this pressure but specifically pertains the 

blaming of the so-called Intruder as a scapegoat for the socio-economic dissatisfactions. The third 

mechanism sees votes for the far-right as a protest vote against the established political consensus 

(Alvarez et al., 2018). People with lower levels of political trust may be attracted to vote for the far-

right because they want to express their dissatisfaction with the current political establishment (Muis 

et al., 2021). Therefore, the inference is made that the neoliberal political economy has itself ‘pushed’ 

people towards the far-right and the neoliberal societal values created by the neoliberal hegemony are 

congruent with the values of the far-right, while at the same time the far-right benefits electorally from 

articulating grievances towards neoliberalism.  

 

2.2.1 Hypothesis 1 

Based on these theoretical underpinnings multiple hypothesis have been formulated. The first 

hypothesis is used to assess the relationship between neoliberalism and the far-right in the EU. The 

hypothesis tests the relationship between neoliberalism in a country and voting preferences for far-

right parties on the macro level. The hypothesis is formulated as follows:  

 

[h.1.] A higher level of neoliberalism in a country has a positive effect on voting preferences for far-

right parties in the EU.  

 

2.2.2 Hypothesis 2  

Anti-immigration attitudes have been shown to be a very important factor for explaining the electoral 

success of far-right parties. Rydgren (2008) shows that “(…) voters who wanted to stop immigration, as 

well as those who wanted to allow only a few immigrants, were significantly more likely to vote for the 

radical right.” Based on the earlier research and how central the immigration issue has been for the far-
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right parties in the European Union, the fourth hypothesis focusses on the immigration factor and what 

impact neoliberalism has on this relationship. The hypothesized relationship here concerns the effect 

of the level of neoliberalism in a country on the effect of immigration scepticism leading to far-right 

support. The inference made is that a higher level of neoliberalism in a country will lead to a higher 

effect of immigration scepticism on far-right support. Theoretically the expectation is that a higher level 

of neoliberalism strengthens the effect of immigration scepticism on far-right support through 

neoliberal socio-economic changes in society as discussed earlier in this chapter. The hypothesis 

constitutes a cross-level interaction where the expectation is that the relationship between 

immigration scepticism and the far-right interacts with the level of neoliberalism in a country. The 

inference is that the effect is stronger in countries with a higher level of neoliberalism.    

 

[h.2.] The effect of immigration scepticism on far-right support is stronger in countries with a higher 

level of neoliberalism.   

 

2.2.3 Hypothesis 3 

Vlandas and Halikiopoulou (2021) examine the interplay between social risks, welfare state policies and 

far-right voting. Their empirical findings confirm theoretical expectations that several welfare state 

policies reduce the likelihood of supporting the far-right among individuals exposed to high risks 

including the unemployed, pensioners, low-income workers, employees on temporary contracts, 

individuals in large families, and individuals who are disabled/permanently sick. Vlandas and 

Halikiopoulou (2021, p. 24) stress: “that in order to understand why some individuals vote for the far-

right, one should not only focus on their risk-driven grievances, but also on policies that may moderate 

these risks. As discussed earlier in this thesis neoliberalism encompasses more than only the reduction 

of welfare state policies. This thesis builds on the insights of Vlandas & Halikiopoulou (2021) to examine 

the ways in which neoliberalism interplays with far-right voting. The third hypothesis has been made 

to examine this relationship.  
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[h.3.] The effect of economic insecurity on far-right support is stronger in countries with a higher level 

of neoliberalism.   

 

2.2.4 Hypothesis 4 

Mudde (2019) also notes that in many countries, financial corruption by economic and political elites 

is a real and serious issue. However even when politicians are not corrupt, the far-right will often paint 

the picture that their political rivals are part of a ‘corrupt elite’ that wants to control the thoughts of 

the people to spread their “Postmodernist Neo-Marxist ideology” as tweeted by UKIP in December 

2018 and portraying the economic elites as stealing from the people. Ziller and Schübel (2015) 

empirically show that exposure to corruption diminishes political trust which in turn leads to a higher 

propensity to vote for a radical right party. Based on the rhetoric of far-right parties and earlier research 

on trust in politics and both populist and far-right support this thesis will analyse the relationship 

between neoliberalism and political trust and the interaction effect between neoliberalism, political 

trust and voting for far-right parties. These different effects will be assessed by testing the fourth 

hypothesis of this research. It is expected that neoliberalism through its policies like austerity and the 

withdrawing of the state will lead to lower political trust. This can also be explained by people feeling 

the financial shocks that have occurred since globalisation and neoliberalism have taken effect. With 

overall lower political trust this thesis expects the potential base of the far-right to increase thus 

increasing the electoral success of far-right parties. David & Saull (2017) also see the particular 

proponents of neoliberalism leading to far-right electoral gains, it is thus expected that a higher level 

of neoliberalism in a country will strengthen the effect of political distrust (a low level of political trust) 

on far-right voting preferences. The following hypothesis has been adopted to assess this effect. 

 

[h.4.] The effect of political distrust on far-right support is stronger in countries with a higher level of 

neoliberalism.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

This thesis seeks to identify the impact of neoliberalism in a country on the relationship between 

several dependent variables and the far-right. Thus, seeking the underlying mechanisms that exist 

between the macro relationship between neoliberalism and the electoral gains of the far-right that 

already have been demonstrated. In order to provide a generalisable and comprehensive evaluation of 

the impact of neoliberal economic structures in a country and in what ways this can lead to an increase 

in far-right support, this thesis uses a quantitative research approach (with a large N). The goal is to 

test multiple hypotheses to determine in what ways neoliberalism interacts with far-right support and 

how it has increased electoral support of the far-right. A quantitative research approach is suitable for 

testing the identified hypothesised association (covariance) between the independent variable (X) and 

different dependent variable (Y), while controlling for possible confounding factors.  

 

3.1 Case Selection 

To allow the thesis to identify the relationship as thoroughly as possible the choice has been made to 

incorporate all EU member states into the analysis that are included in the European Social Survey (ESS) 

integrated file, edition 3.2. The scope of the analysis has been made to include all available member 

states to increase statistical power. ESS round 9 was used, (integrated file, edition 3.2) time period 

30/08/2018 to 27/01/2020. The dataset contains the EU countries: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, 

Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, 

Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the 

United Kingdom (UK). The dataset does not contain data for the EU member states Luxembourg and 

Malta therefore these countries are not included in the analysis.  Due to incomplete data of the EFI no 

score for neoliberalism could be determined for Greece, Lithuania and Romania, therefore these 

countries are also not represented in the analysis. The dataset also includes European countries that 
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are not member states of the EU. To keep the scope of the analysis on the EU, non-member states have 

been filtered out of the analysis. As of the time of the interviews conducted the United Kingdom was 

still a part of the EU and is therefore included in the analysis, the UK left the EU (also known as Brexit) 

officially on the first of February 2020 and thus was still a member of the EU in the time period of the 

survey. This means that the analysis is based on data from the following 23 EU member states as of the 

time of the ESS: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, 

Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, 

Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom. The data consists of 28.922 respondents in 23 EU member 

states.   

 

3.2 Data Approach 

A new dataset was compiled for the purpose of this thesis. The dataset uses data from three existing 

datasets, The Fraser Institutes Economic Freedom Index (EFI), the European Social Survey ESS and The 

World Bank Group. The variables used stem from datasets that are long running, international, and 

from renowned research institutions.  

 

3.2.1 The Fraser Institute 

Neoliberal policies or to be more precise the level of neoliberalism in the respective members of the 

EU were measured using the Fraser’s Institute’s 42-item Economic Freedom Index. The Fraser Institute 

is a conservative think tank. Their stated mission is: “(…) to improve the quality of life for Canadians, 

their families, and future generations by studying, measuring, and broadly communicating the effects 

of government policies, entrepreneurship, and choice on their well-being.” (The Fraser Institute, 2023). 

The Fraser Institute began issuing the EFI in 2000 and since then has provided a yearly score for more 

than 160 countries. (For the 1970-1999 period, the Fraser Institute compiled retrospective EFI scores 

in 5-year increments.) The most recent publicly available data set contains EFI scores ranging from 1970 
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to 2021 (Fraser Institute, 2023a). For the analysis, the values corresponding to the year 2019 were 

used, as this was the year in which most of the ESS surveys were taken.  

 

The Fraser Institute provides measures of the degree to which the policies and institutions of countries 

are supportive of economic freedom. According to the Fraser Institute the cornerstones of economic 

freedom are personal choice, voluntary exchange, freedom to enter markets and compete, and security 

of the person and privately-owned property (Fraser Institute, 2023b). The dataset contains 45 data 

points (since DePhillips did his research data points have been added) that are used to construct a score 

that stands for the ‘economic freedom’ of a country. Which is then used to rank the countries for the 

Economic Freedom Index. The degree of economic freedom is measured in five broad areas. 

 

Area 1: Size of Government—As government spending, taxation, and the size of government-controlled 

enterprises increase, government decision-making takes the place of individual choice and economic 

freedom is reduced. 

 

Area 2: Legal System and Property Rights—Protection of persons and their rightfully acquired property 

is a central element of both economic freedom and civil society. Indeed, it is the most important 

function of government. If property is not secure, if individuals are not safe, if the judiciary is not 

impartial, or if the rule of law is undermined, then, again, economic freedom is reduced. 

 

Area 3: Sound Money—Inflation erodes the value of rightfully earned wages and savings. Sound money 

is thus essential to protect property rights. When inflation is not only high but also volatile, it becomes 

difficult for individuals to plan for the future and thus use economic freedom effectively. 

 

Area 4: Freedom to Trade Internationally—Freedom to exchange—in its broadest sense, buying, selling, 

making contracts, and so on—is the essence of economic freedom. And this freedom is reduced when 
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government impediments to trade make it costly or even impossible to exchange with businesses and 

individuals in other nations. 

 

Area 5: Regulation—Governments not only use a number of tools to limit the right to exchange 

internationally, they may also impose onerous regulations, domestically as well as on international 

trade, that limit the right to exchange, gain credit, hire or work for whomever one wishes, or freely 

operate one’s business. As these limits multiply, economic freedom decreases.  

 

For more detailed definitions of the Fraser Institute’s index see “Appendix: Explanatory Notes and Data 

Sources” in the annual report of the institution ‘Economic Freedom of the World’ (Gwartney et al. 

2023).  

 

3.2.2 European Social Survey   

The European Social Survey (ESS) is an academically driven cross-national survey that has been 

conducted across Europe since it was established in 2001. The survey uses face-to-face interviews to 

measure the attitudes, beliefs and behaviour patterns of diverse populations in more than thirty 

European nations. The ESS data time frame ranges from 2002 to 2020, a new ESS ‘round’ is released 

biannually, with the latest ESS round 10 consisting of data from 2020. The ESS accounts for the fact that 

measuring attitudes cross-nationally comes with unique challenges that go beyond those of surveys 

conducted in a single country or language. Therefore, before each new round of the ESS the ESS Survey 

Specification that describes the tasks and responsibilities with regard to conducting the ESS is used, 

this specification is adapted before every ESS round (European Social Survey, 2024). The ESS has been 

used for numerous research publications, the latest research – published in January 2024 – found that 

6.585 English-language academic publications include substantial primary analysis that uses ESS data 

(2003-2022). This includes 3.719 articles published in peer-reviewed journals and 892 books or 
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chapters in books (ESS Impact, n.d.). For each variable used in this research the questionnaire can be 

found in Appendix 1.  

 

3.2.3 The World Data Bank 

The World Bank is like a cooperative and the organization is made up of 189 member countries. The 

member countries are represented by a Board of Governors, who are ultimate policymakers at the 

World Bank. The organization concerns itself with global development and it engages the development 

community with real-world statistics. The World Bank Group has opened its data, knowledge and 

research to foster innovation and increase transparency in development, aid flows, and finances. The 

World Bank’s data is reliable and often used by researchers due to its reliability and open access. The 

organization itself characterizes this as “Free and open access to global development data (World Bank 

Open Data (n.d.-b). Data for the control variables GDP_cap2018 and Gini Index on the country level 

have been retrieved from The World Bank Open Data resource.  

