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Abstract  

 

 

 

The aim of this dissertation is to shed new light on the electoral support for radical right-

wing parties (RRP). Whereas most existing investigations assume a form of causal 

homogeneity, the starting point of this research project is based on what I call electoral 

equifinality: the coexistence of multiple causal paths leading towards different forms of 

support for the same political party. In order to discern and understand different forms of 

RRP support, the study takes both the supply and the demand side into account. Regarding 

the supply side, I link cleavage theory and conflict sociology to the Laclauian notion of 

equivalence, arguing that the electoral appeal of RRP relies on their capacity to coherently 

unify a multiplicity of heterogeneous demands along the same main antagonism: national 

versus foreign. Following Weber’s and Parkin’s thoughts on social closure, I theorize that 

this nativist core conflict is invoked according to a specific tripartite structure, which, to my 

knowledge, has remained quite unnoticed in the existing literature. In accordance with this 

theory, a new dataset is developed (n = 1,378), based on the tweets of Le Pen and Wilders, to 

compare the political supply of their parties in terms of forms of closure, reference groups 

and issue categories. Pertaining to the demand side, a sequential mixed methods design is 

followed, focusing quantitatively on the structural heterogeneity within RRP constituencies 

along three dimensions within a Bourdieusian framework of social space: social 

characteristics (who); political preferences (why) and political interest (how). Subsequently, 

the second qualitative research step is based on life history interviews with 125 RRP voters 

in France and the Netherlands, leading to a typology of radical right support. Taken 

together, these findings contribute to a more fine-grained understanding of RRP support in 

Western Europe and open up theoretical and empirical perspectives for future research.  
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1. Introduction: wholes-of-parts 
 

 

One of the fundamental problems of most empirical studies on the 

electoral support of populist radical right parties is the underlying 

assumption of one homogeneous electorate. 

 

Cas Mudde 

Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe (2007) 

  

 The rise of contemporary radical right-wing parties 

During the last three decades, the political landscape in many European countries changed 

tremendously. From a relative absence in the early 1980’s, so-called ‘radical right-wing 

parties’ (RRP) gradually appeared on the democratic scene, becoming important political 

forces in nearly every corner of the continent (see Figure 1.1). Indeed, when thinking of the 

electoral successes of the Austrian Freedom Party, the French Front National, the Dutch 

Party for Freedom, the True Finns, the Danish Folkeparti, the Norwegian Progress Party, 

and so on, it is not exaggerated to claim that the rise of RRP constitutes one the most 

remarkable phenomena in the recent political history of western Europe. This study focuses 

on the citizens voting for radical right-wing parties: who are they in terms of social 

characteristics? Why do they support these parties in the first place? And how do they do so, 

that is, through which decision-making processes? 

Admittedly, this is not the first time that a similar research topic is chosen. In the 

wake of their electoral rise, a large number of studies has been published on the support for 

radical right-wing parties, providing a wide variety of interesting hypotheses, theories and 

explanations (see e.g., Rydgren, 2007 for an overview). This proliferation of research on 

RRP support went hand in hand with an ‘unprecedented plethora of different terms’ 

(Mudde, 2007, p. 11) used to characterize the examined parties and their constituencies. One 
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Figure 1.1 Mean vote for radical right-wing parties in European democracies, 1980–2016 (in %) 

 

Source: Heinö (2016) 

Note: Vote share of RRP in elections to national parliaments in all European countries deemed democracies by 

Freedom House. 

 

thinks, for instance, of extreme right, far-right, new populist, national-populist, radical 

right-wing populist, exclusionary populist, nativist, anti-immigrant, racist, fascist, neo-

fascist, post-fascist, integralist, etc., (Ibid., pp. 11-12). For the sake of conceptual clarity, I 

will first explain the choice for ‘radical right-wing parties’ before positioning this study in 

the existing academic literature and discussing its novel approach. In that light, I will start 

with an examination of two widely used terms that do not appear as qualifications of the 

radical right party family in the present study: ‘extreme right’ and ‘populism’.  

A first problem with the notion of ‘extreme right’ is that it implies a rejection of 

democracy (Kitschelt, 2007, p. 1178). Indeed, even though they might oppose some 

fundamental values of liberal democracy, the publicly expressed ideology of radical right-

wing parties is (for the moment) not anti-democratic (Mudde, 2006, 2007, p. 31). It is 

therefore important to avoid a conflation of radicalism and extremism: the latter denotes 

that all means are acceptable to reach certain political goals, whereas the former does not. 

Put differently, radical right-wing parties have a revolting, reformist rationale, whereas 

extreme right-wing parties have a revolutionary one (Skenderovic, 2009, p. 15). Secondly, 

and related to the first point, the term ‘extreme right’ contains strong historical 

connotations going back to the 1930s and early 1940s, that is, to Nazism, collaboration and 
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the extermination of 6 million Jews (Klandermans & Mayer, 2006, p. 4). This contrasts with 

the political messages of contemporary RRP which do not contain exaltations of violence, as 

was the case with the doctrinal discourses of German and Italian extreme right-wing parties 

in the interwar period; nor do the former prescribe the use of violence for the subversion of 

the existing order (e.g., Taguieff, 2007, p. 349) Therefore, instead of serving as a sound 

academic data-storing container, the concept of ‘extreme right’ rather suits to politicians, as 

a tool to morally disqualify their political enemies.       

