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Abstract

This thesis looks at the success of radical right parties in Western Europe through the
perspective of welfare politics, by examining parties and voters in a comparative and mixed
method perspective. | argue that purely socio-cultural or socio-economic accounts of the
radical right success face several theoretical and empirical shortcomings. Focusing on the
conflict dimension of welfare politics - who gets what, when and how in terms of social
benefits — constitutes a novel approach to explain these parties’ and voters’ political
preferences. Relying on different theories of the political sociology of the welfare state, |
put forward the protection and exclusion hypotheses, which have implications at the party
and at the voter levels. On the demand side, the precarization sub-hypothesis expects that
economically insecure voters are likely to support radical right parties who offer them an
alternative to mainstream parties. The scapegoating sub-hypothesis expect that voters who
feel that core normative beliefs of the moral economy of the welfare state are being violated
by individuals or outgroups should support the radical right because it fosters an exclusive
conception of welfare politics. On the supply side, the programmatic shift sub-hypothesis
expects that radical right parties turn their back on their initial ‘winning formula’ (which
entailed retrenchment of welfare institutions) in order to adopt protective welfare
preferences that match their constituents’ economic insecurity. The exclusive solidarity sub-
hypothesis expects that radical right parties frame their welfare preference in terms of group
inclusion and exclusion. | find that economic insecurity and welfare specific attitudes
(welfare populism, welfare chauvinism, welfare limitation and egalitarianism) underlie
voters’ support for radical right parties. Conversely, some — but not all — West European
radical right parties have adapted their welfare preferences towards protective welfare
policies in order to match their constituents’ concerns. However, all radical right parties put
forward an exclusive conception of solidarity. These findings contribute to a finer-grained
understanding of the electoral of radical right parties in Western Europe, and also open a

broader research agenda for the better inclusion of welfare politics in electoral studies.
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1. Introduction

The emergence and success of the radical right has been studied like no other electoral
phenomenon in Western Europe (to name a few comprehensive studies: Betz 1994,
Kitschelt 1995, Norris 2005, Carter 2005, Mudde 2007). However, the literature on the
radical right in Western Europe has not exhausted research interests, and the academic
debate is far from reaching a consensus. This introduction contextualizes the present
doctoral thesis in the scholarly debates on the radical right’s success, and it presents its
guiding approaches.

Before reviewing existing studies and discussing the different theoretical arguments
developed to explain this electoral success, the term of “radical right” needs a preliminary
clarification, in order to define which parties and their voters are included in this category.
Conceptualization is indeed the first controversy in the literature on the radical right; more
precisely this discussion pertains to the label of this party family. While some scholars
designate these parties as “radical populist right” (e.g. Mudde 2007), others describe them
as “radical right” (e.g. Kitschelt 1995, Norris 2005) or “extreme right” (e.g. Ignazi 2003,
Carter 2005). In a census of the different labels of these parties, Cas Mudde identified 26
different approaches which included 58 different criteria (Mudde 1996). In a comparative
perspective, the debate over the correct label, however, proves to be rather shallow: all
these authors agree on the list of selected cases that compose this category of parties. In
most Western European countries at least one party is identified as the “radical right” of

the party system. That said, there is variation among the members of the radical right party



family: some established parties have transformed and came to be considered as radical
right parties only in recent decades: for instance, the Scandinavian radical parties
(“Progress Parties”), the Austrian FPO, or the Swiss SVP (Kitschelt 2007); other parties are
longstanding examples of radical right movements (French Front National) while others
are fairly new parties (Danish People’s Party, Dutch PVV). There is certainly ideological
variance within this party family, but it is arguably not far more heterogeneous than any
other party families traditionally studied by social scientists. To illustrate the variance
within a party family, let’s consider the examples of the French Front National and the
Finnish True Finns party. With regards to their historical origins, their policy positions, and
their leaders, they are quite different. Yet, are they more different than other “pairs” of
parties in their respective political systems? The respective pairs of conservative and
governmental left parties in these two countries are most likely to be no less different. In
my opinion, the debate on the labeling of the radical right is rather futile, because there is
consensus that these parties form a party family. In addition, there is little conceptual
variation among the different labels. Following Kitschelt (2007), who argues for a “broad
and extensive concept” of the radical right, in the present study, I define radical right
parties with two criteria: being nationalist (i.e. insisting on a “dominant national
paradigm”, Kitschelt 2007) and xenophobic or exclusionist (Rydgren 2005). This study
focuses on the electoral arena; therefore a number of other political groups that share both
features are not included in this definition. Fascist, neo-Nazi, identitaires political groups
are not considered to be radical right parties in this study on the count that they do not
comply with the democratic electoral rules of Western democracies and often foster
political violence. The present analysis is also limited to Western Europe, where such
radical right parties have emerged within stable party systems. In addition to these criteria,
all West European radical right parties share an additional common feature: the populist
ideology (Mény and Surrel 2002, Kriesi and Pappas 2015). This ideology is based on the
Manichean opposition between two sides: the people (virtuous by essence) and the elite

(necessarily corrupt). These groups are considered to be homogenous; and the people is a
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monolithic conception that is supposed to express the general will (Canovan 1999, Mény
and Surrel 2002, Mudde 2004). However, relying on the populist ideology to characterize
radical right parties is problematic, because the concept of populism itself is “slippery”
(Kriesi and Pappas 2015). Interestingly the dispute of the term ‘populist’ extends beyond
the academic discussion, some political parties or leaders claim to be populist (such as
Front National president Marine le Pen, or Five Stars Movement leader Beppe Grillo),
whereas others consider it a derogatory term and reject it (like Italian Silvio Berlusconi).
Radical right parties are certainly populist, whether one considers a minimalist definition
of populism (Mudde 2004, 2012) or a more extended one (Taggart 2002). But the populist
ideology is far from being specific to the radical right; there are populist parties on the
radical left (e.g. Podemos), on the mainstream right (e.g. Forza Italia), in some cases entire
party systems are considered to be populist (e.g. Greece and Italy, Bobba and McDonnell
2015, Pappas and Aslanidis 2015). Since populism is not a definitional feature per se, I
chose not to include this label in the conceptualization of the parties under study here.
However, defining these parties as exclusionist and nationalist covers the central
characteristics of populism. Hence, the concept of populism is not discarded from the
definition of radical right parties; but rather considered a dimension to study when
working on the radical right (a section of the present chapter presents how the populist
ideology explains the radical right’s success through the mobilization of protest voters).

Taking into account these criteria - and their limitations - the present analysis will focus
on nine Western European countries, and consider the parties that can be defined as
nationalist and exclusionist or xenophobic, with substantial vote-shares over several
elections. Note that because of discrepancies in data availability (or timeframe of the

analysis), all parties are not systematically covered in every chapter.