 

3.2.4 The PopuList 

The PopuList has been used to determine which parties in the different member states could be 

identified as belonging to the far-right. The PopuList offers academics and journalist an overview of 

populist, far-left and far-right parties in Europe from 1989 until 2022. The PopuList has been supported 

by the Amsterdam Institute for Social Science Research, the Amsterdam Centre for European Studies, 

the Department of Politics of the University of York, the Fondation Nationale des Sciences Politiques, 

the Nederlandse Organisatie voor Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek, The Guardian, and the ECPR Standing 

Group on Extremism and Democracy, and has been used in numerous publications (The PopuList, n.d.). 

Version 3.0 of the PopuList was used for this research. The 3.0 version was launched in September 

2023. An overview of the far-right countries included in the analysis can be found in Appendix 2. Further 

elaboration on the PopuList can be found in the accompanying article of the PopuList by Rooduijn et 

al. (2023a). The dataset itself can be found via www.popu-list.org (Rooduijn et al. 2023b).  

http://www.popu-list.org/
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3.3 Operationalization  

3.3.1 Dependent Variable: Far-Right Party Support (Micro Level) 

To empirically test wat influences the probability of people for voting for a far-right party a measure 

was used in the ESS dataset that asked the respondents their most recent vote choice in the general 

election based on a list that included all parties on the ballot with a (possible) probability of gaining 

seats in the country’s respective parliament. To categorise far-right parties within EU member states 

the PopuList (3.0) has been used. The PopuList is a database of populist, far-left, and far-right parties 

that uses expert-informed qualitative comparative classification (EiQCC). For example, the Belgian 

questionnaire on question B14 asks for which party the respondent has voted in the last election, voters 

who voted for parties categorised as falling under the category of a far-right party allows for an analysis 

of far-right party support and its predictors. The PopuList (3.0) codes either a 0 or 1 where 0 means 

that the factor is not applicable and 1 meaning it is for European parties, the factors analysed are 

‘Populist’, ‘Far-left’ ‘Far-right’ ‘Eurosceptic’ and ‘In Parliament’. An overview of the far-right parties 

included in the analysis can be found in Appendix 2. The countries constituting the far-right in this 

analysis are all countries that have been assigned a code of 1 on the factor ‘Far-right’ in the PopuList. 

Whether or not these far-right parties are populist is not of interest in this research and thus has not 

been taken into account. 

 

A new variable was created: the FRPV (Far-Right Party Vote). The variable measures whether 

respondents have voted for a far-right party in the most recent election (=1) or did not vote for a far-

right party in the most recent election (=0). Support for a far-right party is analysed as the respondent 

reporting in the ESS having voted for a far-right party in the last election. The results thus indicate 

likeliness of people voting for a far-right party. Voting for a far-right party is assumed to mean that 

people support a far-right party at least to the degree that they have voted for a far-right party in the 

latest election. The variable in this way does not include sympathy for far-right parties or relative 



39 
 

support for a far-right party by the population, it is also conceivable that people might harbour 

sympathetic views to the far-right but have chosen to not vote for a far-right party. The data used in 

this research does not account for this in the analysis, instead the analysis solely focuses on the 

likelihood that people will vote for the far-right.  

 

3.3.2 Independent Variable: The level of Neoliberalism in a Country (Macro Level)  

To overcome the conceptual ‘fuzz’ of neoliberalism as a concept this thesis takes a quantitative 

approach, making neoliberalism quantifiable by measuring the Fraser Institute’s 42-item Economic 

Freedom Index. A psychometric study of the 42 items of the EFI identified a four-factor structure 

(DePhillips, 2015). According to DePhillips (2015), three of the factors, representing economic 

development, trade openness, and monetary stability, tap into traditional liberalism. The fourth factor 

captures neoliberalism (Goudarzi et al. 2022). Items that load on this factor include the following: 

government consumption, transfers and subsidies, top marginal income tax, income and payroll tax, 

hiring and firing regulation, centralized collective bargaining, regulation of work hours, and 

administrative requirements. Higher scores on this index indicate higher levels of neoliberalism.  

 

DePhillips (2015 p.837) states that: aside from administrative requirements, the last factor appears to 

peg a country’s public sector orientation, or rather lack thereof. These would be countries with less 

public spending, taxation, hiring and firing regulation, centralized collective bargaining, and work hours 

regulation. (…) This suggests that the fourth factor is related to more indirect government intervention 

in the economy rather than the more direct action of actually owning and operating firms.”  

 

DePhillips (2015 p.839) also shows that developed countries for this factor on average have a lower EF 

score on this factor than low-income countries. This means that on average, more developed countries 

(on a global scale) tend to have more government spending, transfers and subsidies, higher taxation, 

and more labour regulations. According to DePhillips this supports arguments by critics that advanced 
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countries fail to adopt the same policies and practices that they pressure onto developing countries 

(Chang 2002).  

 

Using DePhillips’ (2015) quantification of neoliberalism allows this research to directly measure to what 

extent the level of neoliberalism in a country attributes to the rise of far-right voter preferences. The 

quantification also allows a closer and more accurate analysis of the underlying mechanisms 

concerning the relationship between neoliberalism and the electoral success of the far-right in the EU.  

 

Specifically, the factor used to represent neoliberalism as a variable in this study is an aggregated 

variable consisting of the variables: government consumption, transfers and subsidies, top marginal 

income tax, income and payroll tax, hiring and firing regulation, centralized collective bargaining, 

regulation of work hours, and administrative requirements. The factor mainly relates to a country’s 

public sector orientation, or rather a lack thereof, higher values of this variable indicate a lack of a 

country’s public sector orientation. Therefore, the relationship between the lack of a public sector in 

developed countries and voting for the far-right is measured in this research as this data is most closely 

related to quantifying neoliberalism.  

 

3.3.3 Independent Variable: View of Immigration (Micro Level) 

Rydgren (2008) finds that immigration scepticism is a significant factor for predicting who will vote for 

the radical right. This thesis builds on this insight, as aforementioned in the second chapter of this 

research by testing the impact of neoliberalism on this relationship. To measure immigration scepticism 

the ESS is used. Three items of the ESS were used to constitute the individual-level variable of citizens’ 

viewpoint of immigration policy, here defined as the variable immigration view. The items used are 

B41: “Would you say it is generally bad or good for [country]’s economy that people come to live here 

from other countries?” Item B42: “would you say that [country]’s cultural life is generally undermined 

or enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?” And item B43: “Is [country] made a 
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worse or a better place to live by people coming to live here from other countries?” Responses to all 

three items were coded on scales ranging from 0 to 10. Where lower scores indicate a negative view of 

immigration, and higher scores indicate that respondents see the different aspects of immigration in a 

positive light. Lower scores thus pertain to immigration scepticism, while higher scores indicate a more 

favourable look on immigration. “The three items have a high internal validity (Cronbach’s alpha = 

0.86), such that a single indicator is created by standardizing values between 0 and 1 before averaging 

across individual responses as suggested by Lauren McLaren (2012)” (Geese, 2024, p.10). The question 

cards of the questionnaire are represented in Appendix 1. 

 

3.3.4 Independent Variable: Economic Uncertainty/Insecurity (Micro Level) 

Question F42 of the ESS (round 9) is used to measure economic (un)certainty, the respondents were 

asked to give an answer to the question: “Which of the descriptions on this card comes closest to how 

you feel about your household’s income nowadays? The following answers were coded for each 

respondent: 

 

1. Living comfortably on present income 

2. Coping on present income 

3. Finding it difficult on present income 

4. Finding it very difficult on present income  

 

7.   (refuses to answer) 

8. (don’t know)  

 

This measure was used to test the relationship between economic uncertainty/insecurity and voting 

for the far-right. This measure allows for evaluating the relationship between economic 

uncertainty/insecurity by respondents’ own perceived economic situation regardless of their actual 
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income. This is perceived as a stronger variable to assess this relationship than income, because testing 

solely for income does not test the differences between economic stress and differences between 

income and how people can manage with their income, this also applies to differences in income and 

manageability of this income to live without economic stress. For example, someone living in London 

will need a much higher income to live comfortably than someone living in a small village where the 

economic burden of housing is much lower. The four different answers were coded as dummy variables 

as the variable doesn’t scale well on a continuum and the interest in the research especially focuses on 

the different categories and how this pertains to far-right voting. Instead of creating a scale of 

manageability of income, the dummy variable allows for interpreting the effect of each category which 

is deemed a more suitable way to test possible relationships between different categories of economic 

uncertainty and voting for a far-right party.   

 

3.3.5 Independent Variable: Political (Dis)Trust (Micro Level) 

Political distrust, measured as a low level of political trust is an exploratory variable to test a possible 

relationship between political distrust and far-right voting. Three ESS survey items measure 

respondents trust in politicians, parties and national parliaments in a consistent manner across time 

and countries by asking: “Using this card, please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much you personally 

trust each of the institutions I read out … [country’s] parliament/politicians/political parties”. These 

questions correspond to the items B6: [country’s] parliament, B9 politicians and B10 political parties, 

the question cards of the ESS can be found in Appendix 1. Higher values on these scales represent 

higher levels of trust in the respective institutions/actors. The three items have a high internal validity 

(Cronbach’s alpha = 0,91) thus the items have been combined in a single variable to obtain a generalized 

single indicator of citizens’ political trust. The items were combined by computing the mean of the 

three different variables and then standardizing the created mean variable. This indicator is likely to 

blur some of the subtle differences between lack of trust, mistrust and distrust (Geese, 2024; Jennings 

et al., 2021). Nevertheless, the political trust measures provided by the ESS can be taken as rather 
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granular indicators that range from trust at one end to distrust at the other, with mistrust in the middle 

(Citrin & Stoker, 2018: 51).  

 

3.3.6 Control Variables  

The analysis further controls for variables that might conflate the relationships between the 

independent and dependent variables, namely well-known individual level variables of demography 

and social capital. Sociodemographic controls include gender, age, and household income. Gender is 

coded 1 for male and 0 for female in the ESS. Household income consists of the reported household 

income of respondents. Respondents get to see a card that is country specific which details the 

different income groups in a country representing the income decile’s in the country of the respondent. 

The respondent answers in which decile their household belongs. This gives an overview of the 

household income ranging from 1-10 with one corresponding to the first decile of income and 10 to 

the 10th decile. The question card can be found in Appendix 1. The statistical model also includes two 

country-level control variables, GDP per capita and Gini index. GDP per capita is included to statistically 

control for the effect of economic development on far-right voting while the Gini index is included to 

control for the level of income inequality in a country.  

 

GDP per Capita 

The variable GDP per capita has been included to control for economic development on the country 

level. Economic development could conflate the relationship between neoliberalism and far-right 

voting as economic development is generally associated with democracy and democratic values that 

are not or at the least less compatible with voting for the far-right. 

 

Gender  

Far-right parties, whether populist or not, largely reflect the sex bias and gender roles of conservative 

parties. Many extreme right groups and subcultures are fairly similar to their non-far-right and non-
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political equivalents. “What is unique to the far-right, is the gender gap in the membership and 

particularly the electorate, which is often roughly two to one or sixty-forty male-to-female. Populist 

radical right parties therefore have a much larger gender gap than all other parties” (Mudde, 2019). 

Because of this disparity it is very important to control for gender when researching what determinants 

impact people voting for far-right parties, therefore the gender variable has been included as a control 

variable. 

 

Gini Coefficient 

The Gini coefficient is included in the analysis as a control variable to represent economic inequality of 

income in a country. The World Bank Group describes the Gini coefficient as follows:  

 

[The] Gini index measures the extent to which the distribution of income (or, in some cases, 

consumption expenditure) among individuals or households within an economy deviates from 

a perfectly equal distribution. A Lorenz curve plots the cumulative percentages of total income 

received against the cumulative number of recipients, starting with the poorest individual or 

household. The Gini index measures the area between the Lorenz curve and a hypothetical line 

of absolute equality, expressed as a percentage of the maximum area under the line. Thus, a 

Gini index of 0 represents perfect equality, while an index of 100 implies perfect inequality 

(World Bank Open Data, n.d.-a).   