A second concept that abundantly populates the literature on RRP support is 

‘populism’ The use of the latter, however, is questionable first because of its vague and 

contested character, illustrated by a lively academic debate about the actual meaning of the 

term. Some authors claim, for example, that ‘populism’ refers above all to a political strategy 

(Jansen, 2011; Weyland, 2001), whereas other researchers rather understand it as a political 

style (Kazin, 1995; Panizza, 2005) or point at its ideological foundations (Canovan, 2002; 

Mudde, 2004; Taggart, 2002). In any case there is no consensus whether populism actually 

is an ideology and if so, how ‘thick’ or ‘thin’ a similar ideology would be (Stanley, 2008), 

which elements this ideology would contain, etc. (see also Aslanidis, 2016; March, 2017)1 

Secondly, the term ‘populism,’ due to its etymological origin (the Latin noun populous, 

‘people’), entails the risk of narrowing our focus to merely one social group within RRP 

electorates, that is, to individuals stemming from the classes populaires (Collovald, 2004). 

Yet, as will be discussed more extensively below, most of the citizens subsumable under this 

class categorisation do not vote in the first place, whereas the workers who do support a 

RRP are only a minority within the ensemble of voting blue-collars. Moreover the former do 

not constitute the only overrepresented occupational group within radical right-wing 

constituencies; the same goes for owners of small businesses (e.g., Ivarsflaten, 2005) 

                                                
1 The conceptual confusion pertaining to the notion of ‘populism is far from new. Already half a century ago, Richard 

Hofstadter presented a paper at the LSE with the telling title: ‘Everyone is Talking About Populism, But No One 

Can Define It.’ (cited in Müller, 2016, pp. 121–22) In section 2.2, I will come back to my view on ‘populism’ from a 

Laclauian perspective.  
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Instead of ‘extreme right’ or ‘populist’, the notion ‘radical right’ will be used 

throughout the present study. Of course, this term is not free from imperfections either. For 

instance, just as the concept of ‘populism’ (Müller, 2014, p. 484), it might be interpreted as 

having a negative undertone – although not as historically contaminated as the notion 

‘extreme’ right. Yet, in contrast with these two concepts – and all the other existing 

adjectival designations of this party family –, the term ‘radical’ has a unique feature. By 

virtue of its etymologically derivation from the Latin noun radix (root), it is capable of 

accommodating four crucial partisan characterizations in one sole word, namely: (1) radical 

criticism and demands vis-à-vis the cultural and economic status quo (e.g., Skenderovic, 

2009, p. 15), based on radicalized versions of mainstream values (Mudde, 2010); (2) radical 

positioning in the political field in comparison to ‘establishment’ parties (Fieschi & 

Heywood, 2004; Mair, 2011); (3) the use of a radical communication strategy through 

language and discourse (Betz & Johnson, 2004, p. 19); and (4) radical ‘right’ in terms of 

anti-egalitarianism based on cultural roots, that is, of nativism as the defining property of 

RRP: ‘the ultimate core feature of the ideology of this party family’ (Mudde, 2007, p. 26). 

 

 Positioning this study in the existing literature 

When looking at this wide-ranging literature on radical right-wing support, an interesting 

similarity meets the eye: despite a few exceptions (e.g., Flecker 2007; Mayer 2002; Plasser 

and Ulram 2000), most of the existing analyses tend to focus on typical traits pertaining to 

all radical right sympathizers in one or several countries. Consequently, the idea that 

multiple subgroups might coexist within RRP constituencies has thus far been 

underdeveloped, both theoretically and empirically. As Cas Mudde (2007, p. 225) bluntly 

put it: ‘the hunt is on for the populist radical right voter, even though empirical studies of 

the electorates of populist radical right parties have shown that he does not exist.’ This is 

not to say that researchers on RRP support would, in general, be unaware of the diversity 

characterizing radical right constituencies. In fact, several years before Mudde’s claim, some 

of them already stated explicitly that ‘there is no single extreme right supporter, 

corresponding to the ‘authoritarian personality’ or any other model. Indeed, there are 
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notably different types of extreme right voters.’ (Eatwell, 2003, p. 63) However, to my 

knowledge, no study exists that focuses both theoretically and empirically on this idea of 

intra-partisan heterogeneity among RRP supporters; let aside in an internationally 

comparative and systematic, that is, typological way. This research project sets out to do so. 

The following sections will position the study more precisely in relation to the existing 

literature. 

 

Roads to the radical right: two-way traffic 

Within (and outside) the radical right literature, a distinction is frequently made between 

demand-side and supply-side explanations (e.g., Eatwell 2003; Mudde, 2007, pt. 3). Some 

researchers tend to focus on the latter, that is, on party characteristics and electoral 

competition (e.g., Art, 2011; Carter, 2005; Koopmans et al., 2005), whereas others 

concentrate on the former, that is, on voters and their properties (see also Rydgren, 2007). 

As several authors showed, however, properly specified models of RRP support should not 

limit themselves to one strand but combine both demand side and supply side factors, for 

instance to explain variance over time and differences between countries (e.g., Kitschelt, 

2007; Norris 2005; Van der Brug et al., 2005). 

A similar line of thought will be followed here. After all, to find out what leads 

citizens to support a RRP, at least two empirical entities are necessarily involved: voters and 

the party they vote for. More fundamentally, this approach is based on the idea that both 

sides – supply and demand – can be distinguished from one another. Yet, as Norbert Elias 

(1970, p. 41) may have put it, it is impossible to separate them, for they are mutually 

dependent on one another. This idea of mutual dependence, in turn, goes at least back to 

Marx, who observed that production and consumption are directly interrelated: ‘Production 

mediates consumption’, he wrote, ‘it creates the latter’s material; without it, consumption 

would lack an object. But consumption also mediates production, in that it alone creates for 

the products the subject for whom they are products.’ (Marx, 1973, p. 91; cited by Gaxie and 

Lehingue, 1984, p. 62) As in economics, I would thus argue that ‘supply’ and ‘demand’ sides 

are also intrinsically interwoven in the world of representative democracy. On the one hand, 
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voters necessarily ‘tune in’ their wishes and interests to the existing offer of political parties 