Austria Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs (FPO)
Belgium Vlaams Blok/Vlaams Belang (VB); Front National (FN)
Denmark |Dansk Folkeparti (DF)
Finland Perussuomalaiset (TF)
France Front National (FN)
Netherlands |List Pim Fortuyn (LPF); Partej Voor de Vrijheid (PVV)
Norway Fremskrittspartiet (FrP)

Sweden Sverigedemokraterna (SD)

Switzerland |Schweizerische Volkspartei (SVP)
Table 1 - Western European Radical Right Parties under study

Explaining Radical Right’s success

The core debate on the radical right is not about what they are, since we know who they
are, but how to explain their success. Two broad sets of explanations address this question
on two levels of analysis: the supply (parties) and the demand (voters) sides of electoral
politics. Although comprehensive analyses exist, most of the research focuses either on the
demand-side (i.e. why do citizens vote for radical right parties) or the supply-side (i.e. how
did radical right parties emerge and what are their political positions). The substantive
explanations mobilized to explain the vote for radical right parties is usually divided into
two categories that transpose (and sometimes oppose) the two main cleavages that shape
political systems. Radical right support is generally explained because of the saliency of
socio-cultural issues for these parties and their voters; yet some authors provide socio-
economic explanations of this electoral success.

Studying the radical right’s electoral success is generally confined to a single approach -
substantially, through either economic or cultural factors, but also practically through
analysis of either parties or voters. In this study, I argue that the confinement of the radical
right field needs to be overcome, and I take the standpoint of a comprehensive study. The
question on whether it is more important to study the demand or the supply side of the

radical right is an artificial one- similarly, the debate arguing for the absolute prevalence of
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the economic or the cultural explanation bears unnecessarily restricting explanatory
power.

The remainder of this introductory chapter is structured as follows. In the next section I
provide an overview of the scholarly debate on the radical right in Western Europe. For the
sake of clarity, I follow the lines of a comprehensive map of the subfield, ordered by
economic, cultural, and mixed explanations of their success, on both the demand and the
supply side (1.1. Figure 1). I will then expose how the present project intends to go beyond
existing studies and their controversies. In particular, I will demonstrate the relevance of
studying the radical right through the lens of welfare politics (or the sociology of the
welfare state) and the need to go beyond purely economic or cultural explanations, and
investigating both supply- and demand-sides (1.2.). Finally, I will discuss the why and how
of this project: its purpose and its approach. More specifically, I will discuss how this
research is grounded in political sociology; it follows a cleavage-based approach of parties
and elections and adopts a resolutely multi-method perspective (1.3.). The final section

give an outline of the chapter that compose this book (1.4.).

1.1. Explaining the radical right's success: demand, supply and controversies

Two major sets of explanations are generally offered to account for the radical right vote
(Oesch 2008, Rydgren 2013). On the one hand, the cultural explanation posits that the
radical right vote is mainly determined by diversity and immigration issues (Rydgren
2008). On the other hand, economic factors are brought forward to account for the radical
right vote: these parties appeal to group with specific economic concerns. These two sets of
explanations mirror the two cleavage dimensions that structure the political space in
advanced Western democracies (Kriesi et al. 2008, 2012). After broadly discussing the two
dimensions of radical right success, I present two additional theories that go beyond
strictly cultural or economic explanations. The concept of protest vote and populist success

do not belong to the aforementioned set of explanations because they are not structured on
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a political cleavage, but they are rather explained by perceptions and evaluations of the
political system. These broad explanations of the radical right’s success form the three
columns of the map of radical right studies, and the latter are labeled mixed explanations
(Figure 1). In addition, this map accounts for two levels of analysis: the demand side
(voters) and the supply side (parties). Factors explaining the radical right’s success on both
levels are divided into subcategories, which constitute the different lines of the table. On
the demand side, I distinguish between explanations that stem from the constituencies’
characteristics (‘voters’) and the individual beliefs of voters (‘attitudes’). On the supply
side, I distinguish between the parties themselves (‘organization and ideology’), their
impact on party systems and governments (‘institutions and office’) and their political

output (‘policy impact’).

The cultural logic of the radical right vote: a matter of immigration

Radical right parties are believed to mobilize their voters mostly on the socio-cultural
dimension - most importantly on immigration, but also on issues law and order and social
conservatism and Euroscepticism (Rydgren 2005, 2007, Bornschier 2010).

In line with the post-materialist thesis, socio-cultural issues, such as those that appeal to
radical right voters have become more and more politically and electorally relevant
(Inglehart 1997)1. Globalization has been assumed to intensify the cultural conflicts and
therefore fuel the radical right's electoral success (Mudde 2007, Kriesi et al. 2012). The
predominant salience of the new cultural dimension - on which the radical right is located
at the nationalist/traditional end - at the expense of the more long-established state-
market conflict has been described as the key factor explaining the emergence and the
success of this party family (Bornschier 2010). Arguably, the radical right parties were not

only benefitting from structural change and the emergence of a new structuring cultural

! Inglehart shows how post-materialist values such as religious beliefs, attitudes towards families,
openness, have profoundly changed societies, and have come to be at the core of the political debate
in Western countries.
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cleavage, but they also “drove” the transformation of political conflict in the 1990’s (Kriesi
et al 2008). The cultural cleavage has gained renewed salience, yet it has also been
transformed by globalization. Since the 1980’s, the cultural cleavage that structures the
political space cannot be reduced to the religious cleavage described by Rokkan; it centers
on issues of cultural diversity. Ironically, and maybe contrary to the original purpose
intended by its advocates, the opening of borders has increased the salience of the cultural
(demarcation/integration) cleavage, making issues such as EU integration, immigration, or
I[slam increasingly salient and contested in the electoral arena.

On the demand side of electoral politics, the salience of the cultural cleavage among the
“losers of globalization” is considered to be the driving force behind the radical right’s
electoral success. These arguments are found on the top left corner of the comprehensive
map or radical right studies. This cultural cleavage centers on the issues of national culture
(values, religion) and immigration, yet it is often reduced to anti-immigration attitudes. In
fact, the major explanation of the radical right vote is that anti-immigration attitudes are an
- the most? - important factor for predicting the radical right vote (Lubbers et al. 2002,
Norris 2005). It is, however, notable that if almost all radical right voters are against
immigration, not all the individuals who express such attitudes vote for these parties. The
anti-immigration argument has come to be the - almost monocausal - theory explaining
radical right support. It has become so dominant that studies shifted the paradigm to
refining what anti-immigration sentiments are: immigration skepticism, xenophobia or
racism? Rydgren argues that the first, i.e. “wanting to reduce immigration” is the strongest
(Rydgren 2008).When looking at the sociological profile of radical right voters, anti-
immigration attitudes are not the sole explanation of radical right success. Indeed, radical
right voters are found among groups of voters that are traditionally considered to be
conservative on cultural issues (e.g. self-employed and small business owners) or even that
display “authoritarian” features (for the working class: Lipset 1960, for all radical right

voters: Koster and Van der Waal 2007).



On the supply side of electoral politics, immigration has been typically considered the
central dimension of radical right parties’ ideology, and, that is, their anti-immigration
preferences (lower left side of Figure 1). The literature on issue-ownership has provided a
suitable framework to conceive the relevance of immigration for radical right parties
(Budge and Farlie 1983, Petrocick 1996). Each party is assumed to have a specific policy
domain, or issue area that it champions; parties thus invest in building a good reputation
regarding handling this issue area. Parties identify with this issue, and they are considered

nn

to “own”” it (Van der Brug 2004). Indeed, radical right parties mobilize voters on the issues,
which they own: immigration (Rydgren 2007, Mudde 2007). Although Mudde insists these
parties put forward essentially sociocultural issues, and mainly immigration (“it is not the
economy, stupid”?), he does not consider radical right parties to be “single-issue” parties
(Mudde 1999). However, not being a single-issue party focused on immigration certainly

does not contradict their ownership of this issue3.

