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ECONOMICS AND POLITICAL OUTCOMES: EUROPE’S FAR RIGHT 
 

ABSTRACT 
 
In recent decades, Europe has experienced an ever-growing wave of support for far right 
political parties that threatens to completely redefine the continent’s long-standing 
economic and social order. These political parties are by no means entirely homogenous, 
but they are united in their opposition to immigration and Islam (both of which they 
define as a threat to Europe’s cultural and economic identity.) This thesis analyzes the 
factors behind their success in an effort to not only investigate an influential political 
movement, but also gain a better understanding of the role that various economic, 
political, and demographic factors play in the determination of voter choice. Making use 
of the considerable previous research on the subject, I develop and investigate four 
potential explanations that may explain the variation of far right success across Europe. 
Using a combination of regressions and nation-specific case studies, I attempt to isolate 
the factors behind the electoral performance of the far right and discern the implications 
of this movement for broader theories of voting behavior. My regressions find 
considerable support for economic explanations of electoral variation, indicating that 
higher levels of GDP growth and spending on unemployment benefits noticeably depress 
the vote share of the far right. This project’s case studies, on the other hand, imply that 
‘supply side’ factors such as a nation’s political history and charisma demonstrated by 
the far right’s leadership play an important role in the success of these groups. 

  
I. Introduction 
 

Over the past several decades, far right political parties across Europe have 
achieved increasingly greater amounts of support from citizens. Although no party has 
yet managed to gain a majority in a European parliament or take control of any executive 
branch, many now stand on the cusp of achieving these once unthinkable goals. Already, 
their influence has been felt; the growing power of the far right UK Independence Party 
was a major factor in the shocking decision of the British people to exit the EU, and more 
than one far right political party currently plays a significant role in the fierce debate over 
the future of the continent’s immigration policy (Armstrong 2016). Although not entirely 
uniform in nature, these political parties are united by a common opposition to 
immigration and globalization; should they succeed in their pursuit of greater electoral 
representation, these policy preferences may shape Europe’s future for decades to come. 
For the purpose of this thesis, a political party is considered far right if it is in line with 
the following definition (one which has been slightly modified from the classifications 
offered by previous researchers): Any political organization that calls for a complete ban 
to immigration, defines immigrants as a dire threat to national culture or ethnic identity, 
demands a ban on Islamic worship, or evokes Nazi themes or symbolism (Swank and 
Betz 2003) (Lucassen and Lubbers 2012).   

Despite the ever-growing levels of support for the far right (also referred to as the 
extremist right), no clear explanation has yet emerged for its rise. Several studies have 
investigated the role that various economic, cultural, and political factors have played in 
the far right’s increase in strength, but methodological shortcomings and the emergence 
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of inconsistent conclusions have prevented the formation of any degree of consensus. 
This thesis tests many of the various proposed explanations in an effort to be more 
comprehensive than any previous study into the subject, while taking care to avoid the 
methodological difficulties that have plagued these prior efforts. Four distinct hypotheses 
have emerged; two are centered on the main interpretations of the economic theory of 
voting, one is focused on demographic and cultural factors, and the last investigates the 
role that political ‘supply side’ factors have played in the rise of the extremist right.  

In addition to providing a greater understanding of the rise of the far right this 
project also intends to acquire insight into broader theories of voting behavior. The 
gradual increase in support for nationalist political parties across Europe provides a key 
opportunity to investigate the prominent models of voting behavior; by determining 
which factors are most strongly correlated with the increase in support for the far right, 
this thesis provides key evidence as to which economic, demographic, and political 
conditions are most likely to influence the electoral choices of citizens.  

 
II. Literature Review 
 
i. Overview 
  

Through an analysis of previous literature, my goal is to both detail the inspiration 
for this project as well make it possible to situate my results among the conclusions of 
other academics. To this end, my description of prior works begins with a summary of 
the prominent theories of voting behavior and a discussion of how they will interact with 
my own work. This literature review then proceeds with a description of the various 
studies that have focused on the topic of Europe’s far right, describing how their 
conclusions relate to the broader theories of voting behavior. Additionally, this section 
describes how their methodologies and results have both inspired ideas and provided 
warnings for my own research. 
 
ii. General Theories of Voting Behavior 

 
Political scientists have long endeavored to create a reliable model of voting 

behavior. Perhaps the first modern academics to develop such a framework were 
Lazarsfeld and his colleagues, who offer what has become known as the Columbia model 
of voting behavior (Geer 2004). According to their research, the choice of voters at the 
ballot box is primarily determined by the social groups and networks that they belong to. 
Ethnicity, social class, and religious affiliation were found to be the most powerful 
predictors of voting choice in all four of Lazarsfeld’s studies (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and 
Gaudet 1968). Elaborating on their findings, the Columbia group emphasizes that voters 
are significantly more consistent than many believe; citizens tend to support the same 
political groups throughout their lives, following the example set by their parents and 
grandparents. The influence of the media and political campaigns is comparatively minor. 
Voters’ views of the information they receive are filtered through the perception of 
influential actors in their various social networks, who closely follow the media and 
disseminate information to the rest of their social circles. According to the Columbia 
model, citizens can change their voting patterns, but this generally occurs only when the 
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partisan alignment of the social groups that they belong to diverge (one example from a 
contemporary perspective would be religious working-class voters).  
 The Columbia framework was (and remains) a prominent explanation of voting 
behavior, but it was soon overshadowed by the psychological perspective of electoral 
patterns. First proposed by Campbell, the Michigan School of voting behavior 
emphasizes the psychological attachment of political party identification above all other 
factors (A. Campbell et al. 1980). Social influences are not discounted entirely, but 
instead are found by Campbell’s studies to have little direct effect on the decisions of 
voters. Instead, the importance of social groups and networks lies in their ability to 
influence a voter’s initial choice of political party. Elaborating on this notion, Converse 
(writing four years after Campbell’s first publication) claims that most citizens do not 
vote on an ideologically basis; according to his research, less than two percent of the 
population votes based upon their evaluation of political issues (Friedman and Friedman 
2012). The work of Campbell and Converse provides the foundation for the Michigan 
School of voting behavior, which asserts that voters’ opinions on the issues are both 
unstable and inconsistent. This model stipulates that most votes instead are decided 
primarily by simple partisanship, though the personal qualities of certain candidates are 
capable of temporarily pulling citizens out of step with their identified political party. 
 The final major school of thought regarding voting behavior is less unified than 
both the Columbia and Michigan frameworks, but it is undeniably a prominent 
explanation for the electoral decisions that citizens make. Known alternatively as rational 
choice theory or the Rochester School of voting behavior, this model claims that 
economic factors are the primary determinant of voter choice. Perhaps the first modern 
researcher to codify this explanation of electoral choice was Anthony Downs, who 
offered what has come to be known as the median voter theorem in his treatise An 
Economic Theory of Political Action in A Democracy (Downs 1957). The model 
articulated in this text presumes that, citizens vote on a purely economic basis. Therefore, 
under certain conditions, the actions of the government will reflect the preferences of the 
citizen exactly at the center of the nation’s ideological political spectrum: the so-called 
median voter.  

Despite certain issues with this framework (such as its reliance on complete voter 
turnout and a perfect flow of information), its theme of economic factors influencing 
voter choice soon emerged as the primary challenge to the Michigan School. Written by 
Petrocik, Nie, and Verba, The Changing American Voter pushes back against Converse’s 
assertion that issue voting is confined to a small segment of the population, noting that 
the predicting power of Party ID was weakening among citizens across the United States 
(Nie 1999). Not all proponents of the Rochester model of voting behavior, however, 
argue that voters make decisions based upon their desire to maximize future economic 
success. An alternative to this forward-thinking ‘pocketbook’ model of economic voting 
was provided by the publication of Fiorina’s work Retrospective Voting in America 
National Elections (Fiorina 1981). This book advocates for a ‘sociotropic model’ of 
voting behavior, which presumes that citizens cast their votes based upon their previous 
economic performance under previous government regimes.  
 In recent years, much of the research into voting behavior has been framed by the 
Rochester model, but the results have been mixed. Academics such as Bartels have 
clearly demonstrated a powerful relationship between economic status and political 
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ideology (Bartels 2010). Despite the prevalence of social issues in American politics, the 
data gathered and presented by Bartels makes a strong case that income is the most 
powerful determinant of voting behavior, damaging the prevalent but unsubstantiated 
narrative that cultural factors lead many Americans to act against their own monetary 
interests (Bartels 2006). This finding has been supported by several other researchers, 
such as McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal, who add the corollary that increase political 
polarization is likely linked to widening income inequality throughout the U.S. (McCarty, 
Poole, and Rosenthal 2008).  

However, studies that have focused primarily on Europe have not produced the 
same conclusions. Harper finds that neither sociotropic nor pocketbook voting explain the 
majority of electoral variation in the former Eastern Bloc (Harper 2000). Her study 
instead indicates that factors such as a voter’s religious background are more powerful 
predictors of electoral choice, providing support to the Columbia model. Other 
researchers have offered more tempered conclusions, noting that retrospective voting can 
shift closely contested elections if accountability for the conduct of economic policy is 
clear to average voters (Brug, EijK, and Franklin 2007).  

A major goal of this project is to investigate the validity of these general models 
of voting behavior, investigating the extent to which these (largely American developed) 
schools of thought apply to the European continent. However, it is important to note that 
each of these explanations is not necessarily in complete competition with one another. If 
social groups/influences have a significant effect on one’s party affiliation, and this 
affiliation subsequently has a meaningful psychological impact on voting behavior, then 
aspects of both the Columbia model and the Michigan model would have merit. 
Similarly, if a citizen’s political party identification is both influenced by observed 
economic outcomes under previous ideological regimes and a reliable predictor of voting 
behavior, then both the Michigan and Rochester schools of thought have factual 
elements.  

Furthermore, due to the fact that my analysis focuses on which factors are 
associated with the rise of the far right (rather than how these factors influence voters), 
the results of my regressions will often provide more than one reasonable interpretation 
regarding their support for the three major theories of voting behavior. For example, a 
powerful association between migrant inflows and the success of the far right could 
imply that voters are being motivated by fears of economic competition, but may also 
support the notion that religious/ethnic groups are being driven by a perception of 
cultural invasion. Nevertheless, the results of both my thesis and the works of others on 
the subject will have interesting implications for the validity of these schools of thought. 
Strong observable correlations between economic hardship and support for the extremist 
right would provide significant evidence for the Rochester School, while a notable 
association between the longevity of far right political organizations and their electoral 
success would offer support to proponents of the Michigan model.  
 
iii. Other Theories of Voting Behavior 
  
 These three models of electoral choice, however, are not sufficient to describe all 
of the possibilities that are tested by this thesis. It is unclear how matters such as crime, 
terrorism, immigration, and welfare spending fit into the general theories of voting 



 5 

behavior. Issue voting (perhaps the most applicable label to ballots that are cast based 
upon these concerns), is difficult to package into a general theory. As stated by The 
American Voter, for one to demonstrate that voters have made their decision due to their 
concerns about a particular matter, it must be proved that the citizens in question both 
have a firm understanding of the issue and connect its handling to a particular policy that 
may be enacted by government (A. Campbell et al. 1980). Furthermore, when more than 
two distinct policy alternatives are offered by various candidates, it becomes increasingly 
difficult for researchers to analyze an instance of issue voting with a degree of certainty.  
 This does not mean, however, that there have been no efforts to investigate the 
role that these concerns possess in the determining of electoral choice. Welfare spending, 
for example, has been claimed by more than one political scientist to have a discernable 
effect on voting patterns. Andrea Campell (2005) argues that this issue is responsible for 
the comparatively high rates of electoral participation by American senior citizens; when 
those in this group realized the importance of government programs such as social 
security to their overall well-being, their rate of electoral participation rose even as 
involvement by non-seniors declined. Although somewhat anecdotal, Campbell’s 
assertion is supported by more recent data, which finds that senior citizens continue to 
vote at higher rates than other Americans and prioritize social security and Medicare 
above all other concerns (Satter 2016). 
 Unfortunately, most studies of the relationship between welfare spending and 
voting behavior have focused on the effect of the latter on the former, rather than the 
other way around. These efforts have endeavored to test the median voter theorem first 
offered by Anthony Downs, and their findings have generally supported his hypothesis 
(Leighley 2010). But while the conclusion that lower electoral turnout among the 
working class is associated with less redistributive welfare programs and tax rates is 
interesting in its own right, it falls outside the scope of what this project has aimed to test. 
Furthermore, almost no research has attempted to analyze the relationship between voting 
patterns and the level of spending on unemployment programs, a key variable in this 
project (Castles et al. 2012). I am forced to conclude, therefore, that there is 
comparatively little for this aspect of the project to support or disprove.  
 Research into other types of issue voting has been similarly scarce. The effect of 
immigration and terrorism on electoral patterns has been particularly neglected by 
political scientists (Huddy, Sears, and Levy 2013). These factors have not been utilized in 
the formation of any general theory of voting behavior, and the most prominent analyses 
of their relationship with voting behavior have in fact been based upon the success of 
Europe’s far right (and are thus detailed in the following section.) The relationship 
between crime and voting behavior has been investigated to a slightly greater degree. 
Certain researchers have claimed that candidates who become associated with higher 
levels of crime tend to perform more poorly in subsequent elections, while others note 
that the prominence of crime in the media allows candidates to use the issue as an 
agenda-setter (Leighley 2010) (Gross and Aday 2003). However, these conclusions are 
insufficient to formulate a broader (and testable) theory of voting around this issue. 
Overall, issue voting has generally been viewed as a loose branch of rational choice 
voting, not entirely ignored but not sufficiently prominent to merit a firm position in the 
general theories of voting behavior. Although this potentially allows this thesis as well as 
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subsequent projects the opportunity to break new ground, it hampers the ability of these 
works to measure their efforts against those who have come before. 
 Similarly to issue voting, a certain set of factors often referred to as supply-side 
conditions have been analyzed by studies of electoral choice without giving rise to a 
general theory of voting behavior. These factors refer to considerations that may 
influence the outcomes of elections but do not affect the demands of voters directly. Party 
organization, the charisma of a political party’s leadership, and the nature of a given 
election’s electoral system (such as whether it incorporates proportional or purely 
majoritarian voting) are perhaps the most notable examples of supply side factors 
(Iversen 1994). Although in-depth research into the role of these conditions has been far 
from extensive, a loose consensus has emerged: a political party’s organization and 
leadership plays an important (though not dominant) role in its electoral success (Shamir 
1994) (Pomper 1990) (Tavits 2012). Though difficult to connect to the three general 
theories of voting behavior, supply-side concerns have been featured in several studies of 
the far right (as shown in the following section), and thus cannot be ignored by my 
analysis. Results that indicate their significance, however, would certainly imply that the 
most prominent explanations of voting behavior are missing a key element.  
 
iv. Previous Studies of the Far Right 

 
 Despite the existence of the three general theories of voting behavior, most 
academics who have investigated support for Europe’s extremist right have not explicitly 
tied their analyses to the Columbia, Michigan, or Rochester models. Their hypotheses 
have been framed in more mundane terms, investigating the predictive power of certain 
economic, demographic, and cultural factors rather than attempting to apply any of the 
broader theories to the context of modern Europe. Nevertheless, each of these works has 
implications for at least one of the major models of electoral choice, making it possible to 
divide them based upon their relevance to each general theory. These divisions, however, 
should not be viewed as absolute; similarly to my own research, most of these analyses 
focus their efforts on attempting to discern which elements predict the rise of the far right 
rather than why they do so.  