(i.e. the object of consumption), while determining the number of parliamentary seats 

through their votes and, consequently the political fate and future strategy of the concerned 

parties. On the other, political entrepreneurs are involved in a symbolic struggle to win the 

public’s favour; a battle in which – in order to obtain votes (gagner des voix) – they have to 

give voice (donner de la voix) to the latent predispositions, incoherent experiences and 

slumbering convictions of their potential supporters (i.e. the subject of production).2 Put 

differently, they have to ‘tune in’ voters to their vision of the world and the direction the 

latter should take. Opinion formation, I assume, therefore boils down to precisely this: a 

process in which opinions are formed. Not only by the experiences citizens go through and 

the information they receive in daily life, but also by the interpretative frames that are 

provided by politicians and distributed by the media (see also Bourdieu, 1984a, Chapter 8; 

Oudenampsen, 2012; Sartori, 1969, pp. 90–92). 

In contrast with purely dispositionalist approaches, this perspective underlines the 

crucial role of political organizations (notably parties) in the construction of political 

preferences. Attitudes based on class positions constitute a good example in that respect. As 

Pierre Bourdieu already argued, it is only ‘after the creation of parties capable of imposing 

(on a large scale) a vision of the social world according to the theory of class struggle, that 

one could refer, strictly speaking, to classes and class struggle’ (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 133). 

Consequently, to use Sartori’s words, ‘it is not the “objective” class (class conditions) that 

creates the party, but the party that creates the “subjective” class (class consciousness).’ 

(Sartori, 1990, p. 169, cited in Kriesi et al. 2008, p. 10; for other scholars following this line 

of thought see e.g., Bartolini and Mair (1990), Przeworski and Sprague (1986)).   

In the light of these considerations, the ‘roads to the radical right,’ as expressed in 

the title of this thesis, are not to be conceived in terms of linear, one-way streets, but rather 

as two-way traffic. In other words, rather than opting exclusively for a focus on the demand 

side or the supply side, a bilateral conceptual framework is needed in which the dependent 

                                                
2 Political parties, as Kriesi (1998, p. 167) formulated it, give ‘coherence and organized political expression to what 

otherwise are inchoate and fragmentary beliefs, values and experiences among members of some social group.’ 
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variable – support for a RRP – depends on the linkage between two sets of factors, covering 

the demand as well as the supply side. This framework is depicted in Figure 1.1 and will be 

discussed below.    

 

Figure 1.2 A conceptual framework for the analysis of electoral support 

 

 

     Relative position         

     in political field 

     Political decision 

    -making process 

 

Internal party 

characteristics 

      Citizen’s social       

   characteristics 

 
      

Political 

    position-takings 

 
        

         Values and 

             beliefs 

 

 

 

Supply side components 

Among the three supply side aspects presented on the left half of Figure 1.2, political 

position-takings of parties – including diagnoses, prognoses, policy proposals and promises, 

diffused through party programmes as well as messages of party spokesmen on television, 

the radio and the internet – probably constitute the most obvious component. Based on 

specific case studies, cross-national party manifesto datasets (e.g., the Manifesto Project) or 

expert surveys such as (such as the Chapel Hill Expert Survey), numerous studies have been 

published with a special focus on these position-takings. In chapter 4, I will discuss the 

political supply of RRP in more detail. The next two sections will argue why two other – 

perhaps less obvious – factors are of crucial importance too in this respect: the internal 

characteristics of political parties and their relative position in the political field. 

 

Internal party characteristics 

As Figure 1.2 illustrates, I assume that the relative position of a party in the political field  

as well as its political position-takings depend on the characteristics of the party in question, 

Contextual factors  

Supply side Demand side 

 

Rapports  

  with voters → 

LINKAGE 

← Rapports        

with politics 
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including its history and leadership, its members, representatives and their social properties 

(Art, 2011; de Lange & Art, 2011; Heinisch & Mazzoleni, 2016). The latter – comprising the 

personal history and relative position of the members and representatives within a party – 

are of special importance, since they contribute to the world views of these individuals and, 

consequently, orientate the strategy, priorities, and programmatic positions of the party in 

question (e.g., Gaxie and Lehingue, 1984, Gaxie, 2003, p. 127ff). Moreover, the social 

characteristics of political representatives tend to show proximities and similarities with the 

characteristics of the citizens supporting them. For instance, representatives and 

represented with a background in the intellectual and teaching professions are 

overrepresented on the left, whereas electors and elected on the right are more likely to have 

a private sector background (Ibid., see also Cotta and Tavares de Almeida, 2007; Knutsen, 

2005). Finally, a party’s organizational structure, factionalism and relationships with other 

non-democratic organisations, such as employers’ associations, religious networks, lobby 

groups, sponsors, trade unions, etc., are to be included here (e.g., Andolfatto & Choffat, 

2015; Wittenberg, 2006). After all, as Samuel H. Barnes once put it,  ‘no idea has ever made 

much headway without an organization behind it… Wherever ideologies seem to be 

important in politics they have a firm organizational basis.’ (Barnes, 1966, p. 522; cited by 

Sartori, 1969, p. 85) 

 

The relative position of a party within the political field  

To be sure, the characteristics of a political party as well as its political position-takings only 

matter in relationship to the characteristics and position-takings of the parties it competes 

with in a socio-historically given political field. From that perspective, at least four main 

dimensions are to be discerned. First of all, the credibility of a political party and its 

candidate(s), which can be relatively high or low for different groups in society. In that light, 

I assume that the success of political parties in contemporary Western democracies 

primarily depends on the symbolic credit they acquire. That is, the confidence that voters 

place in them, which, in turn, is the product of the faith (credo) individuals have in the 
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messages and actual abilities of politicians (Bourdieu, 1981).3 Besides the personal qualities 

of political candidates – e.g., being reliable, competent, cool-headed, mediagenic, etc. –, 

perhaps the most important form of credibility in this perspective relates to issue credibility, 

also known as ‘issue-ownership’ (Petrocik, 1996; see also Gusfield, 1981, pp. 10–13). 