2 This chapter’s title is a direct - and fairly rude - response to Herbet Kitschelt’s seminal work
explaining the radical right’s success by a combination of economic and cultural positions (Kitschelt
1995).

3 Note that the criteria Mudde uses to disconfirm this hypothesis are very restrictive. He defines a
single issue party as “(1) having an electorate with no particular social structure; (2) being
supported predominantly on the basis on one single issue; (3) lacking an ideological programme;
and (4) addressing only one all-encompassing issue” (Mudde 1999). According to this definition,
radical right parties do not qualify as single-issue parties, as criteria 1 and 3 are surely lacking.
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Radical right parties have so noticeably dominated the political debate over immigration
and have made it such a salient issue, that part of the scholarly debate on radical right
success has focused on their possible “contamination” of other parties. This means that
other parties would adapt their preferences on this issue to compete with radical right
parties (Mudde 2004, Bale et al. 2010, Rooduijn et al. 2014). Even further, authors argue
that some countries’ policies on immigration have been influenced by the political pressure

of progressing radical right parties (Minkenberg 2001, Afonso and Pappadopoulos 2015).

The economic logic: the “new working class parties”?

The anti-immigration explanation of the vote also finds a rationale on the economic
dimension, on both the supply and the demand side; and thus can be found on the right
column of the radical right map. The demand side explanation for the economic framing is
also divided into two levels: individual attitudinal levels, and the aggregate profile of
radical right voters.

Focusing on the demand side, anti-immigration attitudes cannot be only explained by
cultural factors (the social and cultural threats that migrants are perceived to represent);
and a strand of literature has looked into the economic reasons for hostility towards
migrants. This economic argument focuses on labor-market competition, and more
precisely “sectoral exposure to immigrants”. In brief, the individuals who work in sectors
which rely on immigrant work-force are more likely to be hostile to immigration, under the
condition that they also express a negative perception of the general economy (Dancygier
and Donnelly 2014). This argument relies on the assumptions that immigration would
cause wages decreases and job losses. As a consequence, individuals whose jobs are more
“offshorable” would be more likely to support the radical right (Dancygier and Walter
2015). The clear class bias in the sociological profile of the radical right voter across
Europe supports the indication of the importance of socioeconomic factors: the working
class constitutes the core electorate of the radical right in Western Europe (Oesch 2008,
Rydgren 2013). It is noteworthy that industrial sector jobs are considered among the most
“offshorable”. The importance of the working class among this constituency is also steadily
increasing. While Betz was writing about the “proletarization” of the radical right

electorate in the 1990’s, he considers them to be “working class parties” twenty years later;
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and he argues this transformation is made at the expense of parties on the Left (Betz 1994,
Betz and Meret 2013). The working class’ overrepresentation in radical right
constituencies is well documented and particularly relevant in the case of the French Front
National (Mayer 2002), Flemish Vlaams Block (Swyngedouw 1998), Norwegian Progress
Party (Bjorklund 2011), the Danish People’s Party (Meret 2010), and the Austrian FPO
(Scheuregger and Spier 2007). Class and occupational status seem to structure the radical
right electorate; however, there is a difference between ‘working class parties’ and being
‘the party of the working class’. Indeed, some radical right parties claim to be the latter
(Front National, Danish People’s Party). In most countries, the preferred voting choice of
workers is not the radical right, but rather not voting. The radical right is not the party of
the working class because it is simply not the most chosen electoral option among this
group. The electorate of the radical right can, however, be composed by a large proportion
of working class voters. Besides the working class, another occupational group is
overrepresented in the radical right constituency; self-employed and independents. The
core of this segment of the electorate was to be found in the “small shops and the
workshops” (Mayer and Perrineau 1992). Their support for the radical right has arguably
sociological-economic roots. Self-employed and independents are not the worst-off
individuals but those who suffered the biggest relative socio-economic decline in the post-
war era (Kriesi and Bornschier 2013). This déclassement, real or perceived, is also a key
factor of the support of the middle-class to fascist movements in the 1930’s. In the Political
Man, Lipset argues that these movements successfully mobilized voters by exploiting
economic fears, and particularly the fear of downward social mobility (Lipset 1960)4. On an
aggregate level, without distinguishing particular sociological types of voters, Kitschelt
finds that overall, radical right voters tend to express more right-wing preferences when it

comes to welfare and economic issues (Kitschelt and McGann 1995).

4 Although they are on the very right of the political spectrum, contemporary radical right parties
are not directly comparable to the fascist and radical movements of the 1930’s because both their
objectives and methods are very different. Here, it is not the parties themselves that are the object
of the comparison; but rather the mechanism of support for fascism that Lipset (1960) provides,
which is similar to the one put forward by Kriesi and Bornschier (2013).

11



On the supply side, radical right parties have used their ownership of the immigration
issue, framing its consequences in terms of unemployment: according to this logic,
immigrants would be taking the jobs of the natives for lower wages, as a consequence
unemployment rates would decrease if immigration were to be restricted and reduced.
Since the early days of the party, the French Front National has offered a good example of
such framing, with its famous motto: “One million unemployed, its one million immigrants
too many”>. This shows that although the cultural aspect of anti-immigration sentiments is
strong and central to the radical right discourse, there is an economic aspect to it. Even
though it is largely framed in a cultural manner, this suggests that hostility to immigration
- allegedly the strongest predictor of radical right support - is not based on purely cultural
grounds. Economic factors constitute a piece of the puzzle of the explanation of radical
right parties’ success, and its importance cannot be completely discarded as some authors
argue (Mudde 2007, Bornschier 2010).

Considering socio-economic factors of support for the radical right is in line with earlier
studies of contemporary radical right movements. Kitschelt’s renowned “winning formula”
provided a starting point for this debate: he explained the success of radical right parties
resulted from a combination of cultural and economic arguments: more precisely, they
combined culturally authoritarian and exclusionist positions with liberal-market
preferences on redistributive issues (Kitschelt 1995). This capital hypothesis has been
contested on several grounds: some argued the economic dimension was not relevant
(Mudde 2007), or that these parties held more centrist economic positions (Ivarsflaten
2005), to the point that authors considered a “new winning formula” (De Lange 2007). De
Lange argued that radical right parties held simultaneously culturally authoritarian
positions with centrist economic positions - on a dimension that she calls “socialist-
capitalist”6. Challenges to the winning formula hypothesis have been identified by its

author himself: Kitschelt later defined it as time-specific (i.e. restricted to the radical right

5 This statement is extracted from the 1978 manifesto (“Un million de chomeurs, c’est un million
d'immigrés de trop. La France et les Frangais d’abord“) The exact same poster/argument was
updated for the 1993 legislative campaign, with 3 million instead of 1.

6 This being true for some, but not all of the radical right parties, only the Front National and the
Vlaams Belang in this study.
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breakthroughs of the 1980s to the mid-1990s), and he argued that these parties may
include liberal-market policies in their manifestos, which does not imply they are the
parties that are the most market-liberal in the polity (Kitschelt 2004, 2007).

Regarding party positions on economic issues, radical right parties have evolved from the
formula of their earlier successes and have adapted to the interests of their (potential)
voters: nowadays not only do they offer economic agendas, but they also adapt these
agendas to the expected preferences of their voters. Indeed, radical right parties are not
single-issue parties anymore (Rydgren 2007). Their stances on welfare politics are usually
different from that of mainstream right-wing parties, and they are believed to partly adopt

the working class’ support for redistribution (Koster et al. 2013).