 

3.4 Research Method 

3.4.1 Data Structure  

The new dataset combining the ESS survey data and the EFI used for this thesis contains all the variables 

discussed in section 3.4. As the level of neoliberalism is a central feature of this research, the data is 

analysed by using a multilevel logistic model as observed individuals are nested (grouped) within their 
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respective countries. The data is hierarchical, each observation has a dependency on the context of the 

respective country within which the individual is situated. The countries in turn all have been scored 

for their ‘level of neoliberalism’ as discussed previously in section 3.4.2. The dependent variable FRPV 

is a binary variable. 

 

Because of the hierarchical nature of the data and the dependent variable being binary a Generalized 

Linear Mixed Model (GLMM) was used as this is the most suitable procedure to analyse the specific 

data used in this research (Heck et al., 2012 see Chapter 4). The target distribution and relationship 

with the logistic model in SPSS therefore is a binary logistic regression and the data is hierarchically 

structured on the country level. The logistic regression analysis was deemed to be most appropriate 

for the analysis because logistic regression is a method to determine the reason-result relationship of 

independent variable(s) with dependent variable(s). The logistic regression predicts group membership 

of one or the other of the two dependent variable categories (Binary Logistic Regression Analysis in 

SPSS, 2021). In this analysis this corresponds to the dependent variable FRPV where 0 = did not vote 

for a far-right party and 1 = voted for a far-right party in the last election.    

 

3.4.2 Assumptions of Logistic Regression 

Tests of the model assumptions can be found in Appendix 3 accompanying this thesis. Tests for linearity 

of the logit and multicollinearity were executed. Logistic regression differs from linear regression and 

general linear models when it comes to many key assumptions. Logistic regression does not require a 

linear relationship between the dependent and independent variables. The error terms (residuals) do 

not need to be normally distributed. Homoscedasticity is not required and finally, the dependent 

variable in logistic regression is not measured on an interval or ratio scale (Statistics Solutions, 2024).  

 

The assumptions that apply are:  

1. Binary logistic regression requires the dependent variable to be binary.  
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2. Logistic regression requires the observations to be independent of each other. The 

observations should not come from repeated measurements or matched data.  

3. Logistic regression requires there to be little or no multicollinearity among the predictor 

(independent) variables. The independent variables should therefore not be too highly 

correlated with each other.  

4. Logistic regression assumes linearity of independent variables and log odds of the dependent 

variable. The dependent and independent variables are not required to be related linearly; the 

analysis does require that the independent variables are linearly related to the log odds of the 

dependent variable.   

5. Logistic regression typically requires a large sample size.  

 

The first assumption is met as the dependent variable FRPV is binary. The second assumption is also 

met, because the ESS provides data that is coded/numbered for each respondent as to make certain 

that this problem does not occur. 1. The third assumption has been assessed and the results of the 

tests can be found in Appendix 3. To make sure that there were no problems of multicollinearity the 

continuous independent variables have been standardized as z-scores with a mean of 0 and a standard 

deviation of 1. Appendix 3 shows that there are no problems of multicollinearity with the standardized 

variables. The fourth assumption was also tested and is not completely met, this is because the variable 

neoliberalism is not linearly related to the log odds of the dependent variable. The fifth assumption is 

also met as the ESS provides a large sample size of respondents for each country analysed.  

 

3.4.3 Generalized Linear Mixed Models 

The GLMM procedure has three components, which include (Heck et al., 2012 p.240):  

 

- The random component that specifies the variance in terms of the mean (μij), or expected 

value, of Yij for individual I in group j;  
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- The structural component that relates the transformed predictor ηij of Y to a set of predictors. 

- The link function g(.), which connects the expected value (μij) of Y to the transformed predicted 

values of ηij, therefore providing the relationship between the linear predictor and the mean 

of the distribution function.  

  

Multilevel modelling contributes to the understanding of hierarchical data structures by allowing for 

analysis of structural and variance/covariance parameters. In the multilevel model the focus typically 

lies on output concerning two types of model parameters. Structural parameters are referred to as the 

model’s fixed effects. These include intercept coefficients (for example a group mean) or slope 

coefficients (for example the relationship between gender and voting for a far-right party). “The 

complete set of variances and covariances in model parameters is referred to as its covariance 

components” (Singer & Willett, 2003; Heck et al., 2012 p.250). In the context of multilevel models, a 

distinction can be made between fixed and random coefficients. “Linear models were thought of as 

having fixed intercepts and fixed slopes, but the idea that parameters can vary opens up three 

possibilities” (Field, 2018, p.943):  

- Random intercept, fixed slope; 

- Random slope, fixed intercept; and  

- Random intercept, random slope 

 

A random intercept, fixed slope model was used. The random intercept is important because it controls 

for non-observed variables that might have impact on the relationship on the country level. The slope 

is fixed because the difference of the relationship is analysed by the included interaction effects.  
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Chapter 4: Analyses & Results 

4.1 Descriptive Analysis 

In this chapter, the results of the analyses for the different hypotheses are interpreted and discussed. 

The different hypotheses are discussed individually before concluding this chapter with an overall 

interpretation of the results. Table 1 shows an overview of the descriptive statistics of the independent 

and dependent variables used in the analysis. Because the scale variables were standardized with a 

mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 these descriptions have not been reported in the table.   
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Table 4.1: Data Definition of the used variables (N = 28,922) 

Variable Levela Description Values Measurement 

Cntry Country Country identifier  

(23 countries) 

 

Integer Ordinal 

FRPV Individual Outcome variable for far-

right party vote (dependent 

variable) 

0 = did not vote for a 

far-right party 

1 = did vote for a far-

right party 

Nominal 

Neoliberalism Country Predictor variable 

(standardized factor score) 

representing the index score 

of neoliberalism in a country 

-1.66 to 1.67 Scale 

Imm_view Individual Predictor variable 

(standardized factor score) 

representing view of 

immigration, lower scores 

indicate immigration 

scepticism while higher 

scores indicate a more 

favourable view of 

immigration 

-2.27 to 1.67 Scale 

Hincfel Individual Predictor variable 

representing feeling about 

household’s income 

nowadays 

1 = Living comfortably 

on present income 

2 = Coping on present 

income 

3 = Difficult on 

present income 

4 = Very difficult on 

present income 

Nominal 

Pol_trust Individual Predictor variable 

(standardized factor score) 

representing political trust, 

lower scores represent less 

-1.67 to 2.67  Scale 
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political trust, higher scores 

more trust in politics 

GDP_cap2018 Country Predictor variable concerning 

GDP per capita in a country, 

indicates average wealth in a 

country 

-1.64 to 2.91  Scale 

Gini Index Country Predictor variable 

representing the level of 

economic income inequality 

in a   country 

-1.88 to 2.59 Scale 

Agea Individual Predictor variable 

(standardized factor score) 

representing age of 

respondent 

-1.94 to 2.07 Scale 

Gndr Individual Demographic predictor 

variable representing 

respondent’s gender 

0 = female  

1 = male 

Nominal 

Hinctnta Individual Predictor variable 

(standardized factor score) 

representing in which income 

decimal a respondent 

belongs within a country 

-1.51 to 1.71 Scale 

Lrscale Individual Predictor variable 

(standardized factor score) 

representing reported left or 

right ideological position of 

respondent 

-2.28 to 2.21 Scale 

a Individual = Level 1; Country = Level 2.  
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4.2 The Unconditional (Null) Model 

The first hypothesis is used to analyse whether neoliberalism in a country has a positive effect on far-

right voting. This is a country level effect, therefore first an unconditional (no predictors) model was 

estimated to examine the extent of variability of the dichotomous outcome across Level-2 units. 

 

Table 4.2: The Unconditional (Null) Model Covariance Parameters  

Covariance parameters  

    Residual effect  0 

    Random effects 1 

Design matrix columns  

    Fixed effects 1 

    Random effects 1a 

Common subjects 23 

Note: Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects 

and are used to chunk the data for better performance. 

a This is the number of columns per common subject. 

 

Table 2 indicates one fixed effect (the country means probability of voting for the far-right) and one 

random effect (the randomly varying intercept) to be estimated. This pertains to the random and fixed 

effect in the model. The number of Level-2 units (countries) is also summarized (N = 23).  
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Table 4.3: The Unconditional (Null) Model: Fixed effects 

      95 % Confidence interval 

for exp(coefficient)  

Model 

Term 

Coefficients Std. 

error 

T Sig. Exp(coefficient) Lower Upper 

Intercept -2.846 0.314 -9.072 0.000 0.058 0.031 0.107 

Note: Probability distribution: binomial; link function: logit. 

 

In table 3 the intercept log odds are summarized. The estimated log odds are -2.846 (SE = 0.314, t =       

-9.072, p < 0.001) the intercept can be interpreted as the predicted log of the odds that a respondent 

will vote for the far-right when that individual has a standing of 0 on the other predictors and holding 

the random effect constant at 0. This assumption is made when considering the effects of individual 

predictors on the unit-specific outcomes in multilevel models. In the unconditional model there are no 

individual predictors. The odds ratio (Exp(coefficient)) suggests that citizens are about 0.058 times 

more likely to vote for a far-right party than for another party  within the average country. In other 

words, citizens are about 17.24 times more likely to vote for a party that is not indicated as belonging 

to the far-right than for a party that belongs to the far-right within the average country.  

 

Table 4.4: The Unconditional (Null) Model: Variance Components 

     95 % Confidence interval 

 

Model Term Estimate Std. 

error 

Z-Test Sig. Lower Upper 

Var(Intercept) -2.412 0.817 2.953 0.003 1.242 4.683 

Note: Covariance Structure: Variance components; Subject Specification: cntry. 

 

The variance components are summarized in table 4. The z-test (z = 2.953, p < 0.05) suggests that the 

intercept variance varies between Level-2 units. Therefore, statistically significant variability in 

intercepts across countries can be assumed, which justifies developing a multilevel model. Residual 
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variance at Level 1 is scaled to 1.0, so it cannot be tested for statistical significance. It is merely a means 

of providing a metric for the underlying latent predictor. The scale factor can be used to calculate the 

intraclass correlation (ICC). The ICC describes the proportion of variance that lies between units relative 

to the total variance. For these data, the ICC = 0.423 which suggests that about 42.3% of the variability 

of far-right voting lies between countries.  

 

4.3 Defining the Within-Country Variables 

Given that there is considerable variability between countries in likelihood for citizens to vote for far-

right parties, a multilevel model is developed to explain this variability. The second step in the analysis 

is to estimate a model with only the Level-1 predictors. In this model al Level 1 variables are used that 

have been described in table 4.1. The Level-1 predictors are: ‘immigration view’, ‘feeling about 

household’s income’, ‘political trust’, ‘age’, ‘gender’, ‘household income’ and ‘ideological position’ (left-

right scale).  