The most obvious connections between these previous studies and the overarching 
theories of voting behavior arise from pieces that focus on the role that economic factors 
have played in the rise of the far right. Although the Rochester School is often divided 
into sociotropic and pocketbook branches, any analysis that investigates the link between 
economic factors and voting will have implications for the Rochester model. One such 
study, conducted by Swank and Betz, investigates the connection between economic 
conditions and support for the far right in sixteen Western European nations (Swank and 
Betz, 2003). Their work considers two key components of the economic globalization 
that has been staunchly opposed by many nationalist organizations: capital mobility and 
the openness of trade. Additionally, the economic portion of their analysis examines the 
potential of social welfare spending to depress far right political sentiment. Perhaps the 
most interesting aspect of their findings concerned the observed interactions between 
these economic factors; the authors asserted that although greater degrees of economic 
globalization were associated with higher levels of support for the far right, this effect 
was significantly weakened by the presence of generous employment-based social 
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welfare programs.  
It is not difficult to perceive this conclusion as a significant offering of support to 

the Rochester model, but the second branch of their analysis is an excellent illustration of 
how an academic’s research can generate multiple plausible interpretations. In addition to 
their investigation of economic factors such as social welfare spending and globalization, 
their study also looks into the correlation between immigration and support for the 
extremist right. The authors find that (in the absence of employment-based social welfare 
programs) larger numbers of foreign migrants are associated with higher levels of support 
for far right political parties. Unfortunately, while this assertion is reasonably convincing, 
its results do not account for the source of foreign immigration (for which reliable data is 
simply not available.) Although it is tempting to view this result as evidence for the 
validity of the Columbia School (with European residents viewing migrants as a threat to 
their social identity), it is equally likely that this result was driven by a fear of the 
perceived threat immigrants post to residents’ employment (which would support the 
Rochester model.)1 Without the knowledge of the religious and ethnic composition of 
migrants, it is difficult to use this result to differentiate between the three general 
theories. 
 The work of Swank and Betz is not alone in its potential to support both the 
Columbia and Rochester models of voting behavior. Another such analysis, presented by 
Siedler, focuses on a single nation: Germany (Siedler 2011). His main independent 
variable, rather than encompassing current economic conditions, is instead the history of 
an individual’s parental unemployment. Bolstering his analysis with robustness checks, 
Siedler concludes that individuals who have experienced sustained periods of parental 
unemployment during their childhoods are substantially more likely to support radical 
right wing political parties as adults. It is unclear, however, whether this association is 
due to the fact that experiencing this economic hardship as a child makes one more 
fearful of the potential employment competition posed by immigrants (which would 
support the Rochester model), or instead stems from the influence that parental 
unemployment may have on the formation on social identity (which would support the 
Columbia model.) These two interpretations are not mutually exclusive, and it is entirely 
possible that both are (to an extent) accurate. However, Sielder’s research also 
demonstrates that, all else being equal, being raised by a single parent significantly 
increases one’s likelihood of supporting the far right as an adult. The most plausible 
understanding of this finding (that the composition of an individual’s childhood 
household influences the formation of their social identity) certainly supports the 
Columbia School. 
 Similar to Siedler’s study, Fichter’s (2008) analysis likewise focuses exclusively 
on the country of Germany in order to gain insight into the rise in support for the 
extremist right. This study centers on the role of trade union membership status in the 

                                                        
1 The platforms of Europe’s far right parties alone make it clear that migrants who arrive 
into a nation from another Western country do not provoke the same fears of terrorism 
and cultural invasion often prompted by refugees from the Middle East or Africa. 
Therefore, if the data was able to demonstrate that the association between migrants and 
support for extremist political parties was stronger when only Islamic (or non-White) 
migrants were considered, this would be key evidence in support of the Columbia model. 
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development of far right wing attitudes, a promising premise and one that provides an 
interesting suggestion for future research. Fichter does not employ a regression, thus 
eliminating the possibility of including non-economic control variables. Yet his results, if 
accurate, potentially present evidence in accordance with both the Columbia and 
Rochester models of electoral choice. According to his survey, current economic 
conditions such as an individual’s employment status and position in the hierarchy of 
labor are noticeably associated with the likelihood of support for the radical right; on 
average, skilled and employed workers are less likely to offer their electoral allegiance to 
extremist right political parties. However, the strength of this correlation among different 
economic strata depends in large part on union membership status; unemployed union 
members are less likely to support the far right than their non-member counterparts, but 
the opposite applies to both skilled workers and middle managers. These results 
undoubtedly offer evidence to the Rochester model, but if union membership acts as a 
form of social identification (as opposed to a simple economic stabilizer), then the 
Columbia model may also apply to these findings.  
 Lucassen and Lubbers, aware of the different interpretations one can glean from 
the correlation between anti-immigrant sentiment and support for the far right, attempt to 
mitigate this problem by distinguishing between perceived economic and cultural threats 
in their analysis (Lucassen & Lubbers 2012). Their results illustrate that while both 
perceived economic and cultural dangers were positively correlated with the success of 
the far right, the latter type of threat was significantly more relevant than the former. 
Additionally, even when controlling for other factors, influences on social identity such 
as class, religion, and years of education were significant predictors of the far right’s vote 
share (less educated and less religious individuals were more likely to support the far 
right.) Unsurprisingly, migrants at all economic levels are shown to be less likely to 
support extremist right political parties than their native counterparts. Thus, while 
Lucassen and Lubbers demonstrate economic factors to be an influential determinant of 
voting behavior, this study ultimately provides more evidence for the Columbia model of 
electoral variation. 
 In what some may consider opposition to the Rochester School, a meta-analysis 
originating from Brug and Fennema purports to demonstrate that there is no true 
consensus on the role of economics in the rise of the far right even among 
methodologically sound investigations (Brug & Fennema, 2007). This conclusion, if 
accurate, would not necessarily entirely contradict the Rochester model; as stated 
previously, researchers who assert that a link exists between economics and electoral 
outcomes often disagree about the means through which this connection operations. The 
results provided by Brug and Fennema do not imply that there is no relationship between 
economics and voting behavior, but merely asserts that this connection operates 
differently within certain political and cultural contexts. However, the validity of this 
conclusion would certainly pose a difficult to any researcher attempting to test the 
Rochester theory of voting behavior across several political entities or time periods, and 
also implies that the incorporation of alternative theories (such as the Columbia and 
Michigan models) may be necessary to obtain a comprehensive understanding of the rise 
of the far right.  
 Hooghe and Marks, by contrast, present evidence that offers the most strong 
validation for the Columbia School (Hooghe and Marks 2004). Unique among the 
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sources that I have consulted, this focuses not on the far right itself but instead uses 
attitudes towards European integration (a process strongly attacked by nearly every far 
right political party platform) as its dependent variable. Their convincing (and 
statistically significant results) suggest that while economic concerns have a noticeable 
effect on the receptiveness of the public to integration (offering indirect support for the 
Rochester model), the most powerful predictors of support for a more united Europe are 
attitudes towards multiculturalism and exclusive national identity (whether an individual 
conceives of their nationality as exclusive from other territorial identities.)2 Perhaps 
unsurprisingly, a positive attitude for multiculturalism is strongly correlated with 
approval of European integration, while those who view their national identity as 
exclusive are more likely to hold the opposite view. As the dependent variable in this 
study is not support for a political ideology, these results cannot directly support any of 
the general theories of voting behavior. However, if one assumes it likely that opposition 
to European integration is a contributing factor in the salience of the far right, then this 
work’s emphasis on social identity variables certainly provides indirect evidence for the 
Columbia School. Additionally, Hooghe and Marks also note that greater divisions 
between mainstream political parties fuel tensions between common citizens and elites; 
this factor accounts for much of the country variance exhibited by exclusive national 
identity. Thus, by illustrating the potential of political parties to direct the attitudes of the 
citizenry, this work also provides indirect substantiation for the Michigan model.  
 One of the most comprehensive research projects centered around the rise of 
Europe’s far right originates from Lubbers and his colleagues, who incorporate data from 
sixteen Western Europe countries and take economic, demographic, and political factors 
into consideration (Lubbers, Scheepers, and Gijsberts 2002). Their conclusion is 
somewhat paradoxical, but also surprisingly intuitive: within national borders, 
unemployed persons are more likely to support the far right, but nations that boast higher 
employment rates are more likely to be home to influential extremist right wing political 
parties. The authors theorize that this is the result of citizens of more historically 
prosperous countries jealously guarding their nations’ success and economic integrity, a 
reasonable (though unsubstantiated) claim. Despite this support for the economic theory 
of voting, however, the analysis provided by Lubbers and his associates focuses primarily 
on the specific characteristics of far right political parties themselves, such as the 
efficiency of their organization and the level of charisma displayed by each political 
leader. While including controls for both economic and demographic conditions, this 
work indicates that these individual characteristics are in fact the most powerful predictor 
of far right success.  
 Initially, it appears difficult to fit these ‘supply-side’3 conditions into one of the 
general theories of voting behavior. The Columbia, Michigan, and Rochester models 

                                                        
2 For example, one who identifies themselves as solely Belgian or solely Flemish 
possesses an exclusive national identity, but an individual who conceives of 
themselves as both Belgian and Flemish does not. 
3 Supply-side factors are economic and political conditions that do not create 
demand for far right political policies (such unemployment or immigration), but 
instead affect the ability of far right political parties to take advantage of sentiments 
created by demand-side factors.  
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were all developed by research that focused on ‘demand-side’ factors (the economic, 
demographic, and cultural considerations that confront voters.) However, in practice, the 
study of supply-side factors has the potential to provide an important qualification to the 
Michigan model. In the context of the far right’s rise, the Michigan School of voting 
behavior is perhaps the most difficult framework to investigate. The gradual widespread 
increase in support for far right political parties itself would appear to be in contention 
with the Michigan’s School’s primary assertion (party attachment is a powerful 
psychological factor that remains stable and acts as a primary determinant of voting 
behavior), as one may assume that these radical right organizations are bolstering their 
strength via defections from other political parties.  

However, it is also plausible that the majority of the upswell in support for the far 
right has arisen from younger voters who had not yet formed an attachment to a 
mainstream political party. Due to the fact that the majority of studies that have analyzed 
the rise of the extremist right have not included age variables into their analyses, this 
notion cannot be immediately discounted. Without these factors incorporated into an 
academic’s research, no study may offer strong evidence for or against the validity of the 
Michigan model. Yet if favorable individual party characteristics are found to be 
associated with a gradual, sustained increase in support for far right organizations, then it 
is reasonable to assert that the development of the partisan psychological attachment 
emphasized by the Michigan School is determined by more than simply the social and 
economic influences said to reside at the mouth of the funnel of causality.  

 Arguably one of the most comprehensive works of the study of support for the 
far right is the theoretical analysis developed by Kitschelt, who investigates a different 
type of supply-side factor: the size of the ideological gulf between the mainstream left 
and right political parties. His results stipulate that for an extremist right organization to 
win a significant share of votes, it must experience an alignment of both demand and 
supply-side factors (Kitschelt 1999). This model asserts the more mainstream political 
parties converge ideologically, the easier it becomes for radical right organizations to 
attract disaffected voters. Kitschelt’s thesis, if valid, would have interesting implications 
for the Michigan model. The originators of the Michigan School based their findings 
upon research of the United States, where a two-party system often limits voter choice 
and fosters intense partisan conflict. Based upon Kitschelt’s findings within less divisive 
multiparty systems (where citizens appear to shift their political allegiances with greater 
frequency), it is possible that a two party system is a necessary contributor to the 
development of the psychological attachment to political parties central to the framework 
offered by the Michigan School. 

The analysis of Veuglers and Magnan serves as an application of Kitschelt’s 
theory, and accordingly tests the effects of both demand and supply-side factors on the 
success of Europe’s far right political organizations using a fuzzy-set analysis (Veugelers 
and Magnan 2005). The results obtained by these authors uphold certain aspects of 
Kitschelt’s argument; examining ten Western European nations, Vueglers and Magnan 
find that far right political parties perform best within post-industrial economies (which 
produce a high percentage of employment positions that are vulnerable to international 
competition), offering some support to the Rochester model. However, their results also 
indicate that convergence between mainstream political parties is not conducive to the 
rise of the far right. Instead, Vueglers and Magnan argue that larger ideological gulfs 
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between mainstream political parties create a more permissible electoral system in which 
extremist organizations can find a foothold. If valid, this finding would certainly 
undermine the argument that more divisive electoral systems foster stronger loyalty to 
traditional political parties. Yet as the majority of the nations examined by these two 
authors exhibit proportional, multiparty electoral systems, this analysis remains 
compatible with the notion that the unique aspects of the American political arena renders 
the United States more in accordance with the Michigan model than its European 
counterparts. Additionally, and in contrast to the findings of Swank and Betz, Vueglers 
and Magnan claim that their results demonstrate that higher levels of social welfare 
spending are associated with a greater level of success of the far right (Swank & Betz, 
2003). This conclusion is potentially in accordance with the Rochester model, but would 
imply that the mechanisms of economic voting operate differently than the interpretation 
offered by Swank and Betz. 

Vasilopoulou and Halikiopoulou likewise invesitgate the role of both economic 
and supply-side factors in their analysis of the far right, positioning their research to have 
implications for both the Michigan and Rochester models (Vasilopoulou and 
Halikiopoulou 2015). Unlike most of the other sources that I have consulted, this Greek-
focused book attempts to illustrate a narative of the rise of the country’s far right Golden 
Dawn political party rather than construct a data-focused analysis. According to the 
authors, Greece’s economic turmoil was a necessary element of the Golden Dawn’s rise. 
However, the party’s history demonstrates that it was not able to gain a significant 
foothold in Greek politics until it improved its organizational structure and aquired a 
more effective set of leaders. Similarly to Lubber’s earlier analysis, these results imply 
that an amendment may be necessary to the Michigan model: individual party 
characteristics are a contributing factor to the physcological attachment that voters may 
develop to political parties. This argument, however would likely only hold wait in 
Europe if, contrary to the strongest interpretation of the implications supplied by 
Vueglers and Magnan, the Michigan School of voting behavior retains a degree of 
relevance within multiparty systems.   

A second work within this area of study that relies on narrative rather than data is 
that of Mudde, who focuses his research on a broad swath of European countries rather 
than one in particular (Mudde 2007). Despite this key difference in their methodologies, 
his approach is otherwise similar to that of Vasilopoulou and Halikiopoulou, and he 
likewise concludes that supply side factors such as party organization and ability to 
disseminate political propaganda are the primary determinants of the far right’s success. 
Mudde adds an important element to the supply-side hypothesis, however. His book 
emphasizes that, in addition to the individual characteristics of far political parties, the 
history of each nation also serves as an important supply-side factor. Extremist right 
organizations that operate within countries that remember an unfortunate past with 
fascism are often stigmatized (whether fairly or unfairly) as a remnant or reminder of a 
painful history. This limits their appeal to moderate voters, often keeping them contained 
at the fringe of the political spectrum. Mudde’s primary evidence for this assertion is the 
observable negative correlation observed between the fascist pasts of European countries 
and the success of the radical right; the group of nations that experienced a past with 
fascism exhibit significantly a lower degree of extremist right success (on average) than 
the rest of the continent. If the Michigan model can indeed be applied to European 
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nations, than these results would clearly suggest that a nation’s political history can serve 
as a powerful inhibitor to the development of partisan attachment, in effect serving as a 
filter at the mouth of the funnel of causality.  