Neither cultural nor economic: the protest vote? The populist vote?

Two alternative theories of radical right success are based on neither sociocultural nor
socioeconomic grounds, but are disconnected from ideology (taken as a set of defined and
coherent political - policy - preferences).

The first approach is a demand side argument: voters express their general discontent with
politics, governments and parties, and casting a vote for the radical right vote is considered
to be a “protest vote”. This early conception refers to the demand side of central column of
the radical right map (Figure 1). Some authors considered the radical right vote to be
chiefly a “vote against” (Mayer and Perrineau 1992, Flecker 2007). In that sense, it is a form
of retrospective voting, in which “the prime motive behind a protest vote is to show
discontent with the political elite” (Van der Brug et al. 2000). The choice of voting for the
radical right is not explained by the adhesion to an ideology or the congruence of positions
between voters and parties, but rather as a protest against traditional parties (Poglia Mileti
and Plomp 2007). The protest-vote theory has been mainly put forward during the early
successes of radical right parties in the 1980’s and 1990’s, but it has been challenged in
recent years - not least due to the high levels of ideological congruence between radical
right parties and their supporters. More than protest, radical right parties and voters seem
to share political preferences (Lefkofridi and Casado-Asensio 2013). Indeed, the constant
or increasing electoral support these parties enjoy points towards alternative explanations

which go beyond the mere rejection of governing parties and political disenchantment.
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At the party level, the protest-vote explanation echoes the populist ideology, which relies
on an opposition that pits the people against the elite. Radical right parties tend to take an
outsider position and denounce the mainstream ruling parties as a failed political elite,
which does not represent the people as they claim they do. Radical right parties’ success
would be explained because they manage to capture a widespread “populist Zeitgeist”
(Mudde 2004). Indeed, the populist ideology is characteristic and perhaps constitutive of
all West European radical right parties. Instead of a Zeitgeist, which is just a public opinion
phenomena, the rise of populism can be conceived as a long-term trend, which is inherent
to modern democracies. Populism is, on the one hand, the result and consequence of a
“malfunctioning representative democracy” (Mair 2002) or, on the other hand, in a more
theoretical perspective, the unavoidable product of the tension between the ideal of
democracy and its “pragmatic face” (Canovan 1999). Mair’s conception is however a bit
more optimistic, since a malfunctioning democracy can/could be cured or improved;
whereas Canovan'’s theory makes populism an intrinsic feature of modern democracy. This
is in line with the “pathological normalcy hypothesis” which considers populism as a
radical - and unavoidable - interpretation of democratic values. By combining the previous
contextual and structural arguments, it views populism as a normal path for representative
democracy (Mudde 2010). However this conception of populism can be criticized: it is
static, it exists because democracy exists. The general argument goes: radical right parties
are successful, because they thrive on the tension inherent to democracies by putting
forward a populist ideology. But they could be challenged by other forms of populism on
the left, or by movements that put forward a non-ideological form of populism. The
populist ideology is not a particular characteristic of radical right parties because populism
is an essentially “chameleonic” ideology - it cannot fully account for these parties’ success.
A parallel account of populism considers it as a political strategy, wherein having a
charismatic leader is key to success. Indeed most radical right populist parties are led by a
charismatic leader (Kriesi and Pappas 2015, Canovan 2002). Providential leaders, such as
Le Pen (father and daughters, FN), Haider (FPO), Pim Fortuyn (LPF), Blocher (SVP),
Kjaersgaard (DF) explain part of the success of these parties; they appeal to voters because
of their charisma and personality. It is worth noting that a substantial share of these

leaders is women (Marine Le Pen for the FN, Pia Kjaersgaard for the DF, and Siv Jensen for
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the FrP), which had been underestimated in earlier studies that expected radical right

party leaders to be charismatic men.

1.2. Going beyond the classical divide: the relevance of welfare politics

Two dimensions for sure?

When studying the radical right’s electoral success, cultural and economic issues prove to
be intensely interconnected, to the point that the two - supposedly distinct - dimensions
are blurred. This blurring is observed at both levels of analysis: voters and parties. The
voters themselves may have blurred preferences on these issues, and do not clearly
distinguish between the two dimensions (Hausermann and Kriesi, 2015). But this may well
also be the case for the radical right parties themselves, they may “deliberately adopt
blurred positions” to attract voters, but not siding too strongly on an end or the other of
political dimensions on issues other than their anti-immigration agenda (Rovny 2013). The
previous sections have shown the relevance of both cultural and economic determinants of
the radical right success. But the economic and cultural dimensions of the radical right vote
may prove to be more entangled than cleavage theory would expect. In other words, when
studying the radical right vote, the orthogonality of the bi-dimensional cleavage structure is
uncertain.

Drifting apart from bi-dimensional cleavage politics, recent research has focused on the
electoral relevance of welfare politics for the radical right's success in Western Europe.
Concretely, it has avoided framing the issue in terms of distinct conflict dimension- either
economic or cultural. Indeed, welfare politics is neither strictly one nor the other. Broadly,
it be can defined in a Laswellian way as “who gets what, when and how” in terms of social
benefits’. In the present study, I circumscribe welfare politics to the preferences of voters
and parties (whether they are general political values or more specific policy preferences),
but a wider conception could include the study of policies and institutional dynamics.

Traditionally, welfare politics has almost only been considered through a socio-economic

7 This is a reference to the political scientist Harold D. Laswell’s famous model of communication
which analysis “Who (says) What (to) Whom (in) What Channel (with) What Effect”.
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perspective, until Hiusermann demonstrated the relevance of cultural value divides
alongside socio-structural positions to study welfare politics. Explaining welfare state
reform dynamics, the author shows how political struggles about the welfare state are

“always both distributional conflicts and value conflicts” (Hausermann 2010).

Introducing the role of welfare politics

The debate over the influence of welfare politics on voting behavior stems from the
controversy over the so-called ‘unnatural vote of the working class’ for right wing and
radical right parties. This voting pattern has traditionally been considered a political
anomaly or at least puzzling. Indeed, the working class has always been assumed to be
more interventionist and supportive of welfare redistribution than other classes; and the
parties of the left were assumed to defend its interests (see discussion on the power
resource theory discussed in chapters 2 and 5, Korpi 1983, Esping-Andersen 1990).
However, this assumption does not hold empirically in contemporary electoral politics. The
question of how do the less well-off manage to reconcile their economic attitudes with
voting for the (radical) right emerges from the discrepancies between theoretical
assumptions and the empirical reality. One answer may be that these voters tend to
manifest an aversion to the welfare institutions themselves (and not the principles of
welfare redistribution) and thus support right wing parties which are critical of the
functioning of the welfare state (Houtman et al. 2008). Indeed, this negative perception of
the welfare institutions is associated with egalitarian views and ideas of social justice -
especially among the less educated individuals (Achterberg et al. 2011).