Although this concept is often operationalized one-dimensionally in political science, an 

important distinction should be made between a party’s associative issue ownership, i.e. its 

reputation to ‘care’ about certain issues (generally built up over longer time spans), and its 

competence issue ownership, i.e. a party’s reputation to actually deal with the issues it 

addresses (often being of a more variable nature) (Walgrave et al., 2015, see also Lachat, 

2014). In both cases, however, a party’s issue ownership is relative, since it might also be 

perceived negatively in the eyes of certain groups of voters: a party thus has a strong 

reputation on an issue for not being capable of tackling it and for proposing the wrong 

solutions (Wagner & Meyer, 2015).  

The relative position of a party in the political field, I assume, is not only determined 

by its credibility; it also depends on its size (the former being intrinsically interwoven with 

the latter). Accordingly, the second dimension opposes relatively small to relatively large 

parties, mainly in line with their (virtual) electoral scores as well as their media presence. 

Indeed, small parties not only face more difficulties in gaining media attention than large 

political parties, thus staying relatively incapable of creating and influencing the public 

definition of an issue.4 They also run the risk of being marginalised during the elections, 

since certain groups of citizens might vote strategically and opt for the subjectively closest 

alternative that has more chances of entering office and, thus, of translating their political 

preferences into actual policy (e.g., Gschwend, 2007).  

                                                
3 Reciprocally, discrediting political enemies constitutes one of the most important activities of politicians. 

4 Accordingly, as Georg Simmel (1950, p. 94, cited in Coser, 1964, p. 102) already observed, small parties tend to be 

more radical than large ones: ‘Radicalism here is sociological in its very nature. It is necessitated by the unreserved 

devotion of the individual to the rationale of the group against other nearby groups (a sharpness of demarcation 

required by the need for the self-preservation of the group), and by the impossibility of taking care of widely varying 

tendencies and ideas within a narrow social framework. Of all this, the radicalism of content is largely independent.’  
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This possibility of entering office, and thus of wielding power, brings us to the third 

dimension, which opposes establishment to anti-establishment parties. More specifically, it 

concerns the rhetoric of politicians ‘suggesting their independence from the political status 

quo’ (Barr, 2009, p. 33). Generally opposing themselves fundamentally to those wielding 

power, RRP can well be described as ‘anti-establishment’ parties: ‘They have transformative 

aspirations regarding not only policies but also meta-politics – that is, the informal and 

formal rules of the game’ (Akkerman, de Lange, and Rooduijn, 2016, p. 8; see also: Abedi, 

2004; Rooduijn, 2014; Schedler, 1996). A conceptual distinction should be made, however, 

between anti-establishment rhetoric and the actual association of politicians with the 

political establishment: the former does not necessarily reflect the latter, even though the 

two are often interrelated (Barr, 2009). That is, an objective position outside the political 

establishment is a quasi-necessary condition for political actors to present credible anti-

establishment appeals.  

Precisely, this distinction between insider parties versus outsider parties constitutes 

the fourth dimension determining a party’s relative position in the political field and seems 

to be crucial to understand the appeal of most contemporary radical right-wing parties. 

After all, by avoiding governmental responsibility (and thus the reputation of being political 

insiders), RRP are less subject to critique – irresponsible for the existing state of society and 

relatively untouched by political scandals (e.g., abuse of power, corruption, etc.) they did 

‘nothing wrong’ –; it also allows radical right-wing parties to present themselves as a 

coherent and ‘clean alternative’ (Fieschi & Heywood, 2004) proposing radical change on a 

wide variety of issues. Indeed, outsider parties have, broadly speaking, more 

Profilierungsraum, i.e. more opportunities to create a distinct profile of themselves, than 

insider parties, since the latter are tied (or have -often- been tied) to the restricting 

responsibilities that go hand in hand with the act of enjoying office. 

 

Political and societal contexts 

Whereas the previously mentioned programmatic position-takings and internal partisan 

characteristics are to be situated within the political field in order to understand the 
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electoral strategies and appeal of specific parties, they also depend on the characteristics of 

the political field and the broader societal context, as the two following sections will discuss. 

The first of these two environments primarily concerns the political system and the 

institutional arrangements by which votes are translated into seats (Carter, 2002; 

Hakhverdian & Koop, 2007). One thinks of the existence of an electoral threshold, 

gerrymandering and regulations for party finance (Akkerman et al., 2016, p. 17ff). The type 

of system (consensual or majoritarian) should also be included here, as it affects the fate of 

political parties. For instance, some scholars indicated that RRP supporters generally do not 

appreciate consensual ways of political decision-making (e.g. Aalberts 2012) and that in 

countries in which politics has a strong consensual character, RRP find more support (e.g., 

Hakhverdian and Koop, 2007). Finally, the degree of policy representation, fragmentation 

and partisan polarization as well as the dimensionality of the political space are important 

characteristics determining the (potential) success of RRP and other parties (Kriesi et al., 

2008, 2012; Spies & Franzmann, 2011).  