Despite the multitude of studies that have studied the rise of Europe’s far right, 
the overall implications of this phenomenon for the three general theories of voting 
behavior are not entirely clear. As stated by Brug and Fennema, although many 
researchers have argued that there is an association between economic factors and the 
success of the far right, there is no widespread consensus on which economic conditions 
impact the far right or the extent to which elements influence voting behavior (Brug & 
Fennema, 2007). Social welfare spending, for example, is cited as an influence on the far 
right by several researchers, but each offers a different interpretation of its association 
with support for the extremist right. In regards to the Columbia School, multiple studies 
of the far right have produced results in apparent accordance with its central tenant: social 
identity plays a significant role in the determination of electoral choice. However, with 
the possible exceptions of the analyses provided by Siedler and Lucassen and Lubbers, 
most of these findings can be plausibly interpreted strictly in terms of economic voting 
(Siedler 2011) (Lucassen & Lubbers 2012). And although findings centered around 
supply-side factors such as individual party characteristics and mainstream party 
convergence carry interesting implications for the Michigan School, the researchers who 
have investigated these conditions have likewise offered inconsistent conclusions.  

 
v. Influence on Research Design 

 
Using the examples of prior research to guide my efforts, I have attempted to craft 

a methodology that will offer this project its best chance of both isolating the factors 
behind the rise of the far right and investing the degree to which the three general theories 
of voting behavior apply to the European continent. Noticing two common omissions 
from previous studies of the far right, the percentage of a country’s population comprised 
of young voters and the length of time which each far right party has existed, has inspired 
me to include variables for both of these factors in my own regressions. This will equip 
my regressions to provide certain implications for the Michigan model; if neither age nor 
party longevity is significantly correlated with the success of the far right, then it is likely 
that Europe’s extremist parties are swaying older voters who have had time to developed 
a psychological attachment to the mainstream organizations they once supported.  

Perhaps the most valuable lesson I have learned from the study of preceding 
inquiries into the success of the far right is the importance of a comprehensive analysis. 
The perils of employing an overly simplistic approach to the study of the extremist right 
are exemplified by the work of Fichter (2008). Although his examination of the role of 
trade unions in the radical right’s rise is a promising premise, his failure to fail to either 
employ a regression (despite having more than enough data available to do so) or 
consider the possibility that any factors beyond socioeconomic status and geographic 
location may be influencing his results prevents his study from providing any strong 
evidence concerning the link between union membership and the development of far right 
ideology. Similarly, although the work of Siedler and its use of parental unemployment 
as its primary independent variable raises the intriguing possibility economic history and 
upbringing may be just as (if not more) influential over an individual’s political ideology 
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as their current economic status, no non-economic controls are incorporated into its 
regressions (Siedler 2011). Both of these studies advance plausible theories of the far 
right’s rise and offer interesting implications to the Columbia and Rochester models, but 
their methodological deficiencies render them a prime example of how incomprehensive 
research can weaken a study’s conclusions.  

An example of a more inclusive analysis is provided by Swank and Betz, which 
incorporates non-economic factors such as foreign migrants, level of support for 
mainstream right political parties, and the type of electoral system in its study of the 
effects of globalization and welfare on the rise of the far right (Swank and Betz, 2003). In 
addition to providing a more convincing conclusion, the broader nature of this 
investigation allows it to utilize interaction terms between economic, supply-side, and 
immigration factors, setting a key precedent for my own work. The results of Lubber’s 
first analysis, arguably an even more comprehensive study, similarly demonstrate the 
importance of including multiple non-economic controls into one’s work (Lubbers, 
Scheepers, and Gijsberts 2002). In addition, unlike Swank and Betz, Lubbers and his 
colleagues account for country-level variation in their analysis by incorporating country 
fixed-effects into their regressions. As these are shown to substantially alter the value of 
their final coefficients, it is clear that potential country-level variation should not be 
ignored in any study of the far right.   

Furthermore, one must remember that even studies that incorporate economic, 
demographic, and supply-side factors into their research can lose credibility due to other 
methodological failings. Veugelers and Mangnan, for example, include both demand and 
supply-side factors into their regressions, but are hampered by a failure to adequately 
describe and explain the data that is employed by their study (Veugelers & Magnan, 
2005). One of their main conclusions stipulates the social welfare spending is associated 
with increased levels of support for nationalist organizations, but their failure to control 
for the method of welfare distribution (whether or not it is employment-based) leaves 
their results less convincing than the work of other researchers who have investigated the 
topic, such as Swank and Betz. Additionally, the absence of the use of a universal 
measurement of far right wing support for all eleven countries under consideration further 
undermines my confidence in their conclusions. The development of a satisfactory 
investigation into the nationalist movements sweeping through Europe, therefore, clearly 
requires far more than simply including factors rooted in all three basic hypotheses.  

Although not an initial focus of this project, the effect of supply-side factors on 
the success of the far right has been demonstrated by the results of several studies. 
Lubbers, Vasilopoulou, and Mudde all make plausible arguments contending that these 
elements play a necessary role in the rise of the extremist right (Mudde, 2007) 
(Vasilopoulou & Halikiopoulou, 2015) (Lubbers, Scheepers, & Gijsberts, 2002). This, in 
addition to their potential to offer an important amendment to the Michigan School of 
voting behavior, has made them an indispensible part of this analysis, and those supply-
side factors that cannot be reliably quantified (such as the charisma of its leadership) are 
accounted for in this project’s case studies. In addition, both Mudde and Lubbers have 
provided evidence for the utility of introducing certain classifications into this project’s 
dataset  (Lucassen & Lubbers 2012). The results of Mudde’s study indicate that the 
nature of a nation’s political history can significantly inhibit support for the far right, and 
Lubber’s analysis makes it clear that a regression’s results may very significantly 
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depending upon which European nations are included. Therefore, the final dataset for this 
project includes indicators for both political history and European region.  

 Finally, there are two investigations into the rise of the far right notable not for 
the inspirations they have provided but for the warnings they have unwittingly presented. 
One piece, penned by Yilmaz, proves to be a perfect example of a promising line of 
inquiry remaining unanswered thanks to a lack of data (Yilmaz 2012). This report centers 
entirely around a simple demographic factor: Muslim immigrants. Yilmaz claims that 
Europe’s far right has managed to gain’hegemony’ over the issue of immigration, and has 
successfully defined Muslim immigrants as a threat to the continent’s culture and safety. 
Unfortunately, Yilmaz’s arguments are not supported with data; the only evidence 
offered for his conclusions consist of specific anecdotal instances in European politics 
and assertions by prior researchers. The other, penned by Rydgren, attempts to make the 
familiar case that ‘demand side’ considerations such as economic conditions and 
xenophobia are limited in their ability to explain support for the far right, arguing that 
supply side factors offer a more promising explanation of the movement’s recent success 
(Rydgren 2007). His primary argument, which essentially claims that the differing 
conclusions of previous researchers are proof enough that demand side factors cannot 
explain the rise of the far right, is weak and unsupported by data.4 Together, both of these 
analyses illustrate the danger of relying on previous research to formulate, rather than 
simply contextualize, one’s own conclusions. 

 
vi. Summary 

 
It is clear that the study of the European far right’s rise is far from an untread 

topic. However, no investigation into the phenomenon has of yet both examined nations 
across the continent and taken economic, demographic, cultural, and supply side factors 
into account. Furthermore, methodological shortcomings plague many of these previous 
research projects, and even the most comprehensive and methodologically sound among 
them did not have the opportunity to incorporate a significant amount of data from 
Europe’s recent tumultuous years. This project intends to build upon the efforts of 
previous researchers, applying their insights to a more recent dataset and correcting for a 
number of their more significant shortcomings. Additionally, a major goal of this study 
has been to correct for some of the discrepancies throughout the literature (such as the 
dispute between Swank and Betz and Vueglers and Magnan around the effect of welfare 
on the rise of the far right) that have not yet been resolved.  

Although the broad scope of this project and certain shortcomings in the available 
data doubtlessly leave certain lingering questions, it is a primary goal of this analysis to 
take a significant step in the right direction and present promising new directions for 
future researchers. Additionally, none of the previous studies have attempted to connect 
their results with the broader theories of voting behavior; this analysis begins to bridge 
this gap by exploring the implications that these results present for the Columbia, 
Michigan, and Rochester models of electoral choice. Finally, it is worth noting that the 

                                                        
4 Analyzing why previous researchers have produced contradictory results (and delving 
into the potential methodological flaws of their analyses) would have provided a far 
stronger case for this paper’s argument. 
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dependent variable utilized by previous research has not been consistent; some analysts 
have utilized the support shown for far right parties (such as polling) while others have 
directly examined electoral results (as does my own analysis). While this literature 
review has largely treated the two as synonymous, discrepancies between opinion polling 
and the actual divisions of the vote are far from uncommon 

 
III. Methodology 

 
i. Introduction 
 
 This thesis utilizes both a series of regression analyses and several detailed case 
studies in order to investigate several theories that attempt to explain the rise of the far 
right. Two of these explanations center around the economic pressures experienced by 
voters, each representing one of the two primary interpretations of rational choice 
theory.5 Influential non-economic conditions such as crime and terrorism that may 
influence voting behavior comprise a third hypothesis, and ‘supply side’ explanations 
such as party structure and longevity provide a fourth. These potential explanations are 
summarized as follows:  
1. As economic conditions worsen within a given nation, voters will seek to punish 
incumbents for the nation’s poor performance. This makes the electorate more likely to 
give their support to far right candidates and political parties who are known to be 
opponents of those currently in power. (Sociotropic voting.) 
2. Voters will lose confidence in the ability of traditional government policies to induce 
prosperity during periods of economic downturn. During this time, the electorate will be 
more receptive to the notion that the anti-globalist economic policies advocated by the far 
right will lead to economic recovery and stability in the future. (Pocketbook voting.)  
3. Higher levels of crime, terrorism, and migration will lead to increased fears among the 
voting population that their nation’s stability and traditional culture are at risk, causing 
them to vote for far right candidates and political parties who pledge to combat these 
dangers. (Issue voting.) 
4. Far right success is explained by ‘supply side’ political conditions. Charismatic far 
right leaders, more effective organization among far right political parties, and a more 
open political environment (characterized by a lesser degree of support for the center 
right) will lead to greater success for extremist right candidates and political parties. 
 These four explanations are by no means mutually exclusive; it is entirely 
possible that each group of factors contributes to the rise of the extremist right, as several 
pieces of previous literature on the subject have claimed. Furthermore, it is plausible that 
these hypotheses are valid only under certain conditions. For example, as argued by 
certain researchers, worsening economic conditions are associated with an increased level 
of support for the far right only when supply side conditions are also favorable for 
extremist organizations (or vice-versa.) 

                                                        
5 Sociotropic voting (the electorate votes for parties that advocate policies best 
suited to their current and future economic interests) and sociotropic voting (the 
electorate rewards or punishes incumbents depending on their immediate 
economic situation.) 
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 It is important to note that not all of these explanations entirely align with each of 
the three general theories of voting behavior. While the two branches of rational choice 
theory are clearly represented by the first two hypotheses, the same cannot be said for the 
Columbia or Michigan Schools of voting behavior. An association of higher levels of 
terrorism and migration may be interpreted as a response of certain ethnic and social 
groups to what they perceive as a cultural invasion (supporting the Columbia model), but 
could also be reasonably perceived as a reaction to the potential economic competition 
and disruption created by immigrants (supporting the Rochester model). Supply side 
factors, on the other hand, do not play an important role in any of the three general 
theories of voting behavior; the fourth hypothesis, therefore, can offer little direct 
evidence in support or opposition to any of these broader explanations. Nevertheless, as 
discussed in the literature review, each of these four explanations (if valid) offers 
interesting implications for one or more of the general theories of voting behavior, 
especially rational choice theory.  
 In order to test these four hypotheses, I first conduct a series of regressions that 
incorporates data from twenty-one diverse European nations. Each of these statistical 
investigations includes a significant number of variables corresponding to economic, 
demographic, political, and supply side conditions that have been theorized to influence 
the behavior of voters. For the purpose of isolating the factors behind the rise of the far 
right, these regressions are re-run over various regions and time periods. Furthermore, 
due to the various existing methods of measuring certain phenomena, additional tests 
comprising alternative measurements of conditions such as immigration and welfare 
spending are also included in this analysis.  
 The results of these regressions may directly indicate which precise factors are 
most strongly correlated with the rise of the far right, but they do not explicitly reveal 
why certain economic or political conditions are associated with greater levels of support 
for the edge of the political spectrum (which is why this project includes qualitative 
studies). This reality renders it difficult for a single regression, even one with large and 
significant coefficients, to clearly bolster or discredit any of this project’s four primary 
hypotheses (and by extension, any of the three general theories of voting behavior.) A 
significant coefficient on unemployment, for example, may be interpreted as sociotropic 
or pocketbook voting, depending on whether one considers the corresponding rise of 
support for the far right as genuine faith in their stated economic policies or a simple 
desire to punish the incumbents who presided over the economic downturn. In order to 
alleviate this concern, several time lags and alternative measurements for certain 
phenomena are incorporated into these regressions in order to gain a more thorough 
understanding of any observed correlations. 
 Using the results of these regressions as a guide, I then proceed to initiate a more 
detailed analysis of three of the nations examined by this study. By investigating nations 
who exhibit anomalous patterns of far right support, I intend to gain a more precise 
understanding of the motivations behind the extremist right’s rise than can be gleamed 
from the results of this project’s regressions. This allows me to make more confident 
assertions against or in favor of this project’s four hypotheses (and the three general 
theories of voting behavior). Additionally, these case studies allow my research to 
consider factors theorized to explain the growth of the far right that cannot be reliably 
incorporated into a regression analysis, such as the level of charisma demonstrated by the 
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leaders of far right organizations and the political history of each European nation. 
However, this stage of the analysis also introduces the potential caveat that these more in-
depth results may be confined to the three counties in question. 
  
ii. Data Overview 

 
 The data that I have incorporated into this project represents over a dozen 
political, economic, and demographic factors that potentially have played a role in the 
rise of the far right.6 Two variables that I was unfortunately was unable to create were the 
number of crimes committed by immigrants within national borders, and the percentage 
of each population that consisted of Muslims. Many nations do not report the perpetrators 
of crimes in the data that they make available to the public, and any estimate of the 
number of Muslims living in each European country I have considered is a rough 
approximation at best, and ultimately not reliable enough to include in my dataset. Also, 
due to practical concerns of data availability, I was not able to include all European 
countries in my dataset. In the end, however, I managed to accumulate data on twenty-
one separate European nations7. Several representatives from each region of the continent 
(Northern, Southern, Western, and Eastern) are included, allowing my study to retain the 
possibility of drawing broad conclusions.  
 All of my original data was recorded on an annual basis (most of which has been 
obtained from the OECD and the European Election Database). Many of these variables 
were in fact measured in quarterly or monthly increments, but as this did not apply to all 
of my original data files, I replicated all of my data on an annual level in order to 
maintain consistency. The years in my dataset range from 1995 to 2015. Unfortunately, 
although many of my variables are available throughout the entirety of this timespan, not 
all of my data sources record information back to 1995. These variables in question, 
therefore, are only considered when the focus of my regressions is narrowed to a more 
recent period (beginning in 2004). The year 2017 is omitted from my dataset simply due 
to the fact that, for the majority of variables, data from this period has not yet been 
reported.  