Building on this puzzle, authors have shown that welfare preferences are a significant
characteristic and determinant of the radical right vote (Derks 2006, Koster et al. 2013).
Both these contributions also make the case that it is misguided to study the electoral
relevance of welfare politics for the radical right in either economic or cultural terms. In
their seminal contribution to that field, De Koster et al. have established a clear pattern in

the relation between welfare attitudes and radical right voting8. They find that welfare

8 Looking at the relation between welfare politics and the radical right vote, a parallel interrogation
emerges: what is the relation of such welfare politics in countries where no radical right party is
electorally significant? Generally, this question opens a wider subfield of welfare politics as
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attitudes such as welfare populism or welfare chauvinism are not only widespread among
the radical right electorates; they also underlie support for these parties (Koster et al.
2013). Welfare chauvinism has become a central focus of the studies of the radical right,
and can be defined as a conception of the welfare state as a “social protection for those who
belong to the ethnically defined community and who have contributed to it” (Kitschelt,
1995: 22). It has since been extensively analyzed (to name a few, Mau and Burkhart 2009,
Koning 2013), to the point of becoming a catch-all concept. In Kitschelt's words, welfare
chauvinism is “indeed not necessarily rooted in cultural patterns of xenophobia and racism,
but in a ‘rational’ consideration for alternative options to preserve social club goods in
efficient ways” (Kitschelt, 1995: 262).

The emerging literature that investigates the relevance of welfare politics on the radical
right vote is growing, but still faces several shortcomings. In conceptual terms, this debate
is still muddled and needs clarification and a better systematization (Abts and Kochuyt
2016); empirically it is often limited to case studies (Derks 2006, De Koster et al. 2013) or
focused on a specific segment of voters such as the working class (Mau and Mewes 2013).
Departing from the individual - or class - level, authors have pointed to the relevance of
welfare politics at the aggregated level: support for the radical right in Western Europe is
mediated by welfare state institutions - their type and scope (Swank and Betz 2003). This
influence manifests itself in at least two ways. First, on a contextual basis, welfare state
institutions determine the characteristics of a society - such as the level of unemployment,
immigration, or inequalities - that have a positive effect on voting behavior, and
particularly on the radical right vote (Arzheimer 2009). Second, on an attitudinal basis,
welfare regimes and their associated shared values shape individuals’ beliefs, and
specifically attitudes towards immigration and welfare chauvinism, which are linked to
voting for the radical right (Van der Waal et al. 2010). Yet the individual-level mechanisms
of influence of welfare politics on radical right voting behavior remains unspecified. On the
supply side, the welfare preferences (and policy influence) of radical right parties is still an

underinvestigated field (Afonso 2015, Norocel 2016). At the micro (individuals), meso

determinant of the vote, which constitutes a wider research agenda that goes beyond the objective
of the present study.
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(social classes, parties) and macro (welfare regime types) levels, the role of welfare politics
in the radical right’s success has been incompletely established; filling these gaps is the
ambition of the present study.

This book addresses this gap by making a theoretical and an empirical contribution.
Theoretically, a comprehensive theoretical framework of how welfare politics can
determine the radical right vote is still missing. Empirically, the existing analyses linking
welfare politics to radical right vote are too restrictive: in terms of approaches, cases, time
period and social groups studied. I further make the case that such a theoretical discussion
should be grounded in, and relying on, the concepts provided by political sociology, and
that the empirical demonstration should rely on the variety of its methods.

Providing a theoretical framework to assess the relation between welfare politics and the
radical right, and extending the empirical evidence of this relation across Western Europe
vote are the goals of this research. By bridging the literature on the radical right vote to the
political sociology of the welfare state, [ address the question of the role welfare politics in
the radical right’s success in Western Europe. Before specifying the sub-questions that
guide the different chapters, it is worthy to make a final critical assessment of the radical
right field, which pertains to two drawbacks of most studies of the radical right.

Studying the radical right success through the lens of welfare politics (or the sociology of
the welfare state) is also an attempt to reconcile the different parts of the radical right
literature both methodologically and in terms of the explanations they produce. In my
opinion, two important shortcomings of this literature have to be avoided: (1) “one-eyed
explanations” focusing solely on one side of the coin, or one dimension of the problem
(whether demand or supply side; or giving purely socio-cultural or economic explanations
to this vote) and (2) asserting “big theories” (e.g. schematic explanation that would explain
the radical right’s success and even its impact on the polity, without comprehensive
analyses and allowing for cross-country variance).

In his overview of the field, Kitschelt (2007) recommended the studies include both
demand and supply side explanations. Mudde (2010) makes a rather similar argument
when considering that “widespread demand [for radical right] is a given” but that the
parties themselves “have to be brought (back) into the analysis”. Yet, considering this

demand as a given does not mean that the individual level support for the radical right is
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explained. This “demand”, its sociological roots and its attitudinal consequences call for
further analysis. In order to capture the relation between supply and demand arguments of
radical right success the present study takes up on Mudde’s reference to Wlezien's
thermostatic model. This means that the growing salience in public opinion on an issue
(welfare politics in this case) leads to electoral success for the parties who address it
(radical right), which in turn, increase policy activity and political debate on this issue
(Wlezien 1995, Mudde 2013). However, this project will focuses on electoral politics - that
is looking at voters, parties, and the relation between the two, but not beyond. Another
strand of literature considers the radical right's success as an explanatory variables for
coalition building potential or policy changes (to name a few, on policy impact: Minkenberg
2001, Akkerman and De Lange 2012, Afonso 2015, on impact on other parties: De Lange
2012). Kitschelt’s research agenda for the field also includes two specifications that are
equally important: integrate multilevel, and time-related analysis. Whenever data allows, I
include different levels of analysis and patterns of evolution of radical right parties and
their constituencies.

Because of the variety of radical right parties and the political systems they compete in, the
studies on the radical right frequently face another shortcoming: overarching - and maybe
simplistic - explanations. These “big theories” certainly feed the academic debate but they
are consistently empirically rejected. Kitschelt’s famous “winning formula” did not pass the
empirical test, and it has been debunked by its author himself (De Lange 2007, Kitchselt
2013). In a similar vein, Mudde’s hypothesis of a “populist Zeitgeist” - i.e. that the populist
rhetoric of the radical right was contaminating other parties - has been rejected (Mudde
2004, Rooduijn et al. 2014). This latter hypothesis can be considered part of Mudde’s wider
theory that the radical right’s success is a “pathological normalcy” of democracy, which
implies that the populist radical right is merely a radical interpretation of mainstream
democratic ideology (Mudde 2010). Not only is this theory not empirically grounded, but
also it is too general and simplistic to attribute the success of these parties and the different
motives of their voters to the radicalization of mainstream attitudes.

Paradoxically, I believe what characterizes the radical right is diversity; both in terms of the
voters and parties. To put it simply, there is much sociological and class diversity in the

radical right electorate: traditional (religious) conservatives, independent shopkeepers,
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and working class former communist electors. Conversely, radical right parties display at
times very diverse programmatic positions on specific issues such as welfare politics®.
Radical right parties form a coherent party family; with comparable positions on their most
salient issues (i.e. immigration); however, like most party families, they are no entirely

homogenous on all policy fields.

1.3. Research perspective and methodological approach

A political sociology question

The main goal of this study is to make a contribution to the subfield of radical right studies
through the lens of welfare politics. This is certainly of academic relevance, and somewhat
also of social relevance, as these parties are the fastest growing and most polarizing ones in
Western Europe. But [ want to root this project into wider academic concerns: the study of
voters, parties and elections as a political sociologist.