 

For the within country model, as can be seen in table 4.5, 7 fixed effects and one random effect are 

estimated. However, because some predictors are specified as either dichotomous or consist of more 

factors the model also sees the different categories as fixed effects. Therefore, in total there are 15 

fixed effects, but there are only 13 total parameters to be estimated, because two categories are 

redundant. There is no Level-1 residual listed in the table because it is fixed to 1.0 and therefore there 

is no residual to interpret.   
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Table 4.5: Within Country Model: Covariance Parameters  

Covariance parameters  

    Residual effect  0 

    Random effects 1 

Design matrix columns  

    Fixed effects 15 

    Random effects 1a 

Common subjects 23 

Note: Common subjects are based on the subject specifications for the residual and random effects 

and are used to chunk the data for better performance. 

a This is the number of columns per common subject. 
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Table 4.5: Within-Country Model: Fixed effects 

      95% Confidence 

interval for 

exp(coefficient) 

Model 

term 

Coefficient Std. 

error 

T Sig. Exp(coefficient) Lower Upper 

Intercept -3.119 0.344 -9.080 0.000 0.044 0.023 0.087 

Imm_view -0.513 0.095 -5.412 0.000 0.599 0.497 0.721 

Hincfel = 4 -0.009 0.163 -0.056 0.956 0.991 0.720 1.363 

Hincfel = 3   0.017 0.137  0.124 0.901 1.017 0.778 1.330 

Hincfel = 2   0.081 0.092  0.872 0.383 1.084 0.904 1.299 

Hincfel = 1  0a       

Pol_trust -0.038 0.085 -0.451 0.652 0.962 0.815 1.136 

Agea  0.147 0.058  2.530 0.011 1.158 1.034 1.298 

Gndr = 1   0.299 0.065  4.576 0.000 1.348 1.186 1.533 

Gndr = 0  0a       

Hinctnta  0.026 0.038  0.690 0.490 1.026 0.953 1.106 

Lrscale  0.630 0.200  3.157 0.002 1.878 1.270 2.777 

Note: Probability distribution: Binominal; Link function: Logit. 

a This coefficient is set to 0 because it is redundant. 

 

Table 4.5 provides the fixed-effect output for the within-country model. The reference parameters are 

0 because they are redundant. The dichotomous and categorical variables are given in terms of the 

different coded groups. All outcomes present can be interpreted as occurring when controlling for the 

other variables included in the model. Specifically, all outcomes can be interpreted as occurring when 

controlling for age, gender, income and left-right ideology. The outcome shows that view of 

immigration as a predictor variable, which was standardized to facilitate comparison across different 

predictors, has a coefficient of -0.513, this indicates that for each standard deviation increase in the 

view of immigration variable, the log-odds of voting for a far-right party decrease by 0.513. Lower 

scores on this variable indicate a higher level of immigration scepticism while higher values indicate a 

more favourable opinion of immigration. So, people with a lower score on this variable are more likely 
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to vote for far-right parties. A higher level of immigration scepticism (indicated by a lower score on this 

variable) therefore is significantly related to voting for far-right parties. The odds ratio is 0.599 this 

means that a one standard deviation increase in the variable, meaning a more favourable regard of 

immigration indicate a decrease in the odds of voting for the far-right by 40.1%. Or in other words a 

one standard deviation decrease in the variable, being a less favourable opinion of migrant makes 

someone 1.67 times more likely to vote for a far-right party. This relationship is supported by a 95% 

confidence interval for the odds ratio (P < 0.000; 0.497 to 0.721) this indicates a robust and statistically 

significant effect.  

   

The second variable of interest is the categorical variable ‘Hincfel’ representing people’s feelings about 

their household’s economic situation. Each categorical variable is compared to the reference category 

Hincfel = 1 which represents a person living comfortably on their present income. Hincfel = 2 which 

represents coping on present income, has a coefficient of 0.081 which represents the change in log-

odds when moving from the reference category to Hincfel = 2. The effect is not significant as p = 0.383, 

the odds ratio increases by 8.4% when compared to the reference category. Hincfel = 3 represents 

finding it difficult on present income. This variable has a coefficient of 0.017 and the effect is not 

significant (p = 0.901) the odds ratio represents a 1.7% increase in the odds of voting for a far-right 

party when compared to the reference category. Hincfel = 4 consists of finding it very difficult to live 

on present income. The coefficient is -0.009 which signals that this category represents a lower log-

odds when compared to the reference variable. The effect is not significant as p = 0.956, the odds ratio 

represents a 0,9% decrease in the odds of voting for a far-right party when compared to the reference 

category. 

 

Pol_trust represents the aggregated trust in the parliament, politicians and political parties of a citizen. 

The lower scores represent lower trust while a higher score represents a higher level of political trust. 

The variable has a coefficient of -0.038 meaning that for each standard deviation increase of political 
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trust, the log-odds of voting for a far-right party decrease by 0.038. A one standard deviation increase 

in political trust is associated with a 3.8% decrease in the odds of voting for a far-right party. This result 

is not statistically significant (p=0.652).  

 

The level-2 variance component for the intercept is summarized in table 4.6. The z-test is significant   (p 

= 0.003), which suggests that significant variance in the probability of voting for the far-right exists 

across the countries. Therefore, another model is constructed that also includes Level-2 variables.  

 

Table 4.6: Within-Country Model: Variance Components 

     95 % Confidence interval 

 

Model Term Estimate Std. 

error 

Z-Test Sig. Lower Upper 

Var(Intercept) 2.316 0.779 2.974 0.003 1.198 4.477 

Note: Covariance Structure: Variance components; Subject Specification: cntry. 
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Table 4.7: 2-Level Model: Fixed effects  

      95% Confidence 

interval for 

exp(coefficient) 

Model term Coefficient Std. 

error 

T Sig. Exp(coefficient) Lower Upper 

Intercept -3.155 0.2840 -11.110 0.000 0.043 0.024 0.074 

Neoliberalism -0.690 0.266 -2.592 0.010 0.502 0.298 0.845 

Imm_view -0.527 0.096 -5.494 0.000 0.590 0.489 0.712 

Hincfel = 4  0.007 0.160  0.041 0.967 1.007 0.736 1.377 

Hincfel = 3   0.018 0.139  0.132 0.895 1.018 0.776 1.336 

Hincfel = 2   0.075 0.093  0.806 0.420 1.078 0.898 1.294 

Hincfel = 1  0a       

Pol_trust -0.030 0.084 -0.353 0.724 0.971 0.823 1.145 

GDP_cap2018 -0.960 0.374 -2.567 0.010 0.383 0.184 0.797 

Gini index -0.152 0.239 -0.637 0.524 0.859 0.538 1.371 

Agea  0.149 0.058  2.556 0.011 1.160 1.035 1.301 

Gndr = 1   0.300 0.066  4.532 0.000 1.350 1.185 1.536 

Gndr = 0  0a       

Hinctnta  0.020 0.038  0.529 0.597 1.020 0.947 1.100 

Lrscale  0.636 0.2029 3.135 0.002 1.889 1.269 2.812 

Note: Probability distribution: binomial; Link function: logit. 

a This coefficient is set to 0 because it is redundant.  

 

In table 4.7 the country level variables Neoliberalism, GDP_cap2018 and Gini index have been added 

to the model. Regarding the intercepts, the within-school estimates remain about the same as 

compared to the within country model. The Level-2 variable neoliberalism that has been added has an 

intercept of -0.690 and is thus negatively related to far-right voting. This suggests that increasing one 

standard deviation (SD) of the level of neoliberalism in a country decreases the probability of voting for 

the far-right by 0.690 log odds units compared with countries at the mean (holding other effects 

constant). In terms of odds ratios, as the level of neoliberalism is increased by one standard deviation, 

the odds that Y = 1 are multiplied by 0.502. Which means that the odds are reduced by 49,8%. The 
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effect is deemed significant with a p = 0.010 (p < 0.05) indicating a certainty of 95% of a significant 

effect. Hypothesis 1 is therefore rejected as the result finds a significant inverse effect compared to the 

expected effect of neoliberalism on voting for a far-right party.  
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4.4 Cross-Level Interaction  

Table 4.8: Cross-Level interaction model: Fixed effects  

      95% Confidence 

interval for 

exp(coefficient) 

Model term Coefficient Std. 

error 

T Sig. Exp(coefficient) Lower Upper 

Intercept -3.247 0.282  11.512 0.000 0.039 0.022 0.068 

Neoliberalism -0.817 0.284 -2.878 0.004 0.442 0.253 0.771 

Imm_view -0.510 0.090 -5.643 0.000 0.601 0.503 0.717 

Hincfel = 4  0.054 0.162  0.334 0.738 1.056 0.768 1.451 

Hincfel = 3   0.146 0.129  1.133 0.257 1.158 0.899 1.491 

Hincfel = 2   0.195 0.104  1.875 0.061 1.215 0.991 1.489 

Hincfel = 1  0a       

Pol_trust -0.025 0.880 -0.284 0.776 0.975 0.821 1.159 

GDP_cap2018 -0.940 0.375 -2.508 0.012 0.391 0.187 0.814 

Gini index -0.178 0.223 -0.776 0.437 0.837 0.533 1.313 

Agea  0.149 0.059  2.527 0.011 1.160 1.034 1.302 

Gndr = 1   0.297 0.065  4.564 0.000 1.346 1.185 1.530 

Gndr = 0  0a       

Hinctnta  0.026 0.036  0.717 0.474 1.026 0.956 1.101 

Lrscale  0.627 0.210  2.983 0.003 1.872 1.240 2.826 

Imm_view*Neolibb  0.130 0.083   1.571 0.116 1.139 0.968 1.339 

Pol_Trust*Neolibb -0.022 0.082 -0.272 0.786 0.978 0.833 1.148 

Neolibb*(Hincfel = 

4) 

 0.488 0.148  3.305 0.000 1.629 1.220 2.175 

Neolibb*(Hincfel = 

3) 

 0.267 0.154  1.739 0.082 1.306 0.967 1.765 

Neolibb*(Hincfel = 

2) 

 0.203 0.116  1.750 0.080 1.225 0.976 1.538 

Neolibb*(Hincfel = 

1) 

0a       

Note: Probability distribution: binomial; Link function: logit. 

a This coefficient is set to 0 because it is redundant. 
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b  Neolib Represents the variable Neoliberalism  

 

4.5 Results of Hypothesis 1 & General Findings 

Table 4.8 presents the fixed effects of this model with the slope interactions added. In this new model 

the significant relationship found between neoliberalism and far-right voting creates a stronger effect 

than in the last model. The finding provides the result that between countries, the level of 

neoliberalism is negatively related to the probability of voting for the far-right (y01 = -0.817, p = 0.004). 

This suggests that increasing one standard deviation in terms of the level of neoliberalism in a country 

decreases the probability of voting for the far-right by 0.817 log odds units compared with countries at 

the mean. In terms of odds ratios, as neoliberalism is increased by one standard deviation, the odds 

that Y = 1 (voted for a far-right party) are multiplied by 0.442 and thus reduced by 55,8%. The 

hypothesis thus can be rejected and in reverse of the inference that this research has made the results 

indicate that neoliberalism is negatively related to far-right voting. What this finding means for this 

study is discussed in more detail in chapter 6 in the conclusion and discussion of this thesis.   

 

Hincfel = 2 is also significantly related to far-right voting in this model, although the relationship is only 

modestly significant at p < 0.10 (p = 0.061). This indicates that people who are coping on their present 

income are more likely to vote for far-right parties. The coefficient indicates that compared to people 

who are living comfortably on their present income, people who are coping on their present income 

have a higher probability of voting for the far-right of 0.198 log odds units. In terms of odds ratios, the 

odds that someone votes for the far-right are multiplied by 1.220, meaning that the likelihood increases 

by 22,0%. Concerning the other indicators of people’s feeling about their household income no 

significant relationship is found. For people finding it difficult on their present income (hincfel = 3) the 

p value is 0.257 and for people finding it very difficult to cope on their present income (hincfel = 4) a p 

value of 0.738 is found.  
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The model indicates a significant effect of age on voting for far-right parties with a coefficient of 0.149 

(p = 0.011) indicating that for a higher value of one’s age of one standard deviation the log odds of 

voting for a far-right party increase by 0.149. In terms of odds ratios, the odds that someone votes for 

a far-right party are multiplied by 1.161 indicating that the likelihood of voting for a far-right party 

increases by 16,1`%. 

 

The gender of a person has a significant effect on voting for a far-right party. Men are 0.297 log odds 

more likely to vote for a far-right party than women, this effect is significant (p = 0.000). In terms of 

odds ratios, the odds that a man votes for a far-right party when compared to women are 1.346 greater. 

The likelihood of voting for a far-right party increases by 34,6% when comparing men to women.  

 

A significant effect is found for the variable ‘Lrscale’. For this variable this indicates that one standard 

deviation increase in someone’s own indicated position on the left-right ideological scale is significantly 

related (p = 0.003) with an increase of the log odds of voting for a far-right party by 0.627. in terms of 

odds ratios, the odds that someone votes for a far-right party are multiplied by 1.872 for each standard 

deviation increase, meaning that the likelihood of voting for a far-right party increases by 87,2%. 