Each observation in my final dataset is a single European nation during a specific 
year. However, many potential observations during the twenty-one year period under 
consideration were dropped; only country/year combinations that included an election are 
incorporated into the final dataset. Notably, several countries have experienced multiple 
elections during the same year (for both the national legislature and the European 
parliament), and thus certain country/year intersections provide more than one 
observation. Among these instances, nearly all variables remain constant; only 
VoteShare, CenterRight, PercentTurnout, and National within observations drawn from 

                                                        
6 This overview provides both the number of total observations and number of 
missing observations for each variable. Other descriptive statistics, such as mean 
and standard deviation, are available in my data appendix.  
7 Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, 
Greece, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Spain, Sweeden, Swtizerland, and the UK. 
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the same country/year intersection. In total, this project includes two hundred and twelve 
observation, though many of my variables contain missing values.  

VoteShare, likely the most pivotal variable in my dataset, was difficult to obtain. 
This variable represents the percentage of votes in any given election that was cast for 
members of far right political organizations. The first step towards forming this variable 
was to create a preliminary definition of far right political parties, which I outline as 
follows: Any political organization that calls for a complete ban to immigration, defines 
immigrants as a dire threat to national culture or ethnic identity, demands a ban on 
Islamic worship, or evokes Nazi themes or symbolism. Following the creation of this 
definition, I drew upon the European Election Database (2017) to obtain estimates the 
percentage of the total votes received by all far right political parties within each separate 
nation during every observed election year. VoteShare contains no missing values.  

The European Election Database also provides the data for four of my other 
variables: CenterRight, PercentTurnout, National, and PartyLongevity. CenterRight 
refers to the percentage of votes in any given election that was awarded to candidates or 
organizations on the center right of the political spectrum; this variable serves to account 
for the possibility that success for the extremist right depends in part on the degree to 
which they are ‘crowded out’ by mainstream organizations that belong to the political 
right. Candidates and parties are classified as belonging to the center right if they have 
advocated for conservative economic and social policies without fulfilling the criteria to 
be considered aligned with the far right. CenterRight provides data for all two hundred 
and twelve observations. 

National is a dummy variable that indicates whether an election was conducted 
for internal politics or the European parliament (it is one for the former, and zero for the 
latter). PercentTurnout simply reports the percentage of eligible voters that cast valid 
ballots in each contest. Together, these two variables serve to investigate the potential 
influence that non-internal elections and higher turnouts exert on the extremist right’s 
performance. Finally, PartyLongevity indicates the length of time that had passed 
between a far right political party and its participation in a given election, serving as a 
test of the notion that political organizations are likely to improve their performances 
after gaining experience and time to organize. For observations in which more than one 
far right political party participated in the electoral contest, this measurement is based 
upon the more successful organization. None of these observations contain any missing 
values.  
 Many of my original data files were taken from the OECD’s (2016) economic 
database. In particular, I relied upon this international economic organization for data on 
social welfare spending, unemployment rates, exports, imports, GDP growth rates, Gini 
coefficients, and migration inflows. Social welfare expenditures are recorded in the form 
of two alternate measurements: total welfare spending, and welfare spending specifically 
granted to programs designed to aid the unemployed. These two measurements 
encapsulate all of the relevant social expenditure from both public and private sources. 
Additionally, they are each recorded as a percentage of each nation’s total gross domestic 
product, which likely provides a more accurate assessment of the size of a country’s 
social safety net than the raw value of this spending. TotalWelfareSpending is missing 2 
values, while UnemploymentSpending lacks 38. The majority of the latter’s missing 
values originate from the last three years of the dataset, meaning that its inclusion in any 
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regression in place of the former removes all elections that were held in 2014, 2015, and 
2016 from consideration. These two variables are also used to construct OtherSpending, 
which records the percentage of gross domestic product that is directed to welfare 
programs that do not directly aid the unemployed. It is missing 39 values. 

Unemployment is presented as what Americans consider the ‘U3’ rate (which 
does not incorporate discouraged or part-time workers) and is likewise a percentage (the 
number of unemployed persons in the labor force divided by the total number of 
individuals in the labor force) for each nation. Exports, imports, and GDP are all 
presented in simple terms: the raw value of each nation’s economic production (using the 
output approach) converted into billions of U.S. dollars. GDP growth is shown as a 
percentage: the value of GDP estimated at the end of the given year (again, using the 
output approach) divided by the value of GDP at the beginning of the year, minus one. 
Unemployment rates and GDP growth both serve as indicators of a nation’s current 
economic well being, while exports, imports, and GDP (all on the same scale: billions of 
U.S. dollars) are used to create four variables original to this dataset. These 
measurements are used to represent the amount of trade conducted by an economy 
relative to its GDP level. ExportPer indicates the total value of an economy’s exports 
divided by its total GDP, ImportPer similarly shows the total value of an economy’s 
imports divided by its total GDP, TradePer is simply the sum of the two, and NetTrade is 
equivalent to the difference between ExportPer and ImportPer (if ImportPer is larger, 
NetTrade is negative). These four measurements serve as approximations of the degree of 
economic globalization experienced by a European country during any of the years in 
question. All of these observations provide a small number of missing values8, but these 
are the product of random chance rather than a discernable pattern (and are thus not a 
significant concern.) 

Gini coefficients are included as a representation of the level of economic 
inequality experienced by each observation. This measurement serves as the most 
common estimate of income distribution, and ranges from zero to one; the closer the 
coefficient is to one, the greater the percentage of income is concentrated among the top 
income percentiles. The OECD provides two estimates of the Gini coefficient, one is 
based upon the definition of income it used up through 2011, and the other is formed 
using the database’s more recent classification of income. Both of these estimates, 
recorded as Gini2011 and Gini2012, are included in this project’s final dataset. They are, 
however, selectively applied. Gini2011 contains 101 missing values, while Gini2012 
reports 125. These measurements are noticeably missing for many of the nations in this 
dataset during the years prior to 2004 and following 2013, and any regression that 
incorporates one of them severely curtails the time period under examination. 

Migration, the final variable obtained with OECD data, is also represented by 
more than one measurement. ForeignInflows approximates the number of foreign 
individuals that immigrated into each individual European nation during the year in 
question through various channels on either a temporary (non-vacation) or permanent 
basis. ForeignStock, meanwhile, serves as an estimation of the total number of foreign 
individuals who have taken up temporary or permanent residence within one of these 
nations (and is likewise recorded on an annual basis.) Each is missing a considerable 

                                                        
8 Unemployment is missing six, the trade variables three, and GDPGrowth two. 
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number of values ForeignInflows 31 and ForeignStock 33). Most of these values are from 
the earliest and latest years incorporated into this thesis; therefore, when included, the 
migration variables somewhat limit the time period that can be placed under observation.  
 The United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (“United Nations Department of 
Economic and Social Affairs,” 2016) provides my data on the total number of various 
forms of crime that have taken place in each nation during any given year. Three of these 
estimates are included in my final dataset: assault, homicide, and sexual violence. I chose 
to utilize this variable due to the hysteria that has taken place in several nations of the 
supposed ‘epidemic’ of crime immigrants have inflicted upon native populations, which 
raises the possibility that these variables could be predictors of far right political success9 
(Calamur 2016). In order to account for differences in population size between the 
various European nations analyzed in this project, the rate of which each of these forms 
of crimes has occurred per 100,000 citizens is recorded instead of the simple total number 
of instances. The data for these three variables only encapsulates the period between 2002 
and 2014; therefore, their inclusion in any of this project’s regression significantly 
reduces the amount of observations present. Homicide, Assault, and SexViolence contain 
81, 85, and 91 missing values, respectively.  
 In order to account for the influence that the population’s fears of terrorism, 
Islamic culture, and mass migration may play on the rise of the far right, this project’s 
dataset includes three variables that represent the level of Google searches for each of 
these three topics during a given observation (“GoogleTrends"). These variables track the 
number of searches for these topics relative during each period relative to the peak of 
interest in each topic within a specific nation. This is not an issue, however, as the 
inclusion of country fixed effects ensures that my regressions are focused on internal 
variations within the nations of Europe. Similarly to my crime variables, these indicators 
do not stretch back to the initial years of my dataset (as Google did not begin tracking 
searches until 2004.) For this reason, Terrorism, Islam, and Refugee are all missing 82 
values. It is also worth noting, that, according to Google itself, the reliability of their 
search tracking software did not reach its present level until 2011.  
 The final variable included in this dataset is Age, constructed through information 
provided by the U.S. Census Bureau (“International Programs” 2017). This measurement 
indicates the percentage of individuals within a population aged between fifteen and 
twenty-nine. Although this factor’s influence on the far right has not been studied by 
previous literature, I find its inclusion to be a worthwhile test for the Michigan model of 
voting behavior. This age bloc generally encapsulates the period in the lives of citizens 
where they are first introduced into politics, old enough to protest, organize, and vote, but 
perhaps still sufficiently young to avoid becoming set in their opinions. If the Michigan 
School is correct, and party attachment is a powerful influence on voting behavior that 
develops over a significant period of time, this variable would likely be significantly 
correlated with far right success. This variable contains zero missing values.  
 
 

                                                        
9 It was regrettably impossible to include a variable centered on crimes committed 
only by foreign-born individuals, as this data is simply not made available to the 
public.  



 21 

 
 

Summary Statistics 
Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
      
Year 212 2006 6.07 1995 2016 
Age 212 19.47 2.15 15.30 24.90 
SexViolence 116 38.78 40.70 5.00 219.20 
Homicide 131 1.40 1.30 0.10 10.70 
Assault 126 270.04 264.38 5.80 1010.60 
GDPGrowth 210 1.72 3.30 -14.72 8.45 
Gini2012 87 0.29 .04 0.22 0.38 
Gini2011 111 0.29 .04 0.21 0.38 
LaggedUnem~t 202 9.00 4.60 2.55 27.49 
LaggedUnem~2 198 9.00 4.65 2.53 27.49 
LaggedUnem~3 195 8.89 4.31 3.08 24.79 
Unemployment 206 9.11 4.54 3.15 26.55 
Unemployme~e 206 9.02 4.32 2.91 25.87 
LaggedGDP 210 1.98 2.71 -9.13 10.27 
LaggedGDP2 209 2.02 3.16 -14.72 11.80 
LaggedGDP3 209 2.25 2.98 -9.13 10.80 
GDPFourAve~e 211 2.00 2.10 -6.55 8.42 
ForeignInf~s 181 127630 197583 759 1342529 
ForeignStock 178 1317226 1900346 219.19 8152968 
Imports 210 192.11 217.03 2.54 1200.24 
Exports 210 192.24 236.78 1.83 1482.04 
ImportPer 209 0.38 0.19 0.16 0.88 
ExportPer 209 0.37 .21 .07 0.91 
TotalTrade 209 0.76 .39 0.29 1.79 
NetTrade 209 -0.01 .07 -0.21 0.16 
Terrorism 140 14.32 11.58 2.83 60.42 
Islam 140 39.60 15.30 10.92 82.75 
Refugee 140 14.59 9.31 3.08 58.58 
TotalTrends 140 68.51 28.59 19.00 156.17 
VoteShare 212 7.96 8.69 0 46.73 
National 212 0.65 0.48 0 1.00 
CenterRight 212 36.48 9.94 0 63.56 
PartyLonge~y 212 17.32 14.82 0 61.00 
PercentTur~t 212 60.39 18.50 13.05 91.63 
TotalWelfa~g 210 23.44 4.15 12.60 31.90 
Unemployme~g 174 1.11 0.82 0 3.81 
North 212 0.27 0.44 0 1 
West 212 0.32 0.47 0 1 
Central 212 0.38 0.49 0 1 
South 212 0.26 0.44 0 1 
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East 212 0.35 0.48 0 1 
ImportPer1 209 38.34 18.92 15.70 87.30 
ExportPer1 209 37.28 20.62 6.75 91.37 
OtherSpend~g 173 22.19 3.81 12.51 30.90 
Country1 212 10.68 6.06 1.00 21.00 
Unemployme~m 139 131.78 164.31 20.09 1109.21 
Unemployme~y 206 151.64 158.17 0 902.70 
Unemploym~lt 124 2178.87 2062.50 24.622 8029.63 
Unemployme~s 177 1090184 1741448 7653.25 7190908 
GDPGrowth_~m 139 33.97 75.44 -234.41 317.74 
GDPGrowth_~y 210 19.18 66.91 -252.85 170.89 
GDPGrowth_~t 126 304.29 1292.04 -5090.42 5608.03 
GDPGrowth_~s 181 109223 603537 -3406794 2141788 

 
iii. Regression Overview 
 
 Due to the fact that there is no indication that the errors of the various variables 
incorporated into my analysis are correlated with one another, this project makes use of 
ordinary least squares regressions (OLS) to investigate the rise of the far right. However, 
heteroscedasticity is a significant concern; utilizing the Breusch-Pagan Test following 
this project’s regressions reveals that we can confidently reject the hypothesis of constant 
variance. This indicates that the variance of the residuals increases as a function of at 
least one of this analysis’s independent variables, and thus disproves homoscedasticity. 
For this reason, the OLS regressions in this analysis are calculated using robust standard 
errors, which relax the assumptions that errors are identically distributed.  
 This project includes a maximum of twenty-four independent variables that 
represent various economic, political, supply-side, and demographic conditions. 
Unemployment, GDPGrowth, ExportPer, ImportPer, NetTrade, TotalTrade, Gini2011, 
Gini2012, TotalWelfareSpending, UnemploymentSpending, and OtherSpending all 
represent strictly economic factors. ForeignInflows, ForeignStock, Refugee, and Age 
account primarily for demographic variation, while Homicide, Assault, SexViolence, 
Terrorism, and Islam act as indicators of the citizenry’s non-economic political concerns. 
Finally, National, CenterRight, PercentTurnout, and PartyLongevity embody supply-side 
considerations (those these in particular are examined more closely in this project’s case 
studies. However, it must be remembered that these divisions are not absolute; variables 
that deal with immigration and crime may have economic implications. VoteShare, a 
representation of the percentage of votes awarded to a far right candidate or party in a 
given election, serves as the dependent variable in all of this thesis’s regressions.  