Besides the political environment, the appeal of radical right-wing parties is also 

related to a second type of external factors, namely the societal context in which parties 

evolve (see also Akkerman et al., 2016, pp. 17–21). These factors include changing social 

cleavages, demographic and migration dynamics, altering media agendas, as well as socio-

economic transformations (e.g., Rodrik, 2017). In that light, as many studies indicated, 

international developments and forms of socio-political conflict are notably filtered through 

country-specific contexts, and ‘domesticated’ by political entrepreneurs at the national level 

(Della Porta and Tarrow, 2005; Koopmans et al., 2005; Kriesi et al., 2008; Risse et al., 2001; 

Tarrow, 2005), even though politics in Western Europe also includes actors from other 

countries, as well as international organizations such as the IMF, the European Union, the 

NATO or the United Nations (Grande, 2012, pp. 287–292).   

 

Demand side components  

As Figure 1.2 illustrated, these two sets of environmental factors not only apply to political 

parties (supply side), but also to their voters (demand side). In today’s “audience” democracy 
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(Manin, 1997, Chapter 6), where the political scene is more and more dominated by media 

specialists, pollsters and journalists (see also Champagne, 1990; Elchardus, 2002), these two 

sides are principally linked through emissions in the mass media (for the importance of mass 

media in relation to the success of RRP see Ellinas, 2010; Kriesi, 2014; Mazzoleni, 2003, 

2008; see also Price, 1989 for the crucial role of media in communicating group conflict). 

When shifting the focus to the demand side – i.e. the political and media ‘consumers’ 

–, three interrelated components can be discerned. Analogous to detective investigations5, 

the first one among them concerns the question whodunit? That is, who are the actual 

supporters of RRP in terms of social characteristics (familial, educational, professional 

background, etc.)? Second, as every researcher – and detective reader – knows, an answer to 

this question does not suffice to explain the motives for which certain citizens feel attracted 

to a radical right-wing party. The whydunit issue also has to be solved. In other words: what 

are the normative beliefs and political preferences that lead them to support a RRP? Finally, 

in order to make an electoral choice, citizens need cognitive instruments to perceive, 

understand and structure political information. A third question thus has to be answered: 

howdunit? That is, through which evaluative decision-making processes do certain citizens 

come to support a RRP?  

Before treating these three components more extensively, it should be underlined 

that this normative dimension is strongly interwoven with the previously mentioned political 

decisions-making process. On the one hand, this interaction relates to the idea that – in 

Wittgenstein’s words (1972, p. 37) – ‘[w]hat we believe depends on what we learn’, that is, 

on the information we dispose of, enabling us to prefer certain things in the first place. On 

the other hand, ‘people [select] political material in accord with their own taste and bias’ 

(Lazarsfeld et al., 1968, p. 80). This ‘readiness to attend to some things more than others’ 

(Ibid., p. 81) is also known as the confirmation bias: individuals tend to search for, interpret 

and remember information in ways that are in line with their existing normative beliefs and 

expectations, while ignoring and underweighting alternative, disconfirming evidence. Or, as 

Francis Bacon put it four centuries ago in his Novum Organon (Section 49), ‘man always 

                                                
5 This analogy was inspired by Joris Luyendijk’s antropological study of bankers in the City of London (2015, p. 98). 
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believes more readily that which he prefers’ (see also Bördlein, 2000; Festinger, 1957; 

Nickerson, 1998; Rassin, 2007). At the same time, I assume that both normative and 

evaluative characteristics are guided by and filtered through people’s past social experiences 

(including primary and secondary socialization), cultural background as well as their actual 

social positions and corresponding interests (see also Berger and Luckmann, 1966; Kochuyt 

and Abts, 2012; Lazarsfeld et al., 1968; Zerubavel, 1997); in sum, by that which is described 

in this study as ‘social characteristics’. Accordingly, the latter are situated on the right end 

of Figure 1.2.  

 

 The demand side literature on radical right-wing support  

While accounting for the political supply of RRP in France and the Netherlands (chapter 4), 

the present study primarily centres on these three demand side components – that is, on the 

social backgrounds, preferences and political decision-making processes of radical right 

supporters. After all, the effective political supply of radical right-wing parties does not so 

much reside in their programmatic position-takings per se (which are not read by many 

voters) or even the (episodic) public declarations of radical right politicians. It rather 

consists in the ensemble of mediatized statements and excerpts of debates that actually 

reach citizens, and the variegated ways in which this information is perceived, understood 

and remembered by the latter (see also Gaxie, 2016; Kriesi et al., 2008, 66-67). In other 

words: the effective supply side is what voters make of it – thus underlining the importance 

of focusing on the concerned citizens. The next three sections will discuss the state of the art 

of the radical right literature in the light of this demand side. By doing so, I will follow the 

three previously mentioned components – who, why and how –, and argue for each 

component why the assumption of intra-partisan homogeneity should be questioned. 

 

Whodunit? The social characteristics of RRP supporters 

Many scholars tend to agree on certain socio-demographic properties of contemporary RRP 

supporters. They often conceive the latter as a relatively lower educated ‘electorate,’ 

overrepresented by ‘blue-collars’ with ‘low skills’ (Betz & Meret, 2013; Bornschier, 2010; 
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Kriesi et al., 2008; Lubbers, 2001). Yet, close scrutiny of RRP constituencies indicates, that 

they are less clear-cut than certain studies suggest. As researchers in different countries 

observed, not one but two social-professional groups tend to be overrepresented among RRP 

supporters, jointly constituting an ‘unlikely coalition’ (Ivarsflaten, 2005a) One the one hand, 

this coalition would consist of small business owners (shopkeepers, artisans and self-

employed), traditionally voting for right-wing parties, and, on the other hand, of blue-

collars who, historically, were more likely to vote for left-wing parties (see also Kitschelt & 

McGann, 1995; McGann & Kitschelt, 2005; Norris, 2005; Svåsand, 1998). It should be kept 

in mind, however, that in a number of European countries, several occupational groups, such 

as clerks and self-employed professionals/large business owners, show an average support 

for RRP (Afonso & Rennwald, 2018). Moreover, statistically non-significant effects of 

occupational class positions on the likelihood to vote for a RRP were also observed by other 

scholars (e.g., Häusermann and Kriesi, 2015; Oesch, 2008). 