Ideological position is thus deemed to very strongly indicate or predict whether or not someone will 

vote for a far-right party.  

 

4.6 Results of Hypothesis 2 

The second hypothesis is stated as follows:  The effect of immigration scepticism on far-right support is 

stronger in countries with a higher level of neoliberalism.  

 

Regarding the second hypothesis the Cross-Level interaction effect between neoliberalism and 

immigration scepticism has been tested. The coefficient is 0.130 and the effect found is not significant 

with p > 0.10 (p = 0.116). This gives the result that the level of neoliberalism in a country is unrelated 
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to the relationship between immigration scepticism and far-right voting. Therefore, the second 

hypothesis cannot be accepted. The results indicate that there is a significant relationship between 

immigration scepticism and far-right voting, but that the level of neoliberalism in a country does not 

(significantly) impact this relationship. This likely points towards a strong relationship between 

immigration scepticism and voting for the far-right in most of the EU member states included in the 

analysis. Therefore, the level of economic structures do not impact this relationship strongly, this points 

towards the importance placed on the factor of immigration for people who vote for the far-right. The 

socioeconomic factor seems to be of a lesser importance than the factor of migration concerning voting 

for a far-right party.  

 

4.7 Results of Hypothesis 3 

The third formulated hypothesis: The effect of economic uncertainty on far-right support is stronger in 

countries with a higher level of neoliberalism.  

 

This hypothesis was tested with the Cross-Level interaction effect between neoliberalism and the 

variable hincfel. The variable hincfel consists of four categories, 1 = living comfortably on present 

income, 2 = coping on present income, 3 = difficult on present income and 4 = very difficult on present 

income. The results of the model show that there is only a significant relationship between one of these 

categories and far-right voting. The results show that coping on present income is positively related to 

voting for far-right parties. The third hypothesis deals with how these effects differ between levels of 

neoliberalism in a country. The results of the Cross-Level interaction variable show that there is a 

significant interaction between the level of neoliberalism and hincfel = 4, the category representing 

very difficult on present income. The coefficient is 0.488 with p < 0.001. The interaction coefficient 

represents the difference between the effect of finding it very difficult on present income and voting 

for the far-right for different levels of neoliberalism. The coefficient shows that for a country with a 1 

standard deviation increase in the level of neoliberalism the log odds increase by 0.488 when compared 
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to the reference category. The odds ratio thus increases for people who are having it very difficult on 

their income when the level of neoliberalism is higher, this increase of odds ratio for one standard 

deviation of the level of neoliberalism in a country is 62,9%. The third hypothesis can therefore partially 

be accepted as the results have shown that the level of neoliberalism in a country can have a significant 

positive effect on the relationship between one’s feeling about their income and voting for a far-right 

party. However, this is only the case for people who feel that they are having it very difficult on their 

income.  

 

4.8 Results of Hypothesis 4 

The fourth formulated hypothesis: The effect of political distrust on far-right support is stronger in 

countries with a higher level of neoliberalism. The fourth hypothesis was tested with the Cross-Level 

interaction effect between neoliberalism and the variable Pol_trust. The relationship between political 

trust and voting for a far-right party does not constitute a significant relationship in the examined 

models. The Cross-Level interaction effect also appears to be unrelated. Regarding the interaction no 

significant relationship was found, thus the result is that the level of neoliberalism in a country is 

unrelated to the relationship between political trust and voting for a far-right party (coefficient = -0.022, 

p = 0.790). The fourth hypothesis is therefore rejected.  
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4.9  Overview of the Results  

 

Table 4.9: an overview of the tested hypotheses and results 

Hypothesis  Conclusion 

H.1. A higher level of neoliberalism in a country has a 

positive effect on voting preferences for far-right 

parties in the EU. 

Results show an inverse effect  

H.2. The effect of immigration scepticism on far-right 

support is stronger in countries with a higher level of 

neoliberalism.   

Refuted 

H.3. The effect of economic insecurity on far-right 

support is stronger in countries with a higher level of 

neoliberalism.   

Partially supported: 

a significant interaction is 

found between the level of 

neoliberalism and the 

relationship between people 

finding it very difficult to 

manage on their present 

income and voting for the far-

right 

H.4. The effect of political distrust on far-right support is 

stronger in countries with a higher level of 

neoliberalism. 

Refuted 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion & Reflection 

This thesis started with a background of far-right parties receiving increasing electoral support within 

Europe and in particular now getting a political foothold in the EU. At the ending stage of writing this 

research this prediction seems to have come to fruition (Stevis-Gridneff, 2024). In this context the aim 

of this research was to quantitatively investigate the relationship between neoliberal socio-economic 

structures and the rise of the far-right in the EU. The aims of this thesis are to increase understanding 

of neoliberalism, the far-right and how economic structures interact with determinants of voting for 

far-right parties. The relationship between neoliberalism and the far-right has been theorised by a 

multitude of scholars. However, actually trying to capture the relationship in a quantitative manner has 

not as often been researched. This thesis adds insight to the literature by using quantitative research 

methods to analyse this relationship and more explicitly research the mechanisms through which 

neoliberalism influences increased far-right support. The electoral success of the far-right is a much-

discussed subject as is the ways in which the mainstream can or should respond to this seemingly new 

political reality (Geese, 2024).   

 

The data analysis was done on the basis of the inference that neoliberalism as the dominant political 

doctrine of the last decades has led to the electoral rise of the far-right. Better understanding of 

neoliberalism as the dominant political and economic policy direction within the EU, as well as the far-

right and the interaction is critical to the future of the EU because of the threat to the liberal world 

order that the far-right entails (Guriev & Papaioannou, 2022).  

 

This thesis has tested relationships of interaction between neoliberalism and voting for a far-right party 

through three main mechanisms. The first constitutes the impact of neoliberalism on the relationship 

between immigration scepticism and voting for the far-right. The second mechanism analysed was the 

impact of neoliberalism on the relationship between economic insecurity and voting for far-right 
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parties. The final mechanism focused on the effect of neoliberalism on the relationship between 

political distrust and voting for far-right parties.  

 

5.1 Conclusion 

The findings of this study are mixed and further research is needed to better understand how 

neoliberalism interacts with the electoral success of the far-right. The first hypothesis of this research 

was formulated as: ‘A higher level of neoliberalism in a country has a positive effect on voting 

preferences for far-right parties in the EU.’ An unexpected negative relationship between neoliberalism 

on the country level and voting for the far-right was found, therefore the other findings of this study 

have to be interpreted while considering this unexpected finding. The study does find that the level of 

neoliberalism in a country can intersect with economic uncertainty and contribute to voting for the far-

right. This finding points towards possible ventures for future research on the interactions between 

neoliberal structures and economic concerns leading to voters voting for the far-right.  

 

The second hypothesis was used to analyse the Cross-Level interaction between neoliberalism and the 

relationship between immigration scepticism and voting for the far-right. A significant relation was 

found of immigration scepticism on voting for far-right parties. However, this relationship is not 

significantly impacted by the level of neoliberalism in a country. Based on the inferences made in this 

thesis and the scientific literature on this topic it is most likely that the relationship between 

immigration scepticism and voting for a far-right party is high in countries with all levels of 

neoliberalism. Therefore, the impact of neoliberalism on this relationship is not significant. One 

possible explanation for this strong relationship between immigration scepticism and voting for the far-

right across countries with different levels of neoliberal economic structures could be the issue 

ownership of immigration by the far-right (Dennison & Goodwin, 2015; Petrocik, 1996). The far-right is 

considered the issue owner of immigration and thus far-right parties are often very focused on 

immigration. It seems pertinent that people who are sceptic of immigration will be significantly more 
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likely to vote for far-right parties. This research points towards evidence that this relationship is stable 

and not significantly impacted by the level of neoliberalism in a country.  

 

The third hypothesis: The effect of immigration scepticism on far-right support is stronger in countries 

with a higher level of neoliberalism was partially supported by the results of the model. The results 

show that in countries with a higher level of neoliberalism the effect of people belonging to the 

category ‘very difficult on present income’ is significantly greater than in countries with a lower level 

of neoliberalism. This could point towards an indication that neoliberal structures can increase the 

relationship between economic uncertainty and voting for far-right parties. The result shows that 

people who are feeling most economically insecure and in a country with a higher level of neoliberalism 

will be more likely to vote for a far-right party. This partially supports the inference made that the so 

called ‘politics of the left-behinds’ leads to votes for far-right parties (Ford and Goodwin, 2014). It must 

be noted that due to the conflicting result of the first hypothesis more research would be needed on 

this front before accepting this as a generalizable result.  

 

The fourth hypothesis was used to examine the effect of neoliberalism on the relationship between 

political distrust and voting for a far-right party. The hypothesis was formulated as follows: The effect 

of political distrust on far-right support is stronger in countries with a higher level of neoliberalism. The 

results showed that the level of neoliberalism in a country is unrelated to the relationship between 

political distrust and voting for the far-right. There was also no significant effect found between political 

distrust and voting for a far-right party in the analysis.  
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5.2 Discussion  

The findings and conclusions of this research paint a mixed picture of how neoliberal structures in a 

country influence the relationship between the different mechanisms of voting for the far-right. The 

results of the first hypothesis show a negatively related relationship between neoliberalism in a country 

and voting for far-right parties. This relationship is unexpected and goes against the inference that was 

made in this research. Possible explanations for this finding could be tied to the way in which the level 

of neoliberalism in a country was operationalised. The operationalisation is based on government 

consumption, transfers and subsidies, the top marginal income tax, income and payroll tax, hiring and 

firing regulations, centralized collective bargaining, regulation of work hours, and administrative 

requirements. It is possible that this representation of neoliberalism does not capture the concept fully 

and therefore the results of the first hypothesis might be more related to other country level 

explanatory factors. For instance, it is possible that the aggregated score of neoliberalism is partially 

conflated with a countries relative wealth which could obscure the impact of its economic structures 

on voting for the far-right. The concept of neoliberalism is multi-faceted and hard to capture in data, 

therefore other operationalisations might be able to better capture the concept and thus provide more 

insightful results. Another possible explanation is that there is a significant explanatory factor within 

countries as well as between countries. Further analysis could include a sub-national level to test for 

the relationship within countries as economic inequality between countries is on the decline while 

economic inequality within countries is on the rise (Chancel et al., 2022). It is also possible that adding 

a temporal dimension in future research can give a better understanding of the relationship, if changes 

are tracked over time the level of wealth of a country should provide less of an impact which could 

offer a better explanation of how changes in the level of neoliberalism in a country relate to the far-

right.  Finally, the EFI data is focused on a global scale, it is possible that due to problems with selection 

bias only a part of the relationship between neoliberal economic structures and the far-right is found 

in this research. Analysing the relationship on a global scale might therefore be a better option to 

understand the full relationship.  
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The result of the second hypothesis confirms the strong relationship between immigration scepticism 

and the far-right. The results show that the level of neoliberalism does not significantly interact with 

this relationship. This is likely a result of this strong relationship, this indicates that immigration 

scepticism and voting for the far-right provides a strong relation regardless of the level of neoliberal 

institutions in a country.  

 

The results do indicate an effect of the level of neoliberalism in a country and the relationship between 

economic insecurity. For the people most insecure about their ability to manage on their present 

income and voting for the far-right a significant interaction with the level of neoliberalism is found. This 

can indicate that economic concerns and levels of neoliberalism or neoliberal economic policy led to a 

higher likelihood of voting for the far-right. This finding has to be taken with caution though in light of 

the findings of the first hypothesis and more research is necessary to further analyse this relation.  