The primary regression in this analysis incorporates observations from all twenty-
one years under consideration. Due to limitations in available data, this regression omits 
the independent variables related to crime (Homicide, Assault, and SexViolence), derived 
from Google Trends (Terrorism, Islam, and Refugee,) or centered on the Gini 
Coefficient. However, this particular investigation retains all indicators related to 
economic and supply-side conditions, and takes immigration into account through the 
utilization of ForeignInflows and ForeignStock. Although it is regrettable that this 
regression could not include the project’s full range of independent variables, it remains a 
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more comprehensive analysis than any previous study of the rise of the far right over 
such a long period. Reliable data on crime and fears of terrorism across Europe is simply 
not available prior to the turn of the millennium, and these variables are included in 
regressions that examine later time periods (when issues of crime and terrorism arguably 
grew more prominent in the political platforms of extremist right organizations.) 

When this project’s crime, trend, and Gini variables are incorporated into its 
regression, no elections that were held prior to 2004 or following 2014 may have an 
effect on the final result. However, while this considerably shrinks the amount of data 
available, this regression remains based on a larger number of observations than the 
investigations detailed in the previous literature. This larger regression is conducted 
twice, the first instance making use of all available data, and the second confining its 
scope to the post-crisis era (in order to investigate whether the conditions of far right 
success were significantly altered in the fallout of the global financial crisis. In order to 
gain a further understanding of the role that crime, terrorism, and income inequality may 
have played in the rise of the extremist right and ascertain how their inclusion shapes the 
results of the analysis, these two distinct periods (all years post 2002 and all years post 
2007) are then analyzed using only the controls of the primary regression.  

Additionally, this thesis includes multiple regressions that employ interaction 
terms between economic variables and other indicators, in order to examine the 
possibility that both economic and political turmoil are necessary to induce far right 
success. These interaction terms investigate how this analysis’s two main economic 
indicators, Unemployment and GDPGrowth, vary depending on the level of Terrorism, 
Refugee, Assault, and ForeignInflows. Finally, in order to account for the possibility 
raised by prior studies that the results of one’s investigation of the far right’s success may 
depend on the specific nations considered, this project conducts regressions that include 
the controls of the primary operation but focus on a specific region of Europe (Western, 
Eastern, Northern, Southern, and Central).10 
  
IV. Regression Results 
 
i. Primary Regression 
 
 This thesis’s primary regression11 (depicted in Table 1) indicates that economic 
factors are the most powerful predictors of far right success. GDPGrowth is statistically 
significant at the ten percent level (and nearly at the five percent level.) Its coefficient is 
negative, as many would expect, implying that lower levels of economic growth are 
associated with higher levels of support for the far right. This relationship is relatively 
strong; the coefficient of -1.15 indicates that the far right can expect their share of votes 
to increase by 1.15 percent of the total for every percentage point lower of GDP Growth. 
Also significant is the relationship between VoteShare and UnemploymentSpending, a 

                                                        
10 Due to issues of collinearity, including the variables for crime, terrorism, and 
inequality is not possible.   
11 This model contains 142 observations; those that are lost are primarily derived 
from 2014, 2015, and 2016, due to the presence of ForeignInflows and 
ForeignStock. 
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correlation that is significant at the five percent level and (again, as expected) negative. 
According to the primary regression, each percentage point of GDP directed towards 
benefits for the unemployed leads to an expected 5.83 percentage point decline in the 
proportion of votes received by the extremist right. ImportPer is significant at the ten 
percent level, and its positive value of 1.84 reveals that the far right can predict their 
share of the total number of votes to increase by .57 percentage points for every 
percentage point increase in the ratio of imports to total GDP. Perhaps the most 
interesting results from this regression, however, stems from the only non-economic 
variable to present a significant coefficient. PartyLongevity is significant at the five 
percent level, and its coefficient of -.26 implies that far right political parties that have 
existed for shorter periods of time generally experience greater success.  
 Save for the coefficient on PartyLongevity (which is unrelated to economics), 
these results most clearly support the validity of the Rochester School of Voting 
Behavior, which asserts that economic concerns are the primary determinant of electoral 
variation. However, it is unclear whether the relationships observed in this regression 
provide evidence for sociotropic voting, pocketbook voting, or both. This regression does 
not take motivation into account, and therefore does not reveal whether the correlation of 
economic downturn and far right success stems from a desire to punish mainstream 
incumbents or newfound faith in the extremist right’s economic philosophy. Yet the 
positive association between level of imports and far right success does indicate that 
pocketbook voting is occurring to a certain extent. Unlike low levels of GDP Growth and 
unemployment benefits, the magnitude of a nation’s imports does not have a simple and 
clear effect on the economic fortunes of citizens. Therefore, it is difficult to argue that 
higher levels of imports make voters more eager to punish incumbents (sociotropic 
voting) when other economic conditions (such as GDP Growth) are held constant. 
Pocketbook voting, on the other hand, provides an entirely plausible explanation for this 
association: citizens are more likely to be swayed by the anti-globalist arguments of the 
far right during periods of economic downturn if it is possible to attribute the nation’s 
poor performance to external economic competition.  
 This project’s third hypothesis is not supported by the results of this regression; 
although crime and terrorism are not incorporated into this specific analysis, neither of 
the variables that represent immigration (arguably the cultural/political variable most 
commonly linked to the rise of the far right) are shown to possess a significant 
relationship to the movement’s success. Additionally, these results offer no support to the 
hypothesis that supply-side conditions have played a significant role in the far right’s 
increasing success. Most of the variables representing these factors (National, 
CenterRight, and PercentTurnout) are not significantly associated with VoteShare, and 
the length of time that a far right organization has possessed to organize (PartyLongevity) 
is negatively correlated with the dependent variable. These findings should not be viewed 
as strong evidence against the supply-side hypothesis; there are many internal party 
conditions that cannot be reliably quantified, and it is entirely possible that the newest far 
right political parties boast the most effective and cohesive organization. However, this 
result is problematic for the Michigan model, as it suggests that significant quantities of 



 25 

both younger and older12 citizens are transferring their allegiance to new political parties 
over a relatively short amount of time, contesting the notion that partisan affiliation is a 
powerful psychological attachment that rarely changes.      
 

Primary Regression (Table 1)               
 VoteShare 

Unemployment -0.186 
 (0.32) 
LaggedUnemployment 0.448 
 (0.87) 
GDPGrowth -1.147 
 (1.98)* 
LaggedGDP 0.578 
 (0.99) 
UnemploymentSpending -5.830 
 (2.45)** 
OtherSpending 0.489 
 (0.86) 
ForeignInflows -0.000 
 (1.30) 
ForeignStock 0.000 
 (1.01) 
Age -0.137 
 (0.18) 
ExportPer1 -0.294 
 (1.16) 
ImportPer1 0.570 
 (1.84)* 
National 1.499 
 (0.47) 
CenterRight -0.051 
 (0.52) 
PartyLongevity -0.259 
 (2.45)** 
PercentTurnout 0.111 
 (1.59) 
_cons 11.108 
 (0.43) 
R2 0.66 
N 142 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 

                                                        
12 The neglible correlation for Age indicates that younger voters are no more likely 
to switch their partisan affiliation than older citizens. 
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ii. Time-Specific Models 
 
 I proceed with my analysis by discussing the regressions in this project that 
incorporate variables for crime and those derived from Google Trends. This substantially 
decreases the number of observations available, but those that remain are enough to avoid 
issues of multicolliniearity and continue to outnumber the observations13 used in 
regressions by prior researchers. This expanded regression is conducted twice, the first 
utilizing all available data14 (depicted in Table 2) and the second taking into account only 
observations gleaned from years during and after the global financial crisis (depicted in 
Table 3.) Neither of these regressions provides support for the hypothesis that 
cultural/demographic factors have contributed to the rise of the far right; none of the 
coefficients for Homicide, Assault, SexViolence, Terrorism, Immigration15, and Refugee 
are significant in either of the models. In fact, the only variable that remains significant in 
the new regressions is PartyLongevity, and even its relationship to VoteShare vanishes 
when the scope of the model is narrowed to post-crisis years.  
 

Table 2 (Time-Series Model #1) 

 VoteShare 

Unemployment -0.044 
 (0.04) 
LaggedUnemployment 1.010 
 (1.09) 
GDPGrowth -0.574 
 (0.78) 
LaggedGDP 1.160 
 (1.07) 
UnemploymentSpending 0.724 
 (0.19) 
OtherSpending 1.933 
 (1.31) 
Age 1.524 
 (0.81) 
ExportPer1 0.148 
 (0.28) 
ImportPer1 -0.250 
 (0.37) 
National 1.581 
 (0.36) 
CenterRight -0.294 

                                                        
13 The first time-specific regression draws upon 88 observations, and the second 
utilizes 55. 
14 Due to the limited availability of these new variables, this data stretches back no 
earlier than 2003. 
15 This variable takes the place of both ForeignInflows and ForeignStock. 
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 (1.75) 
PartyLongevity -0.390 
 (2.31)** 
PercentTurnout 0.174 
 (1.30) 
Homicide -0.443 
 (0.17) 
Assault 0.015 
 (1.14) 
SexViolence 0.096 
 (0.75) 
Islam 0.021 
 (0.11) 
Terrorism -0.171 
 (0.77) 
Refugee -0.045 
 (0.16) 
_cons -47.759 
 (0.80) 
R2 0.70 
N 88 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 

  
Table 3 (Time-Series Model #2) 

 VoteShare 

Unemployment -1.569 
 (0.57) 
LaggedUnemployment 2.538 
 (0.97) 
GDPGrowth -0.383 
 (0.24) 
LaggedGDP 0.771 
 (0.38) 
UnemploymentSpending 2.308 
 (0.17) 
OtherSpending 5.015 
 (1.20) 
Age 6.190 
 (0.86) 
ExportPer1 1.949 
 (0.85) 
ImportPer1 -3.163 
 (1.02) 
National 3.695 
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 (0.62) 
CenterRight -0.438 
 (1.52) 
PartyLongevity -0.308 
 (0.80) 
PercentTurnout 0.191 
 (0.71) 
Homicide -14.664 
 (1.11) 
Assault 0.101 
 (1.04) 
SexViolence -0.633 
 (0.75) 
Islam 0.253 
 (0.17) 
Terrorism -1.320 
 (0.36) 
Refugee 1.079 
 (1.03) 
_cons -149.477 
 (0.92) 
R2 0.83 
N 55 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 

 
 Repeating the primary regression over the time periods utilized by the previous 
two models demonstrates that this loss of significance by several economic conditions is 
not the result of incorporating the crime and trends variables into the analysis. As is 
shown in Table 4, PartyLongevity is the only variable that retains its significance from 
the primary regression when only observations taken from years following 2002 are 
examined. PercentTurnout, however, becomes significant for the first time, and displays a 
strong positive association with VoteShare. Yet when only post-crisis periods are taken 
into account (depicted in Table 5), even these two measurements lose their significance. 
In comparison to the primary regression, all results gleaned from these time-specific 
models hold somewhat less weight due to their significantly lower number of 
observations.16  

Regardless, however, these experiments provide interesting implications for this 
project’s initial hypotheses. The lack of significant economic variables undermines the 
evidence gained from the primary regression, which implied that the economic theories 
of voting explained much of the far right’s rise. Furthermore, the lack of significance 
demonstrated by all crime and trends variables indicates that my third hypothesis, which 
predicts that non-economic factors such as crime and terrorism are associated with the 

                                                        
16 The regressions depicted in Table 4 and Table 5 are based upon 97 and 56 
observations, respectively.  
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success of the far right, holds explanatory power. Most importantly, these regressions 
indicate that the rise of the far right has not been a consistent phenomenon. As years have 
passed, the factors responsible for the increase in support for this wave of extremism 
have considerably shifted. As time progresses, it becomes increasingly difficult to isolate 
the variables responsible for the far right’s success, suggesting that the movement itself 
has become inconsistent across national boundaries. This assertion, if accurate would 
imply that none of the general theories of voting behavior are a dominant explanation of 
electoral choice; the validity of each would depend to a large extent on the specific 
nations and time period under investigation.  

 
Table 4 (Time-Series Model #3) 

 VoteShare 

Unemployment 0.374 
 (0.53) 
LaggedUnemployment 0.578 
 (0.98) 
GDPGrowth -0.982 
 (1.42) 
LaggedGDP 1.191 
 (1.47) 
UnemploymentSpending -4.448 
 (0.94) 
OtherSpending 0.386 
 (0.47) 
ForeignInflows -0.000 
 (0.96) 
ForeignStock -0.000 
 (0.01) 
Age 0.066 
 (0.05) 
ExportPer1 0.005 
 (0.01) 
ImportPer1 -0.088 
 (0.21) 
National 2.552 
 (0.58) 
CenterRight -0.239 
 (1.60) 
PartyLongevity -0.369 
 (1.77)* 
PercentTurnout 0.241 
 (1.92)* 
_cons 8.519 
 (0.23) 
R2 0.70 
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N 97 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 

 
Table 5 (Time-Series Model #4) 

 VoteShare 

Unemployment 2.801 
 (1.24) 
LaggedUnemployment -0.334 
 (0.27) 
GDPGrowth -0.419 
 (0.36) 
LaggedGDP 3.162 
 (0.99) 
UnemploymentSpending -12.163 
 (1.15) 
OtherSpending 0.902 
 (0.34) 
ForeignInflows -0.000 
 (1.02) 
ForeignStock -0.000 
 (1.15) 
Age -1.189 
 (0.21) 
ExportPer1 -2.153 
 (1.03) 
ImportPer1 2.090 
 (0.84) 
National -0.440 
 (0.08) 
CenterRight -0.381 
 (1.24) 
PartyLongevity -0.921 
 (1.28) 
PercentTurnout 0.349 
 (1.15) 
_cons 55.993 
 (0.55) 
R2 0.76 
N 56 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 
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iii. Interaction Terms 
 
 Many researchers who have previously examined Europe’s far right have 
concluded that the simultaneous presence of economic and non-economic turmoil is most 
conducive to the success of the extremist right. Others, meanwhile, have stated that the 
combination of favorable supply-side conditions and economic hardship are necessary to 
experience a significant upswing in far right performance at the ballot box. To investigate 
this line of thinking, this project makes use of several interaction terms. These eight new 
variables investigate the link between this project’s two main economic indicators and 
four other variables: ForeignInflows, Terrorism, Assault, and PartyLongevity (the last as 
a representation of supply-side conditions). Due to the presence of interaction terms for 
Terrorism and Assault, this regression is confined to the post-2002 time period.  

As they do not further limit the number of observations under consideration, all 
crime and trends-derived variables are included in this new regression. The results 
(shown in Table 6) reveal that only one of these interaction terms is statistically 
significant: GDPGrowth_ForeignInflows. According to these results, GDPGrowth does 
not have a significant relationship with VoteShare when Terrorism, Assault, 
PartyLongevity, and ForeignInflows are zero. However, with every additional migrant 
that arrives during a given election year, each one percentage point decrease in GDP 
Growth is expected to increase the far right’s vote share by an additional .0000077 
percentage points. As this model’s base GDPGrowth coefficient is -2.048, the effect of a 
percentage point drop in GDP Growth is associated with a 9.74817 percentage point 
increase in the electoral share of a far right political party or candidate. 
 This result does not disprove the hypothesis offered by several academics that a 
conjunction of favorable supply-side conditions and economic turmoil is necessary for a 
nation to experience a significant increase in support for the far right; PartyLongevity 
only serves as an indirect measurement of a group’s ability to gain experience and 
organize. However, the lack of significance on any of the interaction terms that include 
Terrorism or Assault acts as further evidence against the validity of this project’s third 
potential explanation; according to these results, terrorism and the broadest measurement 
of crime have no discernable influence on the manner in which economic conditions 
impact the success of the extremist right. The statistical significance of 
GDPGrowth_ForeignInflows only offers further support for this line of thinking. This 
regression output indicates that the influence of economic stagnation on the success of 
the far right is more pronounced when immigration levels are higher, which in turn 
(coupled with the insignificant coefficients on ForeignInflows and ForeignStock) implies 
that the European public’s fears of immigration stem more from concerns of economic 
competition than fears of cultural invasion.  
 