Besides occupational properties, several authors found recently that most RRP 

sympathizers are not ‘lower educated’, but rather dispose of an ‘intermediate level of 

education’ (Arzheimer & Carter, 2006; Bornschier & Kriesi, 2013). In fact, just as exists a 

goodly number of RRP supporters occupying ‘high’ professional positions, a considerable 

minority among them went through ‘higher’ education (Mayer, 2002; Norris, 2005) – in the 

existing academic literature, however, it is almost impossible to find explanations for these 

cases. In addition, socio-demographic heterogeneity among RRP voters in other domains. 

For instance, the latter not only seem disproportionally supported by the youngest cohort of 

the general electorate, but also by the oldest (Arzheimer & Carter, 2006). Finally, 

contextual studies also provide evidence for the social heterogeneity of RRP constituencies 

within specific countries. In France, for instance, Veugelers et al. (2015), examined the ‘far 

right’ preferences of ex-colonial pieds noirs in the city of Toulon, whereas Crépon (2012) 

interviewed former leftist workers in the northern town of Hénin-Beaumont sharing highly 

different life histories. Taken together, these studies thus provide a first indication that 

rather than constituting one homogeneous ensemble, subgroups with different social 

characteristics coexist within radical right constituencies. 
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Whydunit? The normative characteristics of RRP supporters 

Whereas a certain consensus exists among many researchers when it comes to certain socio-

demographic characteristics of RRP supporters, there is less agreement as to what motivates 

them (Arzheimer, 2008, pp. 174–75). Within the wide of range of analyses in the academic 

literature on RRP support – varying from social isolation (Endrikat et al., 2002; Fennema & 

Tillie, 1998) to the attraction of charismatic leaders (Eatwell, 2005; Helms, 1997) – three 

branches of explanations prevail (Ivarsflaten, 2008; Oesch, 2008): the first one focuses 

primarily on cultural conflict, the second one on economic conflict, whereas the third branch 

is centred on political alienation and subsequent protest votes. The next paragraphs will 

discuss these three branches respectively.6 

A first set of analyses conceives radical right support above all in terms of cultural 

conflict, i.e. as a struggle for certain values, notably concerning the national community and 

identity. This strand of the literature includes scholars pointing at the structural 

transformations of traditional cleavages. In this changing context, RRP would profit from 

the contemporary salience of issues on the socio-cultural dimension, such as European 

integration, immigration and Islam (Kriesi et al., 2012). At the individual level, differences 

in terms of ‘breadth of perspective’ (Gabennesch, 1972, p. 858), generated by the 

‘liberalizing’ effect of education, would explain why voters with less cultural capital are more 

attracted to the ‘ethnocentric’ and ‘authoritarian’ appeals of radical right-wing parties than 

their higher educated, and more ‘tolerant,’ ‘multicultural’ and ‘libertarian’ fellow citizens 

                                                
6 Besides their relative minor importance in the existing literature, the social isolation as well as the charismatic 

leadership hypothesis are not discussed here because empirical research only shows very little support and even 

contradicting findings vis-à-vis these interpretations – see for instance Eatwell (2005) for the former and van der 

Brug and Mughan (2007) for the latter hypothesis. Besides the conceptual vagueness of the term ‘charisma’, another 

problem here relates to the intrinsic analytical circularity of this kind of explanations: leaders are only called 

‘charismatic’ after they became successful (van der Brug et al., 2005, p. 542). Accordingly, ‘it must be recognized 

that even if populist leaders are found to have an electoral impact, it cannot be concluded definitively that a 

charismatic relationship is at work. The attraction of the leader might lie in her possession of some more mundane 

personality characteristic, like competence or responsiveness.’ (van der Brug and Mughan, 2007, pp. 31–2; see also 

Mughan, 2000)  
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(Achterberg, 2006; De Koster et al., 2010). This branch of analyses – whose intellectual 

roots go back to the famous ‘authoritarian personality’ of Adorno and his colleagues (1950) 

and the concept of ‘working class authoritarianism’ described by Lipset (1959) – tends to 

explain RRP support as a preference among notably lower educated citizens perceiving the 

increasing presence of migrants as a threat for their national culture, thus opting for the 

political party that ‘owns’ the immigration issue and most vigorously proposes cultural 

protectionism (see also Ignazi, 1992; Minkenberg, 2001).7  However, recent empirical 

findings have sapped the credibility of this type of causal claims by showing that most 

supporters of contemporary RRP are not lower educated, (that is, those citizens who would 

be most ‘limited’ in terms of their ‘breadth of perspective’), but actually possess an 

‘intermediate’ level of education (Arzheimer & Carter, 2006; Bornschier & Kriesi, 2013).  

A second branch of research focuses not so much on cultural, but rather on economic 

conflict to explain radical right support. According to these studies, objective, macro-

structural transformations such as ‘modernization’ (Betz, 1994) and ‘globalization’ (Holmes, 

2000; Kriesi et al., 2008; Loch & Heitmeyer, 2001; Minkenberg, 1998) would foster 

grievances and resentment among notably lower educated and low skilled citizens, that is, 

the citizens threatened and hit most heavily by the consequences of these processes – one 

thinks of economic dislocations, labour migration, etc. Similar transformations would thus 

explain why the ‘working class’ constitutes today’s ‘core clientele’ of radical right-wing 

parties (Bornschier, 2010; Bornschier & Kriesi, 2013; Mayer, 2002; McGann & Kitschelt, 

2005; Minkenberg & Perrineau, 2007; Oesch & Rennwald, 2010; Perrineau, 1997): the 

electoral preference of these ‘losers’ of the previously mentioned transformations is 

explained as a choice for the only political alternative that explicitly protects national 

borders and openly rejects economic modernization. However, a sole focus on workers is 

                                                
7 Please note that many respondents showing high scores on the scales used to measure ‘ethnocentrism’ and 

‘authoritarianism’ do not vote for a RRP – just as most citizens supporting a RRP are not extremely 

‘intolerant’, ‘ethnocentric’ and ‘authoritarian’ when it comes to their scores on these scales (Lehingue, 2003). 