 

Finally, no significant relation between political distrust and voting for the far-right was found. Also, no 

interaction effect was found. The absence of finding a significant effect of political distrust on voting 

for the far-right can possibly be explained by far-right parties joining government coalitions and slowly 

being more acceptable to a wider electorate (Muis et al., 2021). When far-right parties join government 

coalitions it is possible that their voters feel less distrustful and dissatisfied with politics as they see that 

their political views are being represented to a greater extent. It is also possible that most of the far-

right electorate used to be distrustful of politics, but because of normalisation of far-right parties now 

a new electorate that is not overtly distrustful of politics, but for example is very anti-immigration votes 

for the far-right which lessens the relationship between distrust in politics and voting for the far-right.  

 

Overall, the results of this research are mixed and do not point toward a specific direction. The 

operationalisation and measurement of the concept neoliberalism could be improved in future 
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research to provide more insightful results. The interpretation of the interaction effects have been 

hampered by the usage of SPSS. To more accurately interpret the interaction effects the results should 

be plotted for all values of the independent variable. This could reveal that the interaction coefficient 

is only relevant for certain values, but unfortunately this cannot be tested using SPSS.  

 

The findings in this study should hopefully pave the way for more researchers to look into the 

consequences of the neoliberalism and use this framework to understand the changes in politics and 

society that we see at the present time. Concerning EU politics the mixed results of this research cannot 

provide clear policy recommendations other than that the way to stifle the far-right is not by moving 

closer to the far-right or normalising their rhetoric.  

 

 

  



72 
 

References 

Acemoglu, D., Autor, D., Dorn, D., Hanson, G. H., & Price, B. (2016). Import competition and the great 

US employment sag of the 2000s. Journal of Labor Economics, 34(S1), S141-S198. 

  

Autor, D. H., Dorn, D., & Hanson, G. H. (2013). The China syndrome: Local labor market effects of import 

competition in the United States. American economic review, 103(6), 2121-2168.  

 

Bauman, Z (2008) Happiness in a Society of Individuals. Soundings 38: 19–28 

 

Baur, R., Green, E. G. T., & Helbling, M. (2016). Immigration-related political culture and support for 

radical right parties. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 42(11), 1748–1773. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183x.2015.1125778 

   

Binary Logistic Regression Analysis in SPSS (2021, October 7). ResearchWithFawad. 

https://researchwithfawad.com/index.php/lp-courses/data-analysis-using-spss/binary-logistic-

regression-analysis-in-spss/  

 

Boas, T. C., & Gans-Morse, J. (2009). Neoliberalism: From new liberal philosophy to Anti-Liberal slogan. 

Studies in Comparative International Development, 44(2), 137–161. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12116-

009-9040-5  

 

Breemersch, K., J. Damijan and J. Konings (2017), “Labour Market Polarization in Advanced Countries: 

Impact of Global Value Chains, Technology, Import Competition from China and Labour Market 

Institutions”, OECD Social, Employment and Migration Working Papers, No. 197, OECD Publishing, Paris. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/06804863-en 

  

Brown, W. (2015). Undoing the demos. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt17kk9p8  

  

Cafruny, A. W., & Ryner, J. (2003). Introduction: The Study of European Integration in the Neoliberal 

Era. In A Ruined Fortress? Neoliberal Hegemony and Transformation in Europe. 

 

Chancel, L., Piketty, T., Saez, E., Zucman, G. et al. World Inequality Report 2022, World Inequality Lab 

wir2022.wid.world  

about:blank
https://researchwithfawad.com/index.php/lp-courses/data-analysis-using-spss/binary-logistic-regression-analysis-in-spss/
https://researchwithfawad.com/index.php/lp-courses/data-analysis-using-spss/binary-logistic-regression-analysis-in-spss/
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


73 
 

Chang, H. (2002). Kicking away the ladder: Development Strategy in Historical Perspective. Anthem 

Press. 

 

Citrin, J., & Stoker, L. (2018). Political trust in a cynical age. Annual Review of Political Science, 21(1), 

49–70. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-050316-092550  

 

Colantone, I., & Stanig, P. (2018). The Trade Origins of Economic Nationalism: import competition and 

voting behavior in Western Europe. American Journal of Political Science, 62(4), 936–953. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12358 

 

Crouch, C. (2020). Post-democracy after the crises. John Wiley & Sons. 

 

Cunningham, K., Hix, S., Dennison, S., & Learmonth, I. (2024, February 8). A sharp right turn: A forecast 

for the 2024 European Parliament elections. ECFR. Retrieved February 25, 2024, from 

https://ecfr.eu/publication/a-sharp-right-turn-a-forecast-for-the-2024-european-parliament-

elections/  

 

Davidson, N., & Saull, R. (2016). Neoliberalism and the Far-Right: a contradictory embrace. Critical 

Sociology, 43(4–5), 707–724. https://doi.org/10.1177/0896920516671180  

 

Dennison, J., & Goodwin, M. (2015). Immigration, issue ownership and the rise of UKIP. Parliamentary 

Affairs, 68(suppl 1), 168–187. https://doi.org/10.1093/pa/gsv034  

 

DePhillips R. (2015). Quantifying neoliberalism: Shared variation and partial independence among 

several dimensions. Comparative Sociology, 14(6), 821–846.  

 

Duggan, L. (2003). The twilight of equality?: Neoliberalism, Cultural Politics, and the Attack on 

Democracy. Beacon Press (MA).  

 

Duman, Ö. S. (2014). The rise and consolidation of neoliberalism in the European Union: A comparative 

analysis of social and employment policies in Greece and Turkey. European Journal of Industrial 

Relations, 20(4), 367–382. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959680113520274  

 

Ennser, L. (2010). The homogeneity of West European party families. Party Politics, 18(2), 151–171. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068810382936  

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


74 
 

ESS Impact. (n.d.). https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/findings/ess-impact  

European Social Survey. (2024, April 23). European Social Survey 

https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/  

 

European Values Study. (2024). European Values Study. https://europeanvaluesstudy.eu/  

 

Field, A. (2018). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS Statistics. SAGE Publications Limited.  

 

Ford, R., & Goodwin, M. (2014). Revolt on the right: Explaining support for the radical right in Britain. 

Routledge. 

 

Ford, R., & Goodwin, M. J. (2014). Revolt on the right: Explaining Support for the Radical Right in Britain.  

 

Fuller, J. (2023) "Backfire: How the Rise of Neoliberalism Facilitated the Rise of The Far-Right," The 

Compass: Vol. 1: Iss. 10, Article 3. Available at: 

https://scholarworks.arcadia.edu/thecompass/vol1/iss10/3  

 

Funke, M., Schularick, M., & Trebesch, C. (2016). Going to extremes: Politics after financial crises, 1870–

2014. European Economic Review, 88, 227-260. 

 

Gallie, W. B. (1955, January). Essentially contested concepts. In Proceedings of the Aristotelian society 

(Vol. 56, pp. 167-198). Aristotelian Society, Wiley.  

 

Gallo, E. (2021). Three varieties of Authoritarian Neoliberalism: Rule by the experts, the people, the 

leader. Competition & Change, 26(5), 554–574. https://doi.org/10.1177/10245294211038425  

 

Gamble, A. (1988). The free economy and the strong state. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-438-4  

 

Gandesha, S. (2018). Understanding right and left populism. In University of Westminster Press eBooks 

(pp. 49–70). https://doi.org/10.16997/book30.d  

 

Geese, L. (2024). Tough Positions, Trustful Voters? How Mainstream Party Position-Taking on 

Immigration Shapes Political Trust and its Impact on Far-Right Voting. Government and Opposition, 1–

27. https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2024.6  

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


75 
 

Gerstle, G. (2022). The rise and fall of the neoliberal order: America and the World in the Free Market 

Era. Oxford University Press.  

 

Geyer, R. R. (2013). Exploring European social policy. John Wiley & Sons. 

 

Gialis, S., & Λεοντιδου, Λ. (2016). Antinomies of flexibilization and atypical employment in 

Mediterranean Europe: Greek, Italian and Spanish regions during the crisis. European Urban and 

Regional Studies, 23(4), 716–733. https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776414538983  

 

Golder, M. (2016). Far right parties in Europe. Annual Review of Political Science, 19(1), 477–497. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-042814-012441  

 

Goudarzi, S., Badaan, V., & Knowles, E. D. (2022). Neoliberalism and the ideological construction of 

equity beliefs. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 17(5), 1431–1451. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211053311  

 

Gözgör, G. (2021). The role of economic uncertainty in the rise of EU populism. Public Choice, 190(1–

2), 229–246. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-021-00933-7  

 

Gray, Anne (2005): ‘Unsocial Europe’; The Future of the European Model in the Face of Globalisation. 

Workshop Stockholm, Arena Centre for European Studies, Available at: 

http://www.sv.uio.no/arena/english/research/projects/cidel/old/WorkshopStockholm/Gray.pdf 

 

Grzanka, P. R., Miles, J. R., Spengler, E. S., Arnett, J. E., & Pruett, J. (2019). Measuring Neoliberalism: 

Development and initial validation of a scale of Anti-Neoliberal attitudes. Social Justice Research, 33(1), 

44–80. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-019-00339-3  

 

Guriev, S. (2018, May). Economic drivers of populism. In AEA Papers and Proceedings (Vol. 108, pp. 200-

203). 2014 Broadway, Suite 305, Nashville, TN 37203: American Economic Association.  

 

Guriev, S., & Papaioannou, E. (2022). The political economy of populism. Journal of Economic Literature, 

60(3), 753–832. https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.20201595  

 

 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


76 
 

Gwartney, J., Lawson, R., Murphy, R., Matanda Abubaker, Andrea Celico, Alexander C.R. Hammond, 

Fred McMahon, & Martin Rode. (2023). Economic Freedom of the World: 2023 Annual Report. Fraser 

Institute. https://www.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/2023-09/economic-freedom-of-the-world-

2023.pdf  

 

Harmes, A. (2012). The rise of neoliberal nationalism. Review of International Political Economy, 19(1), 

59–86. https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2010.507132  

 

Harvey, D. (2007). A brief history of neoliberalism. Oxford University Press, USA. 

 

Hathaway, T. (2020). Neoliberalism as corporate power. Competition & Change, 24(3–4), 315–337. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1024529420910382  

 

Heck, R. H., Thomas, S., & Tabata, L. N. (2012). Multilevel modeling of categorical outcomes using IBM 

SPSS. Routledge.  

 

Hermann, C. (2007). Neoliberalism in the European Union. Studies in Political Economy, 79(1), 61–90. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/19187033.2007.11675092  

 

Hosmer, D.W. and Lemeshow, S. (1989) Applied Logistic Regression. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York.  

 

Howell, C. (2016). Regulating class in the neoliberal era: the role of the state in the restructuring of 

work and employment relations. Work, Employment and Society, 30(4), 573–589. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017015595954  

 

Inglehart, R. F. (2019). Cultural evolution: People’s Motivations are Changing, and Reshaping the World. 

Cambridge University Press.  

 

Jennings, W., Stoker, G., Valgarðsson, V., Devine, D., & Gaskell, J. (2021). How trust, mistrust and distrust 

shape the governance of the COVID-19 crisis. Journal of European Public Policy, 28(8), 1174–1196. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2021.1942151  

 

Keay D (1987) AIDS, Education and the Year 2000! (Interview with Margaret Thatcher). Women’s Own, 

31 October.  

https://www.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/2023-09/economic-freedom-of-the-world-2023.pdf
https://www.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/2023-09/economic-freedom-of-the-world-2023.pdf
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


77 
 

Khan, H. (2024, April). From Tunis to Cairo: Europe extends its border across North Africa. Carnegie 

Endowment for International Peace. https://carnegieendowment.org/sada/2024/04/from-tunis-to-

cairo-europe-extends-its-border-across-north-africa?lang=env  

 

Kirby, P., & Holligan, A. (2023, November 23). Dutch election: Anti-Islam populist Geert Wilders wins 

dramatic victory. BBC News. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-67504272  

 

Klein, N. (2008). The shock doctrine: The Rise of Disaster Capitalism. Picador.  

 

Kotz, D. M. (2015). The rise and fall of neoliberal capitalism. Harvard University Press. 