Table 6 (Interaction Terms Model) 
 VoteShare 

Unemployment -2.639 
 (0.96) 
LaggedUnemployment 2.392 

                                                        
17 -2.048 + -.0000077*1000000 = -9.748.  
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 (1.35) 
GDPGrowth -2.048 
 (1.21) 
LaggedGDP 1.576 
 (1.30) 
UnemploymentSpending -8.591 
 (0.71) 
OtherSpending 2.141 
 (1.29) 
ForeignInflows -0.000 
 (0.63) 
ForeignStock 0.000 
 (0.81) 
Age 1.892 
 (0.50) 
ExportPer1 0.377 
 (0.33) 
ImportPer1 -0.492 
 (0.31) 
National 2.006 
 (0.31) 
CenterRight -0.175 
 (0.68) 
PartyLongevity -1.246 
 (1.86)* 
PercentTurnout 0.275 
 (1.65) 
Terrorism -0.737 
 (1.29) 
Islam 0.029 
 (0.09) 
Refugee 0.328 
 (0.69) 
Homicide 6.397 
 (1.02) 
Assault 0.053 
 (1.19) 
SexViolence -0.050 
 (0.24) 
Unemployment_Terrorism 0.019 
 (0.21) 
Unemployment_Assault -0.000 
 (0.06) 
Unemployment_PartyLongevity 0.050 
 (1.07) 
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Unemployment_ForeignInflows 0.000 
 (0.16) 
GDPGrowth_Terrorism -0.009 
 (0.15) 
GDPGrowth_Assault 0.001 
 (0.94) 
GDPGrowth_PartyLongevity 0.005 
 (0.15) 
GDPGrowth_ForeignInflows -0.000 
 (2.36)** 
_cons -18.657 
 (0.22) 
R2 0.80 
N 81 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 

 
iv. Region Specifications 
 
 In order to investigate the possibility that the factors which influence the far 
right’s success vary significantly depending on which countries are examined, this 
analysis runs the project’s primary regression five additional times. Each of these 
examinations considers only a specific region of Europe, the five of which are based 
upon the classifications detailed by the CIA’s World Factbook (2017). Due to issues of 
collinearity, Central and Eastern Europe are considered a single region for the purposes 
of this project. The results for Northern Europe (Denmark, Finland, Norway, and 
Sweden) are presented in Table 7, Southern Europe (Greece, Spain, Portugal, and Italy) 
in Table 8, Western Europe (Belgium, France, the Netherlands, Switzerland, and the UK) 
in Table 9, and Eastern/Central Europe (Austria, Czech, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, 
Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia) in Table 10.   
 I hesitate to draw strong conclusions from these results, as these regressions 
(particularly those for Northern and Southern Europe) are based upon a comparatively 
small number of observations. Furthermore, in order to include enough observations for 
each specific region in order to avoid collinearity, four variables were omitted from these 
investigations (ForeignInflows, ForeignStock, UnemploymentSpending, and 
OtherSpending.) Perhaps not coincidentally, only two significant coefficients emerge 
from these regressions: Age for Southern Europe, and ExportPer for Eastern/Central 
Europe. The latter in particular appears suspect; the magnitude of an Eastern European 
nation’s exports are found to be positively correlated with the success of a far right, a 
result that has not been replicated by any other regression in this analysis. However, the 
use of these specifications validates, if nothing else, the principle that one’s results for 
such a project may vary significantly depending on which nations are incorporated into 
the regression analysis. These results considerably increase my skepticism of the broad 
conclusions of previous studies of Europe’s far right, many of which transposed their 
findings (based upon a single region) onto the entire continent.  
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Table 7 (Northern Europe) 

 VoteShare 

Unemployment 1.404 
 (0.39) 
LaggedUnemployment -1.690 
 (0.68) 
GDPGrowth 0.931 
 (0.65) 
LaggedGDP 3.065 
 (1.39) 
Age -1.614 
 (0.93) 
ExportPer1 -1.205 
 (0.70) 
ImportPer1 1.209 
 (0.67) 
National -0.547 
 (0.06) 
CenterRight 0.235 
 (0.46) 
PartyLongevity -2.120 
 (0.72) 
PercentTurnout -0.052 
 (0.14) 
_cons 37.887 
 (0.68) 
R2 0.96 
N 39 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 

 
Table 8 (Southern Europe) 

 VoteShare 

Unemployment 1.404 
 (0.39) 
LaggedUnemployment -1.690 
 (0.68) 
GDPGrowth 0.931 
 (0.65) 
LaggedGDP 3.065 
 (1.39) 
Age -1.614 
 (0.93) 
ExportPer1 -1.205 
 (0.70) 
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ImportPer1 1.209 
 (0.67) 
National -0.547 
 (0.06) 
CenterRight 0.235 
 (0.46) 
PartyLongevity -2.120 
 (0.72) 
PercentTurnout -0.052 
 (0.14) 
_cons 37.887 
 (0.68) 
R2 0.96 
N 39 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 

 
Table 9 (Western Europe) 

 VoteShare 

Unemployment 5.078 
 (0.54) 
LaggedUnemployment -1.684 
 (0.20) 
GDPGrowth -0.534 
 (0.09) 
LaggedGDP 2.553 
 (0.71) 
Age 1.392 
 (0.24) 
ExportPer1 -5.175 
 (1.35) 
ImportPer1 5.278 
 (1.23) 
National -8.198 
 (0.81) 
CenterRight -0.613 
 (1.66) 
PartyLongevity -6.103 
 (1.26) 
PercentTurnout 0.222 
 (1.31) 
_cons 70.488 
 (0.68) 
R2 0.77 
N 43 
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* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 

 
Table 10 (Eastern/Central Europe) 

 VoteShare 

Unemployment 0.269 
 (0.18) 
LaggedUnemployment 0.073 
 (0.06) 
GDPGrowth -0.577 
 (0.61) 
LaggedGDP 2.233 
 (1.42) 
Age 2.577 
 (1.53) 
ExportPer1 1.441 
 (1.83)* 
ImportPer1 -1.394 
 (1.51) 
National 3.076 
 (0.58) 
CenterRight -0.136 
 (0.78) 
PartyLongevity -0.016 
 (0.11) 
PercentTurnout 0.058 
 (0.36) 
_cons -38.150 
 (0.85) 
R2 0.70 
N 77 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 

 
v. Final Robustness Checks  
 
 Due to the relatively low number of observations included in these regressions 
(coupled with a large amount of independent variables), multicollinearity was a constant 
concern during this stage of my analysis. To investigate this matter, I make use of the 
corr command to display the degree of correlation between the various independent 
variables included in my primary regression. Three pairs of variables are highly 
correlated (i.e. demonstrate a correlation with an absolute value than .8): ForeignInflows 
and ForeignStock, Unemployment and LaggedUnemployment, and ImportPer and 
ExportPer. In order to discern whether these highly correlated pairs play a significant role 
in my analysis, I re-run this project’s primary regression three times, each new model 
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omitting a variable from one of the three highly correlated pairs18. These tests show 
UnemploymentSpending and PartyLongevity to retain their significant negative 
correlations with VoteShare. GDPGrowth, however, falls slightly below the ten percent 
significance level with the omission of LaggedUnemployment (shown in Table 11). Due 
to the fact that it remains statistically significant throughout the other correlation tests and 
does not fall far below the ten percent significance level, my confidence in its association 
with VoteShare is not entirely eliminated. ImportPer, on the other hand, falls far below 
the ten percent significance level when either LaggedUnemployment or ExportPer (the 
absence of which is shown in Table 12) is omitted from the primary regression, which 
prevents this project from asserting strong conclusions based upon its prior significance.  
 

Table 11 (Correlation Check #1) 

 VoteShare 

Unemployment 0.251 
 (0.57) 
GDPGrowth -0.934 
 (1.61) 
LaggedGDP 0.649 
 (1.16) 
UnemploymentSpending -5.901 
 (2.49)** 
OtherSpending 0.463 
 (0.86) 
ForeignInflows -0.000 
 (1.09) 
ForeignStock 0.000 
 (0.84) 
Age -0.048 
 (0.06) 
ImportPer1 0.395 
 (1.24) 
ExportPer1 -0.155 
 (0.57) 
National 1.938 
 (0.59) 
CenterRight -0.043 
 (0.46) 
PartyLongevity -0.212 
 (2.01)** 
PercentTurnout 0.092 
 (1.34) 
_cons 9.159 

                                                        
18 These omitted variables, ExportPer, ForeignStock, and LaggedUnemployment, had 
not been shown to be significant when included in the project’s primary regression.  
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 (0.36) 
R2 0.65 
N 143 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 

 
Table 12 (Correlation Check #2) 

 VoteShare 

Unemployment -0.029 
 (0.06) 
LaggedUnemployment 0.420 
 (0.88) 
GDPGrowth -1.078 
 (1.92)* 
LaggedGDP 0.510 
 (1.01) 
UnemploymentSpending -5.661 
 (2.55)* 
OtherSpending 0.406 
 (0.78) 
ForeignStock 0.000 
 (0.55) 
Age -0.362 
 (0.52) 
ImportPer1 0.577 
 (2.06)** 
ExportPer1 -0.317 
 (1.51) 
National 1.192 
 (0.41) 
CenterRight -0.058 
 (0.62) 
PartyLongevity -0.155 
 (2.27)** 
PercentTurnout 0.103 
 (1.58) 
_cons 13.862 
 (0.57) 
R2 0.67 
N 148 

* p<0.10; ** p<0.05 
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vi. Discussion 
 

Despite the inconsistency of the significance of ImportPer, the regressions of this 
project offer considerable support to the economic theory of voting behavior. The 
primary model demonstrates that when the entire twenty-one year period between 1995 
and 2016 is incorporated into the analysis, GDPGrowth and the level of spending on 
unemployment benefits are negatively associated with the rise of the far right. This 
supports the notion that the extremist right performs best during periods of economic 
difficulty. Due to the inability of ImportPer to remain statistically significant when 
conditions are slightly altered, the ideal interpretation of these results is not entirely clear. 
It is possible that the economic voting observed throughout Europe is an example of 
sociotropic voting, pocketbook voting, or both; lower levels of economic growth and 
unemployment benefits may contribute to the rise of the far right by inducing a desire to 
punish incumbents or increasing relative confidence in its proposed economic solutions.  
 One clue, however, is provided by the interaction term of 
GDPGrowth_ForeignInflows. This variable is shown to possess a statistically significant 
negative correlation with VoteShare, indicating that populations are more likely to be 
influenced by low levels of growth to support the far right when greater numbers of 
migrants are settling within their nations’ borders. The ability of immigration to shape the 
relationship between economic growth and far right success provides a plausible 
interpretation that indicates the prevalence of pocketbook voting: during periods of 
economic turmoil, the platforms of the far right are more attractive to the citizenry if 
voters perceive economic competition from migrants as exacerbating their difficult 
financial situations. This has little connection with the desire of the electorate to punish 
political incumbents (as the degree of economic hardship is controlled for), thus 
providing evidence for the validity of the theory of pocketbook voting. The second 
hypothesis of this project, therefore, is the explanation most strongly supported by the 
results of its regressions. It remains entirely possible, however, that sociotropic voting is 
also occurring to an extent, and these results do little to invalidate this notion. 
 The third hypothesis of this analysis, which asserts that non-economic cultural, 
political, and demographic conditions are responsible for the far right, does not fare well 
throughout this project’s various regressions. Age, ForeignInflows, ForeignStock, the 
crime variables, and the trends measurements are never shown to possess a significant 
correlation with VoteShare. Even the moment in which one of these conditions gains 
relevancy, the significance of GDP_GrowthForeignInflows, works against this theory, as 
it implies that immigration is only a significant influence on voting behavior when it is 
perceived as an economic issue. Finally, these results do not offer significant evidence for 
or against the supply-side hypothesis, as two of the most important supply-side factors 
(charisma of the far right’s leadership and the effectiveness of party organization) are not 
directly represented in any of these regressions. PartyLongevity was intended as an 
indirect measurement of organization, but it is entirely possible that the newest far right 
political factions boast the most effective organization. The consistent (and statistically 
significant) negative association of this variable with VoteShare, however, does offer 
implications for one of the major theories of voting behavior; if it is indeed accurate that 
new far right political parties are more likely to succeed, then the powerful psychological 
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attachment of partisan affiliation emphasized by the Michigan model may not possess a 
high degree of relevance among Europeans.  
 
V. Case Studies 
 
i. Overview 
 

Although this project’s regressions account for a wide variety of conditions, they 
are insufficient to examine all of the factors that may be associated with the rise of the far 
right. Supply-side conditions in particular are qualitative in nature; the charisma of a far 
right party’s leadership and the level of its organization may well explain a significant 
degree of its level of electoral success, but cannot be reliably incorporated into a 
regression analysis. Furthermore, the role of factors that were examined in this project’s 
regressions may not be fully revealed by this section of the analysis. The association of 
slower economic growth and the success of the far right demonstrated by my regressions, 
for example, does not make clear whether citizens are voting for extremist candidates in 
order to simply punish the establishment (sociotropic voting) or out of a genuine belief 
that the economic policies offered by the far right will improve their lives (pocketbook 
voting). These cases studies, therefore, are designed to both examine factors that could 
not be reliably incorporated into this thesis’s regression and provide clearer implications 
for the validity of the broader theories of voter behavior.  
 
ii. Spain 

 
Spain is a very interesting example of a nation that has not experienced a rise in 

support of the extremist right. Unlike many of its fellow European nations, including its 
influential neighbor to the north, Spain has experienced virtually no success of the far 
right. Although nationalist groups do exist within Spain, such as the long running La 
Falange organization, their electoral footprint has been neglible (Olmo 2013). This 
pattern has not gone unnoticed by political scientists, many of whom have argued that 
Spain is an ideal breeding ground for the extremist right. In addition to a proportional 
electoral system that encourages pluralism, Spain has a long and contentious history with 
immigration (Encarnación 2004). For nearly two decades, hundreds of thousands of 
migrants have emigrated to Spain’s every year. The majority of these immigrants have 
arrived from Islamic North Africa, who residents have been engaged in ethnic tensions 
with the denizens of the Iberian Peninsula since the onset of the Reconquista. 