Asking how relevant welfare politics is for the radical right’s success, this study is deeply
rooted in political sociology and more precisely in cleavage theory. This research question
is embedded in the literature on cleavages and the transformation of political conflicts and
it can be asked in Rokkanean terms. Political sociology takes a broader look than political
science, it does not deal with the “machinery of government, the mechanisms of public
administration, and the formal political realm of elections, public opinion, pressure groups,
and political behaviour” but it looks into the “interrelationships between politics, social
structures, ideologies and culture” (Marshall 2009). In his landmark article, Sartori argued
that political sociology should not be a subfield of sociology either, but rather be
autonomous. Thus, it is not reduced to the “sociology of politics” which would only
consider the political as an object. Political sociology looks into the political processes as

they are, but also into their social conditions, distributions and how they are combined

9 Radical right parties also seem to vary in their ambitions to reach power and govern (not all of
these parties can be considered to have always been truthfully office-seeking).
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(Sartori 1969). Sartori’s seminal works set the agenda for this book, spelling out clearly the
necessity of articulating demand and supply sides of electoral politics:

“With specific reference to the party topic, a real political sociology calls for a
simultaneous exploration of how parties are conditioned by society and how the society is
conditioned by the party system. To say that a party system is a response to a given socio-
economic environment is to present half of the picture as if it were the complete picture. The
complete picture requires, instead, a joint assessment of the extent to which parties are
dependent variables reflecting social stratification and cleavages and, vice versa, of the extent
to which these cleavages reflect the channeling imprint of a structured party system.” (Sartori
1969: 214)

The object of this study is political conflict, in the form of welfare politics, and how
responsive radical right parties and their voters are to each other on this issue in the
electoral arena. The model developed in this study tries to bridge top-down (supply) and
bottom-up (demand) approaches, looking both at voters (across countries, classes, and -
when possible also- time) and parties. The argument here is not that welfare politics
constitutes a “fully developed cleavage” which should include “a distinct socio-structural
basis, specific political values and beliefs, and a particular organization of social groups and
normative values” (Kriesi et al. 2012: 9, Bartolini and Mair 2007). Welfare politics likely
includes the second and third normative and institutional elements, but it is considered
here an important conflict dimension of West European politics rather than a structuring
cleavage. However, Hausermann and Kriesi argue that “distributive deservingness”-
defined as “the definition of the scope of beneficiaries who should be entitled to (welfare)
benefits and services” - may constitute a new conflict dimension of the political space. And
they conclude that “with this transformation, the distinction of the two preferences
dimension into one cultural and one economic becomes obsolete, as both dimension bear
clear and direct relevance for economic and social policy making” (Hausermann and Kriesi,
2015: 206). To use a Lipset-Rokkan terminology, I ask the question of the “translation” of a
political conflict (welfare politics) into the political system. This means considering how
the welfare politics conflict is translated into politics (the extent to which it drives voting
for the radical right) and looking at the “translator” (radical right parties’ preferences).

Arguably, using the cleavage theory terminology, the welfare politics conflict matches the
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concept of “translation mishandling”: when the cleavage/conflict structure in the polity is
characterized by a low coincidence with the opinion (Lipset and Rokkan 1967). A
substantial proportion of voters combine nationalistic preferences with rather
economically interventionist positions (Van der Brug and Van Spanje 2009, Kriesi et al.
2008). There is, however, no party that openly put forward such a combination. Kriesi et al.
have labeled this political space the “empty quadrant”, as there is a mismatch in a corner of
the two dimensional axes (Kriesi et al. 2012). Would a renewed analysis of the radical right
vote allow concluding that this translation is not “mishandled”? Through the lens of welfare
politics, can we explain the electoral success of the radical right and their positioning in the
party system? The chapters of this book will address more practically the following
questions: what underlies a radical right vote? Is this voting behavior better explained by a
normative or by a self-interest centered approach? Are radical right voters all the same (in
terms of social classes, countries, policy preferences, welfare regimes)? How relevant is
welfare politics for the radical right parties? Have parties evolved and adapted to their

voters?

The case for mixed methods research

In order to answer these questions, I take a methodological stand in favor of multi-method
research. Whereas conducting mixed method research is now considered the third
research paradigm alongside with quantitative and qualitative research (and it is indeed
praised by all social scientists); it is often underachieved (Johnson and Onwuebuzie 2004).
Interestingly, even though it stems from the combination of the two widely recognized
research strategies; mixed methods research has developed as an autonomous approach,
with its own methodological guidelines. The autonomization of this research strategy is
cross-disciplinary (in the social science) and has been long debated. Several concepts have
been used to conceptualize mixed method research: ‘multiple operationalism’,
‘multimethod research’, ‘triangulation’, ‘critical multiplicism’, or ‘methodological pluralism’
(for an overview of mixed method research see Johnson et al. 2007). However, all authors
agree that mixed methods research provide stronger confirmation or corroboration of the
hypothesis, relying on richer data. In this project [ adopt a mixed methodology in terms of

approach (supply and demand), but also regarding the data, theory and analytical
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strategies. I will carry this mixed methods agenda over the course of the book (across the
different chapters), and when possible within the same analysis (within a single chapter).
As much as possible, I try to diversify data sources. In this project, the analyses rely on
different types of data, mainly individual level surveys (European Social Survey,
Eurobarometer, Baromeétre Politique Francais) and party manifestos (Comparative
Manifesto Projectl®, euandi expert placement of party positions and the full-text
manifestos for case studies). Additionally, the party documentation of the Front National
has been collected in electoral archives (campaign propaganda) or through personal
collection (party leader speeches). Thanks to the diversification of the sources I can
investigate cross-country and time variation. Furthermore I conduct the analyses on the
basis of different theoretical perspectives and hypotheses. Both the analyses of the
relevance of welfare politics for radical right voters and for radical right parties provide
competing hypotheses in terms of explanation and possible change over time. These
hypotheses might in fact prove to be more complementary as “it may well be that each

proposition contains a kernel of the truth” (Denzin 1970).

When analyzing the cross-country individual level data, voting for the radical right in this
case, I rely on multiple strategies, looking for a variety of explanatory factors (such as
attitudes, class or the role of institutions). On top of this within method diversity, I rely on
‘between’ or ‘across’ methods: combining dissimilar methods to measure the same unit.
This is employed mainly when looking at party manifestos: they are analyzed both
quantitatively (through salience based analysis) and qualitatively (through in-depth
substantive analysis). Investigator triangulation is also mentioned in the methodological
literature on mixed-method research, although it is not particular to it. It is common to
most contemporary research: several investigators would remove potential bias in the
analysis and ensure greater reliability. The nature of the thesis prevents this type of

triangulation in its strict term, although certainly the interactive way in which it is

10 The CMP is complemented by other aggregated level data sources such as the Parlgov database
(Doring, Holger and Philip Manow. 2015. Parliaments and governments database (ParlGov):
Information on parties, elections and cabinets in modern democracies), or recoding of
Eurobarometer trends.
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conceived and the place where it is done make it a less solitary and more collaborative
work. This study also results from careful guidance from my supervisor, and comments and

advices from co-authors and peers?1.

1.4. Plan of the book

In order to complete the investigation on the influence of welfare politics on the radical
right vote, several steps are necessary. Each chapter has to consider the different level of
analysis presented in the analytical framework, and tackle a specific question of the
relation.