 

Krause, W., Cohen, D., & Abou-Chadi, T. (2022). Does accommodation work? Mainstream party 

strategies and the success of radical right parties. Political Science Research and Methods, 11(1), 172–

179. https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2022.8  

 

Lamont M (2002) The Dignity of Working Men: Morality and the Boundaries of Race, Class and 

Immigration. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

  

Mair, P. (2013). Ruling the void: The Hollowing Of Western Democracy. Verso Books.  

 

Mair, P., & Mudde, C. (1998). THE PARTY FAMILY AND ITS STUDY. Annual Review of Political Science, 

1(1), 211–229. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.1.1.211  

 

Marsili, L., & Tassinari, F. (2023a, July 19). Are we heading towards a far-right European Union? Al 

Jazeera. https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2023/7/19/are-we-heading-towards-a-far-right-

european-union  

 

Mau, S. (2015). Inequality, marketization and the majority class: Why Did the European Middle Classes 

Accept Neo-Liberalism? Palgrave Pivot. 

 

McCann, D. (2010). The political economy of the European Union. Polity. 

 

Menard, S. (1995). Applied Logistic Regression Analysis. Sage University Paper Series on Quantitative 

Applications in Social Science. Pp.07-106, Thousand Oaks CA: Sage. 

https://carnegieendowment.org/sada/2024/04/from-tunis-to-cairo-europe-extends-its-border-across-north-africa?lang=env
https://carnegieendowment.org/sada/2024/04/from-tunis-to-cairo-europe-extends-its-border-across-north-africa?lang=env
about:blank
https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2022.8
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


78 
 

Methodology EVS 2017. (2022, March 31). European Values Study. 

https://europeanvaluesstudy.eu/methodology-data-documentation/survey-2017/methodology/  

 

Mettler, A. (2003) Europe needs a new social model for the 21st century, European Affairs, 

Winter/Spring; online at http://www.europeanaffairs.org/  

 

Mudde, C. (2019). The far right today. John Wiley & Sons. 

 

Muis, J., Brils, T., & Gaidytė, T. (2021). Arrived in power, and yet still disgruntled? How government 

inclusion moderates ‘Protest voting’ for Far-Right populist parties in Europe. Government and 

Opposition, 57(4), 749–778. https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2021.46  

 

Myers, R. (1990) Classical and modern regression with applications (2nd ed.). Boston: Duxbury. 

 

Neef, T., & Sodano, A. (2022). Inequality Trends in Europe. In World Inequality Database. World 

Inequality Lab. Retrieved March 14, 2024, from https://wid.world/document/inequality-trends-in-

europe-world-inequality-lab-issue-brief-2022-

04/#:~:text=Income%20inequality%20in%20Europe%20has,has%20ever%20done%20since%201980.  

 

Norris, P. (2005). Radical right: Voters and parties in the electoral market. Cambridge University Press.  

 

Norris, P., & Inglehart, R. (2019). Cultural backlash: Trump, Brexit, and authoritarian populism. 

Cambridge University Press.  

  

Ostry, J. D., Loungani, P., & Furceri, D. (2016, May 26). Neoliberalism: oversold? -- Finance & 

Development, June 2016. https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fandd/2016/06/ostry.htm  

 

Petrocik, J. R. (1996). Issue Ownership in Presidential Elections, with a 1980 Case Study. American 

Journal of Political Science, 40(3), 825. https://doi.org/10.2307/2111797  

 

Rooduijn, M. (2015). The rise of the populist radical right in Western Europe. European view, 14(1), 3-

11.  

 

Rooduijn, M., B. Burgoon, E.J. van Elsas and H.G. van de Werfhorst (2017), ‘Radical distinction: support 

for radical left and radical right parties in Europe,’ European Union Politics 18(4): 536–559 

about:blank
about:blank
https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2021.46
https://wid.world/document/inequality-trends-in-europe-world-inequality-lab-issue-brief-2022-04/#:~:text=Income%20inequality%20in%20Europe%20has,has%20ever%20done%20since%201980
https://wid.world/document/inequality-trends-in-europe-world-inequality-lab-issue-brief-2022-04/#:~:text=Income%20inequality%20in%20Europe%20has,has%20ever%20done%20since%201980
https://wid.world/document/inequality-trends-in-europe-world-inequality-lab-issue-brief-2022-04/#:~:text=Income%20inequality%20in%20Europe%20has,has%20ever%20done%20since%201980
about:blank
about:blank


79 
 

Rooduijn, M., Pirro, A. L. P., Halikiopoulou, D., Froio, C., Van Kessel, S., Lange, S., Mudde, C., & Taggart, 

P. (2023a). The PopuList: A database of populist, Far-Left, and Far-Right parties using Expert-Informed 

Qualitative Comparative Classification (EIQCC). British Journal of Political Science, 1–10. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/s0007123423000431  

 

Rooduijn, Matthijs, Andrea L.P. Pirro, Daphne Halikiopoulou, Caterina Froio, Stijn van Kessel, Sarah L. 

de Lange, Cas Mudde, and Paul Taggart (2023b). The PopuList 3.0: An Overview of Populist, Far-left and 

Far-right Parties in Europe. www.popu-list.org. DOI 10.17605/OSF.IO/2EWKQ  

   

Rossi, N. (2023). Populism without a people: neoliberal populism and the rise of the Italian far right. 

Journal of Political Ideologies, 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/13569317.2023.2196241  

 

Rydgren, J. (2008). Immigration sceptics, xenophobes or racists? Radical right-wing voting in six West 

European countries. European Journal of Political Research, 47(6), 737–765. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2008.00784.x  

 

Ryner, M. (2022). Is European Monetary Integration Structurally Neoliberal? The Origins of the EMS 

and the 1977-78 Locomotive Conflict. Comparative European Politics, 20(6), 731-748.  

 

Saull RG (2015) Capitalism and the politics of the far right. In Panitch L, Albo G (eds) Socialist Register 

2016: The Politics of the Right. London: Merlin Press. 

 

Siddiqui, K. (2017). Capital liberalisation and economic instability. Journal of Economics and Political 

Economy, 4(1), 14-32.  

 

Singer, J. D., & Willett, J. B. (2003). Applied longitudinal data analysis: Modeling change and event 

 

Springer, S., Birch, K., & MacLeavy, J. (2016). Handbook of Neoliberalism. In Routledge eBooks. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315730660  

 

Standing, G. (1997). Globalization, labour flexibility and Insecurity: The Era of Market Regulation. 

European Journal of Industrial Relations, 3(1), 7–37. https://doi.org/10.1177/095968019731002  

 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


80 
 

Statistics Solutions. (2024, June 11). Assumptions of Logistic Regression - Statistics Solutions. 

https://www.statisticssolutions.com/free-resources/directory-of-statistical-analyses/assumptions-of-

logistic-regression/  

 

Steger, M. B., & Roy, R. (2021). Neoliberalism: A very short introduction. In Oxford University Press 

eBooks. https://doi.org/10.1093/actrade/9780198849674.001.0001  

 

Stevis-Gridneff, M. (2024, June). In E.U. elections, the center holds, but the far right still wreaks havoc. 

The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2024/06/09/world/europe/european-parliament-

elections-far-right.html  

 

Streeck, W. (2014). Buying time: The Delayed Crisis of Democratic Capitalism. Verso Books.  

The European Council on Refugees and Exiles (ECRE). (2024, May). EU External Partners: Member States 

Push for Outsourcing of Migration Procedures to Third Countries. https://ecre.org/eu-external-

partners-member-states-push-for-outsourcing-of-migration-procedures-to-third-countries-

%E2%80%95-eu-signs-e-1-billion-cash-for-migrants-deal-with-lebanon-%E2%80%95-tunis/  

 

The Fraser Institute. (2023, January 19). Welcome to the Fraser Institute. Fraser Institute. 

https://www.fraserinstitute.org/about  

 

The Fraser Institute. (2023a) Data from Economic Freedom of the World: 2023 Annual Report. 

Copyright 2023, The Fraser Institute. All rights reserved. https://www.fraserinstitute.org/economic-

freedom/dataset?geozone=world&year=2008&page=dataset&min-year=2&max-year=0&filter=0  

 

The Fraser Institute. (2023b, September 19). Economic Freedom of the World: 2023 Annual Report. 

Fraser Institute. https://www.fraserinstitute.org/studies/economic-freedom-of-the-world-2023-

annual-report  

 

The Guardian. (2023, September 18). What is the controversy over the EU migration deal with Tunisia? 

The Guardian. Retrieved December 7, 2023, from 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/sep/18/what-is-the-controversy-over-the-eu-migration-

deal-with-tunisia  

 

The PopuList. (n.d.). The PopuList. https://popu-list.org/  

https://www.statisticssolutions.com/free-resources/directory-of-statistical-analyses/assumptions-of-logistic-regression/
https://www.statisticssolutions.com/free-resources/directory-of-statistical-analyses/assumptions-of-logistic-regression/
about:blank
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/06/09/world/europe/european-parliament-elections-far-right.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/06/09/world/europe/european-parliament-elections-far-right.html
https://ecre.org/eu-external-partners-member-states-push-for-outsourcing-of-migration-procedures-to-third-countries-%E2%80%95-eu-signs-e-1-billion-cash-for-migrants-deal-with-lebanon-%E2%80%95-tunis/
https://ecre.org/eu-external-partners-member-states-push-for-outsourcing-of-migration-procedures-to-third-countries-%E2%80%95-eu-signs-e-1-billion-cash-for-migrants-deal-with-lebanon-%E2%80%95-tunis/
https://ecre.org/eu-external-partners-member-states-push-for-outsourcing-of-migration-procedures-to-third-countries-%E2%80%95-eu-signs-e-1-billion-cash-for-migrants-deal-with-lebanon-%E2%80%95-tunis/
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://www.fraserinstitute.org/studies/economic-freedom-of-the-world-2023-annual-report
https://www.fraserinstitute.org/studies/economic-freedom-of-the-world-2023-annual-report
about:blank
about:blank
https://popu-list.org/


81 
 

Theborn, G. (2017). The “People’s home” is falling down, time to update your view of Sweden. 

Sociologisk Forskning, 54:4, pp. 275–278. 

 

Theodore N (2007) Closed borders, open markets: Day labourers’ struggle for economic rights. In: 

Leitner H, Peck J, Sheppard E (eds) Contesting Neoliberalism: Urban Frontiers. New York, NY: Guilford: 

250–265.  

 

Van Apeldoorn, B., & Hager, S. B. (2010). The social purpose of new governance: Lisbon and the limits 

to legitimacy. Journal of International Relations and Development, 13(3), 209–238. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/jird.2010.9  

 

Van Apeldoorn, B., & Overbeek, H. (2012). Introduction: The life course of the neoliberal project and 

the global crisis. In Palgrave Macmillan UK eBooks (pp. 1–20). 

https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137002471_1  

 

Van der Brug, W. & Fennema, M. (2007), ‘What causes people to vote for a radical-right party? A review 

of recent work, International Journal of Public Opinion Research 19(4): 474–487 

 

Van Keken, K. (2023, July 9). De VVD zit wat betreft migratie nog steeds op de bagagedrager van 

Wilders. Vrij Nederland. https://www.vn.nl/vvd-migratie-wilders/  

 

Van Spanje, J. (2010), ‘Contagious parties: anti-immigrant parties and their impact on other parties’ 

immigration stances in contemporary Western Europe’, Party Politics 16(5): 563–586 

 

Venugopal, R. (2015). Neoliberalism as concept. Economy and Society, 44(2), 165–187. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03085147.2015.1013356 

  

Vikström, A. (2018). Silence is Golden Lund University. 

https://lup.lub.lu.se/luur/download?func=downloadFile&recordOId=8943422&fileOId=8943425  

 

Vlandas, T., & Halikiopoulou, D. (2018). Does unemployment matter? Economic insecurity, labour 

market policies and the far-right vote in Europe. European Political Science, 18(3), 421–438. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41304-018-0161-z  

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


82 
 

Vlandas, T., & Halikiopoulou, D. (2021). Welfare state policies and far right party support: moderating 

‘insecurity effects’ among different social groups. West European Politics, 45(1), 24–49. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2021.1886498  

 

Walter, S. (2021). The backlash against globalization. Annual Review of Political Science, 24(1), 421–

442. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-041719-102405  

 

Weber, I. M. (2020). Origins of China’s Contested Relation with Neoliberalism: Economics, the World 

Bank, and Milton Friedman at the Dawn of Reform. Global Perspectives, 1(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1525/gp.2020.12271 

 

Williamson, J. (2014). The strange history of the Washington consensus. Journal of Post Keynesian 

Economics, 27(2), 195–206. https://doi.org/10.1080/01603477.2004.11051438  

 

Wilson, J. A. (2018). Neoliberalism. 