Furthermore, although economic troubles have been widespread across all of 
Europe following the beginning of the global financial crisis, Spain has undoubtedly 
experienced greater economic difficulties than the majority of its fellow European 
nations. Even prior to the crisis, Spanish unemployment hovered consistently around ten 
percent; after the financial meltdown, this number doubled (and has remained over 
twenty percent ever since.) Given the nation’s economic hardship and the availability of 
an ethnic minority of immigrants to serve as a scapegoat, certain academics have referred 
to Spain’s lack of an influential far right movement as exceptional (Encarnación 2004). 
 This view is shortsighted. While it is true that Spain’s lack of an extremist right 
movement is anomaly, there are several plausible explanations that may explain this 
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discrepancy. One variable in my regressions that is relatively consistent and statistically 
significant is unemployment spending: nations who spend a greater percentage of their 
GDP on these programs can expect to have a lower level of far right success when other 
factors are held equal. Although Spain’s non-unemployment based welfare spending has 
lingered below the European average for two decades, this measurement has not been 
shown to have any noticeable effect on the success of the far right. In contrast, Spanish 
unemployment-based welfare spending as a percentage of GDP has consistently hovered 
well above the European average, perhaps explaining why persistently high jobless rates 
have not fostered the development of a powerful far right political movement.  
 However, research into Spain’s political situation has consistently cited a different 
factor in its attempts to explain the nation’s lack of a far right movement. Although it has 
been several decades since the death of Francisco Franco and the Spanish transition to 
democracy, the Fascist dictator’s legacy looms large over Spanish politics. In contrast to 
leaders such as Hitler and Mussolini, Franco maintained a tight grip over his nation for 
nearly fifty years. This sustained period of dictatorship has prevented the Spanish people 
from viewing Franco’s reign as an anomaly; instead, the Spanish people view the decades 
following the conclusion of the Civil War as a relatively mundane yet difficult period. To 
quote one citizen, “No one wants to return to those days. It took a huge effort for this 
community to recover. A huge effort” (Hadden 2017). This quote is representative of 
many Spanish citizens, over two-thirds of whom wish that Franco’s dictatorship never 
rose to power (despite the country’s eventual peaceful transition to democracy (Sturcke 
2006).  

Ironically, the incomplete totalitarianism and peaceful overthrow of the Franco 
regime have served to stifle the Spanish far right movement more than memories of the 
Nazis have suppressed its German counterpart (Buck 2016). The crimes of Hitler and 
Mussolini have allowed German and Italian far right movements to draw a pointed 
contrast to previous fascist regimes; by not advocating overt violence and genocide, 
contemporary extremist organizations in Germany and Italy appear somewhat 
disconnected from the memories of totalitarianism. Furthermore, the remnants of 
Franco’s dictatorship were never truly purged from the country; his allies and their 
descendants are still present in government, and monuments to the regime were allowed 
to remain standing (Dawber 2015). The lack of any political purge of the fascists has 
allowed Franco’s regime to remain both unpopular and fresh in the Spanish people’s 
collective consciousness, a combination that has not served to benefit the nation’s 
modern far right.  

To be certain, the Franco regime engaged in widespread political repression and 
waged more than one campaign of terror (the lack of any political purge was a product of 
its peaceful forfeiture of power rather than an innocent regime), but its comparatively 
lesser degree of brutality (especially in its later years) and lack of violent collapse allow 
citizens to compare contemporary far right sentiment to this dictatorship without seeming 
to resort to hyperbole (Sturcke 2006). And instead of the distant nightmare that fascism 
has become in countries such as Germany and Italy, the memory of Franco is ever-
present in the minds of the Spanish people, reinforced by the streets and statues that still 
bear his name. The supply-side factor of political history, therefore, does much to explain 
the Spanish aversion to far right political movements.  
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Two other supply-side conditions further serve to illuminate Spain’s distant 
relationship with the far right, though the magnitude of their influence is less clear. Spain 
is far from devoid of strong anti-establishment movements; the Podemos Party, a far left 
organization that has embraced certain anti-globalist themes, has steadily grown its 
electoral representation in recent years (Minder 2017). Similar anti-establishment rhetoric 
has emerged from Spain’s Real Democracy NOW wave of protests, a movement that 
lambasts the corruption of bankers and mainstream politicians (Rivera 2011). Much of 
the country’s frustration with economic difficulties, therefore, has been directed to 
immigration-friendly movements, possibly crowding out the far right. In sharp contrast to 
France and the fame of Marine Le Pen, no popular leader has emerged as a standard 
bearer of the Spanish far right (Torres 2016). More than one Spanish far right supervisor 
has lamented the lack of a charismatic Spanish nationalist and expressed envy of 
Netherlands’ Wilders and France’s Le Pen; without a central figure, they believe, the 
Spanish far right will continue to languish in obscurity. These two interpretations are 
difficult to test, as it is entirely possible that the nation has experienced a powerful far left 
political movement and given rise to no anti-immigrant standard bearer because of 
Spain’s incompatibility with the far right (rather than the other way around.) However, 
these two supply-side factors raise the interesting possibility of a negative feedback loop 
that may restrict a nation’s far right. Perhaps an initial lack of far right compatibility has 
contributed to the absence of an anti-immigrant central figure and the rise of a far left 
movement, which in turn have further reduced Spain’s compatibility with the far right.  

I cannot conclude this case study before discussing an idealistic yet ultimately 
unfounded explanation for Spain’s lack of a relevant extremist right. Certain academics 
have provided the view that the widespread integration of immigrants throughout the 
Iberian Peninsula and the Spanish people’s resulting acceptance of immigration has been 
the primary suppressor of the nation’s far right (Frayer 2016). However, as stated 
previously, native residents of Spain and Northern African residents have long shared 
ethnic tensions; in recent years, violence between the two groups is far from uncommon 
(Encarnación 2004). Furthermore, survey data has shown that Spanish citizens are no less 
likely to fear and dislike immigrants than the average European (Calavita 1998). In fact, a 
majority of native residents of Spain surveyed were found to believe that immigration 
levels were too high even before the onset of the recent migrant crisis. Immigrants in 
Spain, despite some localized exceptions, are on average just as marginalized as their 
counterparts in European nations. Therefore, a higher degree of harmony between native 
Spaniards and migrants cannot be viewed as a significant explanation of the country’s 
distinct lack of a far right presence.  

 The most likely explanation for the far right’s failures in Spain is, with little 
doubt, the nation’s prior history with Fascism. Franco’s long, difficult, and relatively 
recent reign has imprinted sharp and bitter memories of the far right in the collective 
consciousness of the Spanish people. Furthermore, the comparatively normalized nature 
of the Fascist regime (next to the shorter and more violent reigns of Hitler and Mussolini) 
have made it incredibly difficult for Spain’s burgeoning far right organizations to 
disassociate themselves from the memories of Franco. This conclusion, if valid, certainly 
supports the fourth hypothesis of this project, which asserts that (often non-quantifiable) 
supply-side factors explain much of the far right’s electoral variance. It is difficult to 
determine the implications of this conclusion for the three general theories of voting 
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behavior, as neither the Columbia, Michigan, nor Rochester models explicitly discuss the 
role of a nation’s political history (likely because they were formed by researchers 
focused on the United States.) However, it does offer an interesting addendum to the 
Michigan School: the political history of a citizen’s nation may reside at the beginning of 
the funnel causality, acting as an influence on the development of partisan attachment 
alongside said individual’s social and economic background.  
 
iii. The Netherlands 
 
 In marked contrast to Spain, the Netherlands has experienced a significant 
increase in the success of the far right. Two major extremist right political parties have 
(non-concurrently) experienced success greater than nearly all of their counterparts across 
Europe. These two organizations, Pim Fortuyn List (2002-2004) and the Party for 
Freedom (2006-present) are both known for their hard stances against Islam, 
immigration, and the European Union (Herman 2017). Based upon the results of my 
regressions, one would not expect the Netherlands to be a bastion of the far right; 
although it has experienced the financial and migrant crises like the rest of the continent, 
the country has not been as hard hit by these developments as many of its neighbors. Its 
GDP growth remained above the European average through the economic meltdown and 
remains so to the present day, while its immigration numbers (though large) are similar to 
nations that have not experienced such a significant rise of the far right (such as Belgium 
and Spain) (Pieters 2016) (Kottasova 2017). Additionally, the percentage of its GDP that 
is spent on benefits for the unemployed is well above the European median.  

Altogether, these facts indicate that the factors incorporated into my regressions 
are insufficient to entirely explain the rise of the Dutch far right. Unlike several other 
European nations, the Netherlands has not experienced home grown fascism (although it 
was occupied by Nazi Germany during World War II.) However, this does not imply that 
supply-side factors do not explain a degree of the nation’s far right success. On the 
contrary, the history of the Netherlands’ two major extremist right parties presents strong 
evidence that leadership and organization are significant determinants of the far right’s 
vote share. This is particularly apparent in the history of Pim Fortuyn List, one of the first 
far right political parties to achieve a significant share of the vote in Europe’s modern era.  

From the perspective of this analysis, what is most remarkable about the brief rise 
of Pim Fortuyn List is how it occurred in a political age in which immigration and 
economic stagnation were not the incredibly pressing issues they would soon become. 
Yet within months of leaving the less radical Livable Netherlands political party, Pim 
Fortuyn founded an organization and led it to become one of the most powerful political 
parties in the Netherlands (Rydgren 2005). His charisma was coupled with an abnormal 
degree of media exposure, and former supporters of LN flocked to his banner (Koopmans 
and Muis 2009). Prior to the 2002 Dutch elections, however, Fortuyn himself was 
assassinated. Briefly, it appeared as if his movement would live on; Pim Fortuyn List’s 
performance in the election matched its previous show of support in opinion polls, and 
the party even formed part of the new coalition government (Koopmans and Muis 2009). 

Pim Fortuyn List, however, soon followed its leader into the grave. No new icon 
emerged to lead the political party, and the bickering between Fortuyn’s former 
lieutenants soon led to the breakdown of the coalition government (Harmsen and Spiering 
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2004). Within two years, the organization’s electoral support had collapsed, and the party 
all but ceased to exist. It is hard to imagine a far right party better demonstrating the 
importance of charismatic leadership and sound organization than the example set by the 
Pim Fortuyn List; soon after losing these two supply-side factors, the party collapsed 
even as the economic conditions and immigration levels within the Netherlands (such as 
the economy) remained virtually constant.  

Even though little had changed to effect the demand for far right political policies, 
no strong extremist right group emerged in the Netherlands until the foundation of the 
Party for Freedom by Geert Wilders in 2006 (Mudde 2011). The case for the importance 
of supply-side factors is less clear in the development of the Netherlands’ second 
significant modern far right political party, as the rise in its popularity coincided with the 
economic and migrant crises that have beset Europe in the last decade (Brandon 2017). 
This does not mean, however, that there is no evidence that Wilders’ charismatic person 
and the party’s efficient organization played a part in the Party for Freedom’s sustained 
electoral success. Although a controversial figure (he has often been referred to as ‘The 
Trump of the Netherlands’), Wilders enjoys a level of popularity that is unmatched by his 
far right counterparts in the Netherlands’ neighbors (Robins-Early 2017). As recently as 
2016, he was voted Dutch politician of the year, and a conviction for discrimination has 
done little to erode his base of support (Kroet 2016).  

The example of Wilders and his Party for Freedom provides less powerful 
evidence for the importance of supply-side factors due to the demand-side variation that 
occurred within the Netherlands during their growth. Yet it is difficult to overlook that 
the Netherlands, a nation once praised for its culture of tolerance and diversity, 
experienced a greater increase in the vote share of the far right than that witnessed in 
other European nations of comparable economic conditions and immigration levels 
(Robins-Early 2017). Wilders’ one-man political party has been spearheaded by his 
efforts since its founding, and there are no other clear factors that explain the Dutch far 
right’s atypical degree of success (Henley 2017). In summation, it is difficult to deny that 
the example of the Dutch extremist right provides significant evidence for the relevance 
of certain supply side factors in electoral patterns. This in turn indicates that the three 
general theories of voting behavior, none of which assigns a prominent role to supply-
side factors, are too limited in scope to explain Europe’s political outcomes.  
 Additionally, the success of the Pim Fortuyn List during a period of relative 
economic prosperity and low levels of immigration disputes the evidence provided by my 
regressions that supports the application of the Rochester School of Voting Behavior to 
Europe. This should not be taken as proof that economic conditions cannot influence 
electoral patterns, but it certainly suggests that the Rochester model is not sufficient to 
explain the entirety of European electoral variation. Therefore, in contrast to the previous 
section of my investigation, the case study of the Netherlands weakens the viability of the 
first and second theories proposed by this thesis. 
 
VI. Conclusions 
 
 Due to the broad nature of my analysis, it was perhaps inevitable that this 
project’s assertions would not be made without a certain degree of doubt. The small 
sample size in all of this thesis’s regression (though unavoidable due to the scarcity of 
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elections) limits trust in their results, especially given that more than one coefficient 
varies in strength and significance depending on the time period and set of countries 
analyzed. With those concerns in mind, I am relatively confident in my conclusions 
(especially those derived from my two case studies). Given that my regressions 
incorporate far more observations and independent variables than previous analyses of 
Europe’s far right, this analysis improves upon and corrects certain faults of the projects 
that have preceded this work. However, as explained below further refinement is 
certainly possible. 

The results gleaned from my analysis indicate that both economic and supply-side 
factors exert a significant influence on the success of the far right. Lower GDP Growth 
and unemployment benefits are found to be conducive to the success of the extremist 
right by my regressions, though their influence somewhat fades as the time period under 
consideration narrows towards the present day. Most of the evidence concerning the role 
of supply-side factors, however, stems from my case studies. The detailed investigations 
of Spain and the Netherlands indicate that the political history of a given nation is 
perhaps one of the most important influences on the development of the far right; while a 
lack of history of fascism does not guarantee the development of a powerful extremist 
right movement, collective memories of a problematic previous extremist regime make it 
considerably more difficult for contemporary far right organizations to win political 
support.  