For interesting critical reflections of the concept of ‘working class authoritarianism,’ which inspired many 

studies in this branch of the literature, see Hamilton (1972, Chapter 11) and Ehrenreich (1989, Chapter 3). 
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contradictory with the previously mentioned cross-class composition of West-European 

RRP clienteles: besides the fact that abstention tends to be the largest workers ‘party’ (e.g., 

Lehingue, 2011, pp. 242–254), other social groups, such as small business owners and 

independents, are also overrepresented within RRP constituencies. These groups are not 

(forcibly) ‘losers’ of large scale economic transformations and, as will be discussed below, 

generally show socio-economic preferences that distinguish them from the latter. Moreover, 

several studies showed that RRP support is not related to high levels of unemployment 

(Arzheimer & Carter, 2006; Bjørklund, 2007), thus undermining the credibility of 

explanations based on similar socio-economic transitions. 

It should be noted, though, that most studies within this second branch of the 

literature on RRP support do not focus on economic aspects alone. The latter are often 

combined with cultural issues. This goes back the mid-1990s, when Herbert Kitschelt 

introduced the famous ‘winning formula’ thesis, referring to a combination of ‘neoliberal’ 

(economic) and ‘authoritarian’ (cultural) appeals that would explain the strong support of 

RRP among a broad constituency of small business owners, professionally inactives, blue-

collars and routine white-collar workers (Kitschelt & McGann, 1995, p. 149). More recently, 

Sarah de Lange revisited Kitschelt’s hypothesis and concluded that ‘radical right parties 

take a fairly centrist position on economic questions in the new millennium,’ whereas the 

‘authoritarianism that characterized the radical right in the 1980s and 1990s’ would remain 

present (de Lange 2007; see also Eger & Valdez, 2014; Jungar & Jupskås, 2014).8 These 

findings are consonant with several recent studies showing that, in order to enlarge their 

electoral potential, many West-European radical right-wing parties shifted their stance on 

socio-economic issues towards a ‘nationalist-interventionist’ position (Grande and Kriesi, 

2012; see also Kitschelt, 2001), while advocating ‘chauvinist’ forms of welfare state 

redistribution (de Koster et al., 2013; Lefkofridi & Michel, 2017). These studies thus 

                                                
8 Another explanation that could be mentioned in this context is the so-called ‘ethnic competition thesis’ (Fennema, 

2005; Olzak, 1992) according to which citizens support RRP in order to reduce competition from immigrants over 

scarce resources such as welfare state facilities, housing, labour market, etc. The labour market competition 

hypothesis, however, has repeatedly failed to find empirical support, inspiring several authors to qualify it as a 

‘zombie theory’ (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014, p. 241). 
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suggest that RRP are not merely single-issue parties. Instead, cultural and economic issues 

have to be taken into account to understand their electoral appeals; identity-based and 

distributional issues notably, which do not have to be forcibly distinct from one another, but, 

as several researchers recently pointed out, are more likely to be ‘blurred’ (Häusermann and 

Kriesi, 2015). 

Besides economic and cultural factors, a third important branch of explanations is 

linked to the concept of alienation (Oesch, 2008, p. 353). Political discontent with the 

functioning of the political system, resulting in protest votes for the strongest anti-

establishment party is identified here as the main electoral motive of radical right 

supporters (Betz, 1994; Ignazi, 2003; Kitschelt, 2002). A debate is still going on, however, 

about the question how this ‘protest’ should be conceived. In that context two conceptions 

can broadly be distinguished. The first one portrays protest voting as a non-ideological 

revolt against political elites, that is, as actual protest: a strategic act of diffusely dissatisfied 

citizens searching to punish the establishment parties by voting for a RRP (Lubbers & 

Scheepers, 2000; Van der Brug & Fennema, 2003). The second conception, by contrast, sees 

protest voting rather as the expression of individuals’ ideological policy preferences, that is, 

as support fuelled by the perception that establishment parties and their representatives 

have ignored issues which are of great importance for these citizens (Lefkofridi & Casado-

Asensio, 2013; Mudde & Van Holsteyn, 2000). In both cases, however, the definition of what 

a ‘protest vote’ precisely is tends to stay rather vague; just as it remains generally 

unspecified what exactly causes anti-establishment attitudes among certain parts of the 

population. Interestingly, the concept ‘protest vote’ is often operationalized indirectly, as a 

residue unexplained by the other variables (Bergh, 2004; Mudde, 2007, p. 226; Thijssen, 

2001). This is not to say that anti-establishment feelings would not play a role in the 

demands of RRP supporters. In fact, many studies indicated that radical right-wing parties 

are strongly supported by citizens with similar sentiments (Betz, 1994; Fieschi & Heywood, 

2004; Ignazi, 2003; Lubbers, 2001; Norris, 2005; Swyngedouw, 2001). Yet, as with cultural 

and economic issues, the question, here again, is to find out to whom this applies, why and in 

what ways. 
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Congruous with this variety of – sometimes contradictory – explanations pertaining 

to the normative characteristics of radical right supporters, researchers in several European 

countries, since the 1980s already, distinguished socially and normatively diverging 

subgroups within RRP constituencies. Plasser and Ulram (2000), for instance, not only 

found strong support for the Austrian Freedom Party (FPÖ) among ‘Wohlfahrsstaatliche 