 

World Bank Open Data. (n.d.-a). World Bank Open Data. 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI?end=2018&locations=AU-

DK&start=1981&view=chart   

 

World Bank Open Data. (n.d.-b). World Bank Open Data. https://data.worldbank.org/  

 

Zaslove, A. (2008). Exclusion, community, and a populist political economy: The Radical Right as an Anti-

Globalization movement. Comparative European Politics, 6(2), 169–189. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.cep.6110126  

 

Ziller, C., & Schübel, T. (2015). “The Pure People” versus “the Corrupt Elite”? Political Corruption, 

Political Trust and the Success of Radical Right Parties in Europe. Journal of Elections, Public Opinion 

and Parties, 25(3), 368–386. https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2014.1002792  

 

 

 

  

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
https://doi.org/10.1080/01603477.2004.11051438
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI?end=2018&locations=AU-DK&start=1981&view=chart
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI?end=2018&locations=AU-DK&start=1981&view=chart
https://data.worldbank.org/
about:blank
about:blank


83 
 

Appendix 1: Question cards European Social Survey Round 9 

Question Card for the dependent variable Far-Right Party Vote (FRPV) 

Question card B14 asking respondents for which party they voted in the last election. The question 

cards are country specific, the particular question card shown is the Belgian questionnaire in the Dutch 

language.  
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Question Cards used for the independent variable: View of Immigration 

Question cards B41, B42 and B43 relating to the variable immigration view. Great Britain questionnaire 

is shown as an example. 
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Question Card used for the independent variable: Economic Uncertainty 
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Question Card used for the independent variable: Political Trust 
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Question Card used for the control variable ‘hinctnta’ 
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Appendix 2: Far-right parties included in the analysis 

Country Original Party Name English party name 

Austria Freiheitliche Partei 
Österreichs 
 
Bündnis Zukunft Österreich 

Freedom Party of Austria 
 
 
Alliance for the Future of Austria 

Belgium Nieuw-Vlaamse Alliantie 
 
Vlaams Belang 
 
Front National 
 
Parti Populaire 

New Flemish Alliance 
 
Flemish Interest 
 
National Front 
 
People’s Party 

Bulgaria Vazrazhdane 
 
Ataka 
 
Balgarska Sotsialisticheska 
Partiya 
 
Balgarsko Natsionalno 
Dvizhenie 
 
Natsionalen Front za 
Spasenie na Balgariya 
 
Prezaredi Bulgariya 
 
Red, Zakonnost i 
Spravedlivost 
Volya 

Revival 
 
Attack 
 
Bulgarian Socialist Party 
 
 
Bulgarian National Movement 
 
 
National Front for the Salvation of Bulgaria 
 
 
Bulgaria Uncensored 
 
Order, Law and Justice 
 
Will 

Croatia Blok za Hrvatsku 
Domovinski Pokret 
 
Hrvatska Demokratska 
Zajednica 
 
Hrvatska Konzervativna 
Stranka 
 
Hrvatski demokratski savez 
Slavonije i Baranje 
 
Hrvatski rast 
 
Hrvatski Suverenisti 
 
Most 
 
Hrvatska Cista Stranka Prava 

Bloc for Croatia 
Homeland Movement 
 
Croatian Democratic Union 
 
 
Hrvatska Konzervativna Stranka 
 
 
Croatian Democratic Alliance of Slavonia and 
Baranja 
 
Croatian Growth 
 
Croatian Sovereigntists 
 
Bridge 
 
Croatian Pure Party of Rights 
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Hrvatska Stranka Prava 
 
Hrvatska Stranka Prava Dr. 
Ante Starcevic 

 
Croatian Party of Rights 
 
Croatian Party of Rights Dr. Ante Starčević 

Cyprus Ethniko Laiko Metopo 
 
Allilegii 
 
EVROKO 
 
Movement of Hunters 
 
New Horizons 

National Popular Front 
 
Solidarity 
 
European Party 
 
Movement of Hunters 
 
New Horizons 

Czechia Svoboda a prímá demokracie 
 
Sdruzeni pro republiku – 
Republikánská strana 
Ceskoslovenska 
 
Úsvit 
 
Volný Blok 

Freedom and Direct Democracy 
 
 
Rally for the Republic - Republican Party of 
Czechoslovakia 
 
 
Dawn 
 
Free Bloc 

Denmark Dansk Folkeparti 
 
Nye Borgerlige 
 
 

Danish People's Party 
 
The New Right 

Estonia Eesti Konservatiivne 
Rahvaerakond 
 
Eesti Kodanik 
 
Eesti Rahvusliku Sõltumatuse 
Partei 

Conservative People’s Party of Estonia 
 
 
Estonian Citizens 
 
Estonian National Independence Party 

Finland Suomen Maaseudun Puolue 
| Perussuomalaiset 

Finns Party 

France Debout la république | 
Debout la France 
 
Front National / 
Rassemblement National 
 
Mouvement pour la France 
 
Rassemblement pour la 
France 
 
Reconquete 

Republic Arise | France Arise 
 
 
National Front / Rally 
 
 
Movement for France 
 
Rally for France 
 
 
Reconquest 

Germany Alternative für Deutschland Alternative for Germany 
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Republikaner 

 
Republicans 

Hungary Fidesz 
 
Jobbik Magyarországért 
Mozgalom 
 
Mi Hazánk Mozgalom 
 
Független Kisgazdapárt 
 
Magyar Igazság és Élet Pártja 

Fidesz 
 
Movement for a Better Hungary 
 
 
Our Homeland Movement 
 
Independent Smallholders’ Party 
 
Hungarian Justice and Life Party 

Ireland No party was coded as a far-
right party in Ireland 

 

Italy Fratelli d'Italia 
 
Lega (Nord) 
 
Alleanza Nazionale 
 
La Destra - Fiamma Tricolore 
 
Lega d'Azione Meridionale 
 
Movimento Sociale Fiamma 
Tricolore 
Movimento Sociale Italiano- 
Destra Nazionale 

Brothers of Italy 
 
(Northern) League 
 
National Alliance 
 
The Right - Tricolor Flame 
 
Southern Action League 
 
Social Movement Tricolour Flame 
 
Italian Social Movement- National Right 

Latvia Nacionālā Apvienība 
 
Tautas Kustība “Latvijai” 
(Zīgerista Partija) 
 
Tevzemei un Brivibai / LNNK 

National Alliance 
 
People’s Movement for Latvia (Siegerist Party) 
 
 
For Fatherland and Freedom 

Netherlands BoerBurgerBeweging 
 
Forum voor Democratie 
 
Juiste Antwoord 21 
 
Partij voor de Vrijheid 

Farmer–Citizen Movement 
 
Forum for Democracy 
 
Right Answer 21 
 
Party for Freedom 

Poland Konfederacja Korony Polskiej 
 
Konfederacja Odnowy 
Rzeczypospolitej Wolnosc i 
Nadzieja 
 
Konfederacja Wolność i 
Niepodległość 
 
Prawo i Sprawiedliwosc 

Confederation of the Polish Crown 
 
Coalition for the Renewal of the Republic - 
Freedom and Hope 
 
 
Confederation Freedom and Independence 
 
 
Law and Justice 
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Ruch Narodowy 
 
Solidarna Polska 
 
Kongres Nowej Prawicy 
 
Liga Polskich Rodzin 
Partia X 
 
Polski Zwiazek Zachodni 
 
Ruch Odbudowy Polski 
 
Unia Polityki Realnej 
 
Zjednoczenie Chrzescijansko-
Narodowe 

 
National Movement 
 
United Poland 
 
Congress of the New Right 
 
League of Polish Families 
 
 
Polish Western Union 
 
Movement for the Reconstruction of Poland 
 
Real Politics Union 
 
Christian National Union 

Portugal Chega Enough 

Slovak Republic Kotlebovci – Ludová Strana 
Naše Slovensko 
 
Sme Rodina 
 
Pravá Slovenská Národná 
Strana 
 
Slovenská Národná Strana 
 
Vlasť 

Kotlebists – People’s Party Our Slovakia 
 
 
We are family 
 
Real Slovak National Party 
 
 
Slovak National Party 
 
Homeland 

Slovenia Nova Slovenija – Krščanski 
Demokrati 
 
Slovenska Demokratska 
Stranka 
 
Slovenska Nacionalna 
Stranka 

New Slovenia – Christian Democrats 
 
 
Slovenian Democratic Party 
 
 
Slovenian National Party 

Spain Vox Voice 

Sweden Sverigedemokraterna Sweden Democrats 

United Kingdom Brexit Party / Reform 
 
United Kingdom 
Independence Party 

Brexit Party / Reform 
 
United Kingdom Independence Party 
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Appendix 3: Testing the model 

This appendix show the model specifications that have not been discussed in the main body of this 

master thesis. The values are given for the final model, the Cross-Level interaction model. 

 

 

 

The percentage correctly classified of the model was almost 90%. The model did a better job of 

correctly classifying people who did not vote for the far-right (98,8%) than people who voted for the 

far-right (16,1%).  
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Test model with variable EFI score: 
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Testing model assumptions 

Additivity & linearity 

 

 

To test additivity & linearity the logistic regression was ran with included predictors that are the 

interaction between each predictor and the log of itself (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 1989). The only results 

of interest in the table presented above are whether the interaction terms are significant concerning 

the main continuous variables view of immigration, political trust and neoliberalism. Any interaction 

that is significant indicated that the main effect has violated the assumption of linearity of the logit 

(Field, 2018 p.913). For the interaction of imm_scepsis indicating the variable immigration view the 
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assumption of linearity of the logit is not violated as p is larger than 0.05 (p = 0.241). For the interaction 

of political trust, the p value is also higher than 0.05 (p = 0.275) indicating that the assumption of 

linearity of the logit has been met. For the variable neoliberalism, the assumption is not met, as the p 

is significant as p is lower than 0.05 (p = 0.000). This indicates that the assumption of linearity is not 

met. This is in line with the expectation of this research as the expectation is that the level of 

neoliberalism impacts the relationship with the dependent variable, the interaction terms between 

predictors in this research are used to account for non-linear relationships.  

 

 Multicollinearity 

The first table shows that the tolerance values of the standardized predictors indicate no problem as 

the tolerance values are higher than 0.1 (Menard, 1995) and the VIF values are lower than 10 (Myers, 

1990). The second table titled ‘Collinearity Diagnostics’ shows that there are no great differences 

between the condition indexes of the different dimensions.  

 

 



96 
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Appendix 4: Table Neoliberalism score & GDP per country (2018) 

Country Neoliberalism GDP per Capita (x 1000, 

rounded) 

Austria 4.49 57 

Belgium 3.70 53 

Bulgaria 6.63 23 

Croatia 4.50 29 

Cyprus 6.66 41 

Czechia 6.16 41 

Denmark 5.02 57 

Estonia 6.05 36 

Finland 4.73 50 

France 3.95 47 

Germany 5.21 55 

Hungary 5.40 32 

Ireland 6.10 85 

Italy 4.14 43 

Latvia 6.28 31 

Netherlands 4.77 58 

Poland 5.87 32 

Portugal 4.65 35 

Slovak Republic 5.57 31 

Slovenia 4.42 39 

Spain 5.28 41 

Sweden 3.64 54 

United Kingdom 6.11 47 

 

 

 

 