Furthermore, the evidence provided by the progression of the modern far right in 
the Netherlands strongly implies that a party’s leadership and organization plays an 
important, if not essential, role in its electoral success. Together, the case studies of Spain 
and the Netherlands provide significant evidence for the importance of supply-side 
factors in the determination of electoral outcomes. This not only supports the fourth 
explanation that this project proposes to explain the rise of the far right, but also indicates 
that the general theories of voting behavior (due to their omission of supply-side factors) 
are insufficient to explain electoral variation within Europe. Whether this would apply to 
the United States is questionable (due to its two-party system), but it is a potential topic 
that future researchers may find compelling.  
 The third potential explanation of the far right’s rise is strongly repudiated by my 
results, which indicate that non-economic factors such as crime and terrorism display no 
significant relationship with the success of the extremist right. And while immigration is 
found to influence the movement’s success under certain conditions, the nature of its 
observed correlation with the far right’s vote share implies that it is economic rather than 
cultural fears of immigration that drive citizens into the movement’s fold. However, it is 
reasonable to postulate that alternate measurements of crime, terrorism, and immigration 
(perhaps derived from data sources unavailable to the general public) would demonstrate 
a greater level of association between these factors and the electoral success of the far 
right than my analysis demonstrates. Regardless, this analysis cannot be said to offer 
clear support for the Columbia or Michigan Schools of Voting Behavior in regards to 
their relevance outside the United States. Additionally, the consistently negative and 
significant coefficient on PartyLongevity throughout my regressions as well as the rapid 
rise of Pim Fortuyn List observed in the Netherlands indicate that party affiliation can 
form and change incredibly quickly, a clear refutation of the viability Michigan model’s 
central premise on the European continent.  
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Both the first and second theories of the far right’s success offered by this project 
are supported by the results of my regressions, which generally indicate that economic 
factors possess the strongest connections to the success of the extremist right. Due to the 
fact that ImportPer does not retain its significance when robustness checks are 
implemented, it is difficult to determine whether sociotropic or pocketbook voting is 
responsible for these results. The significance of the interaction term between 
GDPGrowth and ForeignInflows provides a reasonable interpretation that indicates that 
pocketbook voting is the main type of economic voting occurring throughout Europe: 
voters are driven to support the far right when they fear that immigrants threaten their 
financial position. Sociotropic voting, however, is not directly discredited by any of these 
results. Yet regardless of which type of economic voting is at play, the results of this 
thesis’s regressions provide considerable evidence that the Rochester School of Voting 
Behavior is applicable to the nations of Europe.  
 However, the case study of the Netherlands acts in opposition to this assertion; the 
history of that country’s far right demonstrates that extremist political parties can 
substantially increase their proportion of the total vote even during periods of economic 
stability. While it is possible that the Netherlands is an abnormal case (or that some 
unseen factor has influenced this observed variation), the knowledge offered by this case 
study prevents this thesis from offering unequivocal support for the applicability of the 
Rochester model to the nations of Europe. If nothing else, the results of my regressions 
and case studies have indicated that the sources of electoral variation vary significantly 
depending on the specific time periods and nations analyzed (a fact confirmed by the 
pivotal role that country and year fixed-effects play in this project’s regressions). In terms 
of comprehensiveness and methodology, this project arguably constitutes a significant 
step forward in the study of Europe’s far right. Yet in order to better grasp the 
phenomenon that continues to sweep through Europe, as well as the applicability of the 
general theories of voting behavior to these nations, academics would be well advised to 
more deeply investigate the country-level variation unearthed by this thesis.  
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Data Appendix 

1. Name: TotalWelfareSpending. 

Original Data File: The OECD’s Social Expenditure, Aggregated Data file, available for 

download on the organization’s website.  

Missing: 2/212 

Definition: This variable refers to the percentage of each nation’s GDP that is 

directed towards social welfare programs, such as unemployment benefits, pension 

programs, housing assistance, and aid for the disabled, from both public and private 

sources.  

Units: Percentage. Social welfare spending (in current national currency) divided by 

GDP (in current national currency.) 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 23.44, 4.15. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 12.6, 20.3, 23.65, 27, 

31.9. 
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2. Name: UnemploymentSpending. 

Original Data File: The OECD’s Social Expenditure, Aggregated Data file, available for 

download on the organization’s website.  

Missing: 38/212 

Definition: This variable refers to the percentage of each nation’s GDP that is 

directed towards social welfare programs that benefit the unemployed, provided by 

both public and private sources.  

Units: Percentage. Social welfare spending on unemployment programs (in current 

national currency) divided by GDP (in current national currency.) 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 1.11, .824. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 0, .523, .946, 1.563, 

3.182. 
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3. Name: Unemployment 

Original Data File: The OECD’s Short Term Labour Market Statistics: Harmonized 

Unemployment Rates file, available for download on the organization’s website. 

Missing: 6/212 

Definition: The percentage of the labor force that is currently out of work, due to 

frictional, structural, cyclical, or seasonal complications. It does not account for 

individuals outside the labor force who have given up looking for employment.  

Units: Percentage. The number of unemployed persons still considered to be in the labor 

force divided by the number of all individuals counted among the labor force. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 9.10, 4.54. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 3.15, 6.06, 8.14, 10.63, 

26.55. 
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4. Name: ForeignInflows 

Original Data File: The OECD’s International Migration Database file, available for 

download on their website. 

Missing: 31/212 

Definition: This variable represents the estimation of the number of foreign-born 

individuals who have migrated into each European country through various channels 

during a given year. 

Units: Number of individuals. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 127629.6, 197583.1. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 759, 22026, 53138, 

124232, 1342529. 
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5. Name: ForeignStock 

Original Data File: The OECD’s International Migration Database file, available for 

download on their website. 

Missing: 33/212 

Definition: This variable represents the estimation of the total number of foreign-born 

individuals who reside each European country through various channels during a given 

year. 

Units: Number of individuals. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 1317226, 1900346. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 219, 190896, 532578.5, 

1304676, 8152968. 
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6. Name: ExportPer 

Original Data File: The OECD’s file on International Trade and the OECD’s file on 

Gross Domestic Product, both available for download (separately) off the organization’s 

website.  

Missing: 3/212 

Definition: The total value of all of a nation’s exports divided by its total GDP. Intended 

to provide a measurement of each country’s trade openness and degree of globalization.  

Units: Percentage. Value of a nation’s exports (in terms of billions of U.S. dollars) 

divided by the estimation of its GDP (in terms of billions of U.S. dollars.) 

Mean, Standard Deviation: .372, .206. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: .068, .211, .315, .483, 

.914. 
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7. Name: ImportPer 

Original Data File: The OECD’s file on International Trade and the OECD’s file on 

Gross Domestic Product, both available for separate download off the organization’s 

website.  

Missing: 3/212 

Definition: The total value of all of a nation’s imports divided by its total GDP. Intended 

to provide a measurement of each country’s trade openness and degree of globalization.  

Units: Percentage. Value of a nation’s exports (in terms of billions of U.S. dollars) 

divided by the estimation of its GDP (in terms of billions of U.S. dollars.) 

Mean, Standard Deviation: .383, .189. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: .157, .237, .294, .517, 

873. 
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8. Name: TotalTrade 

Original Data File: The OECD’s file on International Trade and the OECD’s file on 

Gross Domestic Product, both available for separate download off the organization’s 

website.  

Missing: 3/212 

Definition: The total value of all of a nation’s exports plus the total value of its imports 

divided by its total GDP. Can be thought of as the sum of the ExportPer and ImportPer 

variables, and an alternate measurement of each nation’s degree of economic 

globalization and trade openness. Should not be taken as a representation of net exports 

and may exceed 1.)  

Units: Percentage. Value of a nation’s exports (in terms of billions of U.S. dollars) plus 

imports (in terms of U.S. dollars) divided by the estimation of its GDP (in terms of 

billions of U.S. dollars.) 

Mean, Standard Deviation: .756, .390. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: .289, .459, .593, 1.01, 

1.79. 
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9. Name: NetTrade 

Original Data File: The OECD’s file on International Trade and the OECD’s file on 

Gross Domestic Product, both available for separate download off the organization’s 

website.  

Missing: 3/212 

Definition: The value of all of a nation’s exports minus the total value of its imports 

divided by its total GDP. Can be thought of as the difference between the ExportPer and 

ImportPer variables, and an alternate measurement of each nation’s degree of economic 

globalization and trade openness. Is negative when imports are greater than exports. 

Units: Percentage. Value of a nation’s exports (in terms of billions of U.S. dollars) minus 

imports (in terms of U.S. dollars) divided by the estimation of its GDP (in terms of 

billions of U.S. dollars.) 

Mean, Standard Deviation: -.011, .069. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: -.211, -.046, -.006, .041, 

.157. 
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10. Name: GDPGrowth 

Original Data File: The OECD’s file on Gross Domestic Product, available for download 

off the organization’s website. 

Missing: 2/212 

Definition: The rate at which a nation’s GDP grew (or shrunk) during the year in 

question. Used to represent the degree of economic expansion or recession.  

Units: Percentage. Value of GDP at the end of listed year (in millions of U.S. dollars) 

divided by the value of GDP recorded at the beginning of said year (in millions of U.S. 

dollars) minus one.  

Mean, Standard Deviation: 1.71, 3.3. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: -14.7, .645, 2.34, 3.89, 

8.45. 
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11. Name: VoteShare 

Original Data File: None. Information compiled through several online databases of 

European election results 

Missing: 0/212 (Note: All observations in which no election took place have been 

dropped from the dataset.)  

Definition: The percent of the popular vote that went to political organizations considered 

far right during a national election. Includes both federal elections and elections to the 

EU’s parliament.  

Units: Percentage. Number of votes for far right political parties divided by total number 

of votes cast during the election. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 7.96, 8.69 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 0, .5, 5.51, 12.78, 46.73. 
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12. Name: National 

Original Data File: None. Information compiled through several online databases of 

European election results 

Missing: 0/212 (Note: All observations in which no election took place have been 

dropped from the dataset.)  

Definition: This is a dummy variable. National is one when an observation’s election is 

not an election for the European Union’s parliament, and zero when it is. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: .651, .478. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 0, 0, 5.51, 1, 1. 
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13. Name: CenterRight 

Original Data File: None. Information compiled through several online databases of 

European election results 

Missing: 0/212 (Note: All observations in which no election took place have been 

dropped from the dataset.)  

Definition: The percent of the popular vote that went to political organizations considered 

center right during a national election. Includes both federal elections and elections to the 

EU’s parliament.  

Units: Percentage. Number of votes for center right political parties divided by total 

number of votes cast during the election. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 36.48, 9.93. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 0, 29.09, 37.83, 43.18, 

63.56. 
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14. Name: PartyLongevity 

Original Data File: None. Information compiled through several online databases of 

European election results 

Missing: 0/212 (Note: All observations in which no election took place have been 

dropped from the dataset.)  

Definition: The amount of time that has passed since a given nation’s most popular far 

right political party was founded.  

Units: Years. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 17.31, 14.81. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 0, 5, 14.5, 25.5, 61. 
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15. Name: PercentTurnout 

Original Data File: None. Information compiled through several online databases of 

European election results 

Missing: 0/212 (Note: All observations in which no election took place have been 

dropped from the dataset.)  

Definition: The percentage of eligible voters that cast valid ballots in an observation’s 

given election.  

Units: Percentage. The number of valid votes cast in an election divided by the total 

number of the population that was eligible to vote. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 60.39, 18.5. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 13.05, 45.2, 63.08, 75.19, 

91.63. 
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16. Name: Age 

Original Data File: The U.S. Census Bureau’s International Database’s file on special age 

groups, available for download from their website.  

Missing: 0/212. 

Definition: The percent of the given nation’s population (all genders) older than the age 

of fourteen but younger than the age of thirty recorded during the year in question.  

Units: Percentage. Number of citizens aged between fifteen and twenty-nine divided by 

the total population. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 19.46, 2.15. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 15.3, 18.15, 18.95, 20.8, 

24.9. 
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17. Name: Gini2011 

Original Data File: The OECD’s Income Distribution and Poverty, Aggregated Data 

file, available for download on the organization’s website.  

Missing: 101/212 

Definition: This variable refers to the Gini Coefficient recorded using the OECD’s 

former classification of income (which was updated in 2012). All measurements are 

recorded post taxes and transfers. 

Units: Gini Coefficient. The coefficient may range from zero to one; the closer the 

coefficient to one, the greater level of income inequality within an economy. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: .286, .038. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: .211, .259, .28, .323, 

.383. 
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18. Name: Gini2012 

Original Data File: The OECD’s Income Distribution and Poverty, Aggregated Data 

file, available for download on the organization’s website.  

Missing: 125/212 

Definition: This variable refers to the Gini Coefficient recorded using the OECD’s 

current classification of income (which was updated in 2012). All measurements are 

recorded post taxes and transfers. 

Units: Gini Coefficient. The coefficient may range from zero to one; the closer the 

coefficient to one, the greater level of income inequality within an economy. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: .292, .04. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: .22, .261, .281, .331, 

.384. 

 



 69 

19. Name: Terrorism 

Original Data File: Obtained and downloaded from Google Trends, using their 

records on searches for the topic of terrorism.  

Missing: 82/212 

Definition: This variable refers to the number of searches for the topic of terrorism 

within a given country during a specific period, relative to the period during which 

the level of searches for this topic was at its maximum. 

Units: The number of Google searches for terrorism within a nation’s borders during 

a specific month, divided by the number of Google searches for terrorism made 

within a nation’s borders during the month in which these searches were at their 

peak. These monthly ratios were then used to construct a yearly average.  

Mean, Standard Deviation: 14.33, 11.58. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 2.83, 6.58, 10.54, 

17.17, 60.42. 
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20. Name: Islam 

Original Data File: Obtained and downloaded from Google Trends, using their 

records on searches for the topic of Islam.  

Missing: 82/212 

Definition: This variable refers to the number of searches for the topic of Islam 

within a given country during a specific period, relative to the period during which 

the level of searches for this topic was at its maximum. 

Units: The number of Google searches for Islam within a nation’s borders during a 

specific month, divided by the number of Google searches for Islam made within a 

nation’s borders during the month in which these searches were at their peak. 

These monthly ratios were then used to construct a yearly average.  

Mean, Standard Deviation: 39.6, 15.3. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 10.92, 27.29, 40.67, 

50.34, 82.75. 
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21. Name: Refugee 

Original Data File: Obtained and downloaded from Google Trends, using their 

records on searches for the topic of refugees.  

Missing: 82/212 

Definition: This variable refers to the number of searches for the topic of refugees 

within a given country during a specific period, relative to the period during which 

the level of searches for this topic was at its maximum. 

Units: The number of Google searches for refugees within a nation’s borders during 

each month, divided by the number of Google searches for refugees made within a 

nation’s borders during the month in which these searches were at their peak. 

These monthly ratios were then used to construct a yearly average.  

Mean, Standard Deviation: 14.58, 9.31. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 3.08, 8.71, 12.04, 19, 

58.58. 
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22. Name: Homicide 

Original Data File: The United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime’s file of Total 

Homicides, available for download off the organization’s online database. 

Missing: 81/212 

Definition: This variable represents the number of homicides per 100,000 citizens that 

have occurred during a given observation. 

Units: Number of homicides multiplied by 100,000 divided by total population. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 1.4, 1.3. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: .1, .8, 1.2, 1.6, 10.7. 
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23. Name: SexViolence 

Original Data File: The United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime’s file of Sexual 

Violence, available for download off the organization’s online database. 

Missing: 95/212 

Definition: This variable represents the number of sexual violent incidences per 100,000 

citizens that have occurred during a given observation. 

Units: Number of sexual violent incidences multiplied by 100,000 divided by total 

population. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 38.69, 40.7. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 5, 12.15, 23.95, 53.2, 

219.2. 
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24. Name: Assault 

Original Data File: The United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime’s file of Total 

Assaults, available for download off the organization’s online database. 

Missing: 85/212 

Definition: This variable represents the number of assaults per 100,000 citizens that have 

occurred during a given observation. 

Units: Number of assaults multiplied by 100,000 divided by total population. 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 270.04, 264.4. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 5.8, 68.8, 159.85, 374.2, 

1010.6. 
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25. Name: OtherSpending. 

Original Data File: The OECD’s Social Expenditure, Aggregated Data file, available for 

download on the organization’s website.  

Missing: 39/212 

Definition: This variable refers to the percentage of each nation’s GDP that is 

directed towards social welfare programs not directly intended for the unemployed 

from both public and private sources.  

Units: Percentage. Non-unemployment based social welfare spending (in current 

national currency) divided by GDP (in current national currency.) 

Mean, Standard Deviation: 22.19, 3.81. 

Minimum, 25th Percentile, Median, 75th Percentile, Maximum: 12.5, 19.37, 21.95, 

25.33, 30.9. 
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