Chapter 2 provides the theoretical framework of the study and develops the protection and
exclusion hypotheses: the two mechanisms that link welfare politics and the radical right
vote. I rely on two strands of the political sociology of the welfare state to elaborate how
economic insecurity and specific welfare attitudes can be associated to the radial right’s
success. Both hypotheses are specified for the demand side (precarization and scapegoating
sub-hypotheses) and the supply side (programmatic adaption and exclusive solidarity sub-
hypotheses).

Chapter 3 examines voting for the radical right by testing the protection and exclusion
hypotheses; and more precisely, it tests the individual-level precarization and scapegoating
sub-hypotheses. It relies on survey data and provides a multivariate cross-country analysis
to test to what extent the radical right vote is determined by welfare politics. Overall, it
shows that economic insecurity and welfare normative attitudes are determinants of the
radical right vote in Western Europe.

Chapter 4 considers the supply side: the radical right parties. By comparing similarities and
differences of radical parties’ positions on welfare issues, it looks at different patterns
linking welfare politics and the radical right vote. The chapter shows that the

programmatic shift and exclusive solidarity sub-hypotheses are validated for some radical

11 Parts of the analysis of chapter 4 were written and published separately with Zoe Lefkofridi
(Lefkofridi and Michel 2016); parts of the analysis of chapter 5 were conducted together with Koen
Dambhuis, in view of publication.
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right parties only. This chapter relies on mixed-methods to analyse the party manifestos: it
is based on different data sources and on several approaches: quantitative salience based
study of manifestos, expert survey, and in-depth case analyses.

Chapter 5 is devoted to class-based analysis, and its consequences on party supply. Because
the working class has become the core of radical right constituencies, this chapter provides
detailed data on the evolution of the class composition of the radical right electorate, and it
shows the precarization of the radical right voters over time. In a second step, it shows that
some radical right parties have adapted their programmatic positions to the welfare
preferences of their voters. This chapter therefore provides a dynamic demonstration of
both the supply-side and demand-side of the protection hypothesis, and it shows that the
programmatic shift of some radical right parties results from strategic adaption to the
transformation of their constituencies.

Finally, Chapter 6 assesses the relation between demand-side and supply-side of both the
protection and exclusion hypothesis. This chapter relies on an in-depth case study of the
Front National including a longitudinal analysis (1988-2012) of voters and manifestos. It

shows that the FN is a clear example of the transformation of a party and its electorate.

25



26



2. Theoretical framework: economic insecurity, normative welfare

attitudes and the radical right

This chapter presents the theoretical framework of the book and the hypotheses on how
welfare politics conditions the radical right vote in Western Europe. The introduction has
set forth the claim that welfare politics (attitudes, values, interests) is relevant to explain
the radical right parties’ and the voters’ preferences. This chapter elaborates this reasoning
by bridging electoral politics to the political sociology of the welfare state. The latter
subfield owes a lot to the work of Stefan Svallfors, who paved the way for the comparative
analysis of how attitudes, values, class positions, and contextual factors (such as policies
and institutions) pertaining to the welfare state interplay with opinions and political
behaviour (Svallfors 1996, 2006, 2007).

To recall, my understanding of welfare politics is one of a political conflict that
encompasses values, policy preferences and performance evaluation of the welfare state. In
other words, it is the politicization of the nature of welfare policies (what), its extent and
principles (when), the deservingness (who) and contributions (how) of individuals (Van
Oorschot 2000). The following theoretical framework is based on the two broad
assumptions guiding the welfare politics literature, which are rooted in different
conceptions of the welfare state. There are two main functionalist conceptions of the
welfare state: a scheme of risk-management and a norm oriented social insurance.
Economists label them the “piggy bank” and the “Robin Hood” function (Barr 2012). Both
conceptions, in turn, determine the major hypotheses of the study of welfare politics. For
the first, the welfare state is conceived as the institutional set-up for risk management; for
the second, the welfare state is the institutional set-up that reallocates wealth and reduces

social inequalities (Mau and Veghte 2007). More than functionalist labels these
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assumptions result in different - and somewhat opposed - models of welfare politics. In the
case of a risk management conception, welfare politics is driven by self-interest, whereas in
the case of social insurance, normative beliefs of social justice form the guiding assumption.
Expanding these two assumptions of welfare politics, I derive two hypotheses on how
welfare politics determines radical right voters; and, correspondingly, how it affects radical
right parties. Both of these assumptions relies on a different mechanism about how welfare
politics affects attitudes and political behaviour. From a self-interest perspective, I argue
that welfare politics is determined in an instrumental and egoistic way, on the basis of
individuals’ benefits and risks (Kumlin 2004). On the other hand, when the central
assumption of the welfare state is that it is based on the promotion of social justice, I argue
that welfare politics is determined by a set of norms that constitute the moral economy of
the welfare state. From these two mechanisms, [ formulate two hypotheses on how welfare
politics affects the radical right: protection and exclusion. Table 2 summarizes the different
theoretical steps from the two conceptions of the welfare state to the hypotheses on the
radical right. Both of these hypotheses consider the supply and the demand side of
electoral politics. In short, the protection hypothesis expects that individuals who face
stark economic insecurity will vote for radical right parties which offer them protection;
the exclusion hypothesis holds that individuals whose normative beliefs are breached by
out-groups or individuals are expected to support radical right parties because they single
out and exclude these out-groups.

Following the comprehensive approach laid out in the introduction, this book considers
three levels of analysis. The aim is to explain the micro-level (voting for the radical right)
and meso-level (parties’ preferences) of electoral politics through the protection and
exclusion hypotheses while taking macro-level factors into account. Both hypotheses rely
on different assumptions about welfare politics, and the way it can affect political
behaviour. However, in this book, these conceptions and the corollary hypotheses are

considered more complementary than competing.
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WELFARE POLITICS
Conception of the
Scheme of Risk-management Norm-oriented Social Insurance
Welfare State
Welfare Politics
Self-interest Social Justice
assumptions
Impact on attitudes,
values, and political Economic Insecurity Moral Economy of the Welfare State
behavior
Hypothesis on how
Welfare Politics
Protection Exclusion
Affects the Radical
Right
Ex: Targeting norm violating out-group
Examples of attitudes | Ex: negative perception of change, national
and individuals, bounding and restricting
and behaviors capitalism, protecting the in-group...
welfare policies, excluding beneficiaries...

Table 2- Theoretical framework

Both assumptions posit that welfare institutions - and the distributive characteristics of a
society - are determinant in the translation of welfare politics into political behaviour. On
the one hand, economic risks are mediated through welfare institutions. Different welfare
policies determine the scope of economic risks. Very generous regimes, in terms of welfare
insurance of resource redistribution, will reduce the economic risks of individuals.
Conversely, individual face higher economic risks and are more subject to macro-level
economic changes in minimal welfare states. On the other hand, institutions have a decisive
influence on the shaping of common norms of the welfare state. Yet this book does not
engage in the study of how welfare institutions affect the radical right ~-whether considered
broadly like the different welfare regime type or more specifically like concrete policies.
Rather, the focus of this study is to uncover how individuals’ welfare politics attributes
(attitudes, values, interests) determines their vote for the radical right, and conversely how

radical right parties place themselves in the welfare politics conflict.
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This chapter is divided into two parts, which follow the theoretical reasoning of the two
conceptions of the welfare state (i.e. along the two columns of Table 2). Building on a self-
interest conception of the welfare state, | argue that economic insecurity is a driver of West
European radical right success, and elaborate the protection hypothesis (2.1.). From a
normative conception of the welfare state, I argue that radical right voters and parties
target groups or individuals that violate the core norms of the moral economy of the
welfare state, and therefore the electoral success of these parties is explained by the
exclusion hypothesis (2.2.). Both section share the same structure, which follows the
theoretical paths between welfare politics and the concrete hypotheses on the radical right,
i.e. the lines of table 1. In both parts, I first elaborate on the conception of the welfare state
and its underlying behavioural assumption, then I described the impact (mechanism) this
theory implies for political behaviour and the radical right success, and finally I formulate

the guiding hypotheses of the book.

2.1. Economic insecurity and the radical right vote

The first section presents how self-interest drives welfare politics in risk-based conception
of the welfare state (2.1.1.), and I argue that increasing economic insecurity is the
mechanism that affects political behaviour under this assumption (2.1.2.). Finally, I
elaborate the protection hypothesis: the radical right’s success is explained by the appeal of

these parties to economically insecure voters (2.1.3.).

2.1.1. The welfare state as risk management and self-interested welfare politics

The first theory of welfare politics considered in this book is based on a conception of the
welfare state as a risk-management scheme. Simply put, individuals comply with the
constraints of the welfare state (taxes, social contributions) to the extent that it guarantees
them a safety net in case of loss of resources. The welfare state’s legitimacy lies essentially
in individuals’ self-interest; and as long as it remains its guiding principle, the existence of
redistributive institutions is justified. The relation between individuals and the welfare

state is thus clearly instrumental: welfare state institutions exist because of the benefits
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individuals can obtain from them (Mau and Veghte 2007). This risk-based approach to the
welfare state rests in the assumption that citizens are driven by self-interest (Hall and
Soskice 2001, Rehm 2009).

A second literature strand of the theory of welfare also considers interest as the basis of
welfare politics; but instead of taking individual interest as a driving factor, it considers
class interest. The “power resource school” finds the foundations of the welfare state and
the roots of its support to be more political than strictly self-interested; it is the group’s
interest that matters more than an individual’s own benefits. The size of the working class
is the main factor behind the welfare state’s developments under the assumption that
support for the welfare state is essentially coming from the demand of lower income
individuals for taxes and transfers (Korpi 1983, Esping-Andersen 1990). However, for the
“revisionist” school, class position cannot be the sole explanation to welfare preferences:
low income is not the only factor of support for social insurance. These authors claim that
facing higher risks is equally important (Cusack, Iversen and Rehm 2006). Their core
argument is that support for the welfare state does not lie in concepts of redistribution
(which is entailed in class-based interest), but as a demand for insurance, which depends
on individuals’ economic risk level (Rehm, Hacker and Schlesinger 2012). For instance,
individuals with jobs that require specific skills are particularly at risk when shocks affect
their specialized labour markets, and therefore tend to support the welfare state as an
insurance scheme (Iversen and Soskice 2001). The argument also applies to individuals
working in very open and internationalized economic sectors (Scheve and Slaughter 2004).
In this book, I follow the revisionist conception of welfare politics and consider individual
self-interest as central to their preferences in welfare. This conception is broader than an
individual’s only immediate interests: it takes risks, economic foreseeing and individual
predictions into account. It is also more complex than simple class position because it takes
an individualistic and less static approach.

In order to decide to comply with welfare institutions and their constraints, individuals
make a cost-beneftit calculus (Iversen and Soskice 2001; Blekesaune and Quadagno 2003).
When rationally maximizing their welfare, individuals are not short-sighted and do not
only favour policies that immediately benefit them, they also support policies that reduce

their risks. To support welfare policies concerns about prospective evaluation, assessment
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of possible risks and of one’s position in society, are at least as important as immediate
gains. Preferences are thus also defined by exposure to risks, and individuals’ perception of
this exposure. With this conception, the welfare state is defined as the institution that
collectivises the risks of individuals, and individuals support it because it is intended to
protect them from and deal with risks. In other words sharing risks is utility maximizing
because collective institutional schemes are more efficient than individual safety nets.
Based on the assumption that individuals express their preference for welfare
arrangements (taxes, level of redistribution, insurance) according to the maximization of
their economic utility (Alesina and Giuliano 2009), the next sections deal with the political
translation of such preferences. Political preferences express patterns of risk-reduction,
whether these risks are anticipated or not. The focus is on the social insurance component
of the welfare state, which functions as a risk-management institution. In Western Europe,
welfare schemes of social insurance deal with all major perceived economic risks that are
associated with a possible loss of income. There is a logical pairing between economic risks
that lead to income loss (e.g. age, disability, sickness, and unemployment) and the
respective welfare state institutions (pensions, healthcare, disabilities and unemployment
benefits).

Objective and subjective individual economic characteristics are crucial in shaping
individuals welfare preferences, whether they are support for economic redistribution or
for a minimal intervention of - and contribution to - welfare state institutions. These
individual preferences - from the most diffuse support to concrete policy positions -
translate into political preference in the electoral arena. Where the “power resource
school” assumed welfare political preference to be given by class status, the present theory
of self-interest considers that political preferences are determined by a variety of factors.
The translation of welfare politics into the electoral arena echoes one strand of the voting
behaviour literature: egotropic economic voting (Fiorina 1981, Lewis-Beck 1988). Because
individuals may face socio-economic risks that they can anticipate (or not), and eventually
are confronted to social downgrading, they adapt their political preferences to their
economic situation. This may determine their vote choices for the left, or the right - or for

attributing political blame and sanctioning incumbent governments.
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From this theoretical discussion on the self-interest conception of the welfare state, I take
economic (in)security is a key mechanism of expression of welfare politics into attitudes
and political behaviour. Economic insecurity goes beyond the experience of economic
distress such as falling in unemployment, or becoming ill. Some authors consider economic
insecurity mainly as a perception, eventually dominated by the fear of social decline.
Others, have looked more precisely at occupational experiences and how one’s work

position (e.g. sector, hierarchy) affects one’s perception of economic (in)security.

2.1.2. Economic insecurity as a mechanism of political behaviour

Regardless of how they are measured, indicators of self-interest shape preferences for
welfare policies, whether they are general or specific and retrospective or prospective
(Pettersen 1995). Personal involvement intensifies these effects: they are stronger when
individuals are themselves recipients of the associated benefits of these policies (Kumlin
2004). But evaluating one’s economic risks is not simply the result of the individuals’
rational assessment of their personal present economic situation. Structural
transformations of the economy directly impact one’s risks and shape the evaluation of
risk. Indeed, globalization has given rise to new conflicts (economic and cultural) that
produce oppositions, new forms of competition among individuals and therefore new risks.
[ focus on the economic dimension of increasing risks and insecurities, but the cultural
approach of the consequences of globalization is also largely dealt with in the literature
(Mudde 2007, Kriesi et al. 2012).

In their landmark study of the effects of structural changes on political conflicts, Kriesi et al.
argue that globalization gave rise to a revived economic competition and that this process
has constituted groups of winners and losers (Kriesi et al. 2008, Kriesi et al. 2012). The
concrete manifestations of this revived competition have materialized in
deindustrialization, the closing down of factories, and outsourcing of job to low-cost
countries. Another approach argues that it is mainly deindustrialization - the product of
“technology induced structural transformations of labour-markets — which generates new
risks (Iversen and Cusack 2000). I side however with broader conceptions w