Chauvinisten,’ i.e. relatively young, low skilled ‘welfare state chauvinists,’ supporting 

government intervention to protect their jobs, but also among ‘Systemverdrossene Rechte,’ 

i.e. authoritarian and ethnocentric ‘rightists that are disillusioned by the system,’ mainly 

workers, whose protest votes and penchant for a strong leader would go hand in hand with a 

strict rejection of egalitarian tendencies and welfare state interventions. Similarly, in 

France, Nonna Mayer (2002, pp. 235-245) discerned two opposite blocs within the same 

electoral front. On the one hand, lower educated, non-religious ‘ninistes’ (‘neither left nor 

right’), politically uninterested workers who would mainly vote Le Pen out of protest and 

despair, yet with leftist socio-economic preferences. On the other, relatively high educated, 

religious and bourgeois ‘droitistes’ (‘rightists’), stemming from the higher middle class, who, 

hostile to public services and public servants, would be sociologically and ideologically closer 

to supporters of the ‘classic,’ governmental right. Taken together, these studies indicate that 

rather than supporting a RRP for identical reasons, different subgroups of radical right-

wing supporters, with different social backgrounds, have different motives to support the 

same political party.  

 

Howdunit? The political decision-making processes of RRP supporters 

In the light of the large quantity of existing analyses on radical right support, it is 

remarkable to see how little attention has been paid to the ways in which RRP sympathizers 

actually perceive the electoral supply-side and evaluate their own preferences. After all, it is 

probably one of the most well established findings in political science that ‘differences in 

information held in a cross-section population are simply staggering’ (P. Converse, 1964, p. 

212). As scholars have shown since many decades (Gaxie, 1978; Lazarsfeld et al., 1968), 

citizens are neither equally informed nor equally interested when it comes to political 
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matters. By the same token, different social actors, with different social backgrounds and 

various degrees of ‘political competence’ (Bourdieu, 1984a, chap. 8; Joignant, 2004) not only 

have different ideas in mind about the issues a specific party actually stands for, but also 

mobilize very different criteria when they think about their own political preferences – 

based on classification schemes that vary in terms of ‘awareness’ (Zaller, 1992) and 

‘sophistication’ (Campbell et al., 1960, p. 125ff). People’s subjective representations of that 

which matters electorally thus reflect highly selective appropriations and appreciations of 

socio-political events, political performances, party programs and discourses. ‘Orientations 

to these objects,’ as Campbell and his colleagues observed long ago, are seen as positively or 

negatively by different voters, and ‘comprise a system of partisan attitudes that is of primary 

importance for the voting act.’ (Ibid., 32). Contrary to the idealistic democratic doctrine of 

the ‘omnicompetent citizen’ (Lippmann, 1922), it thus important to emphasize that radical 

right support (as with any other political party) varies significantly in terms of political 

competence, informational content and ideological integration – ranging from (a societal 

minority of) highly informed and politically sophisticated ‘ideologues’ to (a societal majority 

of) citizens showing little of even no ‘issue content’ (Campbell et al., 1960).  

Besides these informational rapports with politics, citizens do not vote with the same 

degree of conviction for a certain party, nor do they attribute the same importance, 

expectations and meaning to the act of voting, while sometimes even openly discrediting or 

disagreeing with the party they voted for. Aalberts (2012, pp. 48–50, 67–74), for example, 

not only distinguished informed and less informed, but also loyal and doubtful subgroups of 

supporters within the constituency of the Dutch Freedom Party (PVV). Similarly Kochuyt 

and Abts (2017, pp. 186–191) observed two ‘subelectorates’ among Flemish Bloc (VB) 

voters: on the one hand a group of ‘radical ethnopopulists’ (about 40% of the constituency), 

conceiving the VB as the only party that addresses real problems and proposes the right 

solutions. On the other hand, most VB supporters (about 60%) would be less radical and 

more sceptical about the party’s ‘blunt’ style, extreme stances and unfeasible proposals. 

Considering the latter as the sole political alternative, their VB-vote would be mainly 

motivated to make a signal to establishment parties. That is, to change migration and 
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criminality policies in a firm direction (see also Abts, 2012, pp. 871–883). Together with the 

previously mentioned literature, these studies indicate a second aspect pertaining to intra-

partisan heterogeneity among RRP supporters: rather than sharing identical evaluations, 

different subgroups of RRP sympathizers display different decision-making processes 

leading to support for the same political party. 

  

 Electoral equifinality 

If the previous sections emphasize one idea then it would be that RRP constituencies do not 

consist of one, but of multiple subgroups of supporters, varying in terms of social, normative 

and evaluative characteristics (even though they may share certain sociological and 

attitudinal tendencies). When looking at historical works in the social and political science 

literature, this heterogeneity within partisan constituencies is hardly surprising. Great 

minds in the sociological tradition already observed that one social institution can attract 

different groups of adherents from very distant parts of society. Antonio Gramsci, for 

example, in his Prison notebooks, wrote that every religion, and especially the one 

institutionalized by the Roman Catholic Church, ‘is in reality a multiplicity of distinct and 

often contradictory religions: there is one Catholicism for the peasants, one for the petty 

bourgeoisie and the urban workers, one for women, and one for intellectuals which is itself 

variegated and disconnected’ (Gramsci, 2000, p. 344). Before him, Max Weber remarked 

that different social groups adhere in very dissimilar ways to the same religion. Individuals 

from the non-privileged strata of society for example, in their distress and ‘need for 

salvation,’ would replace that which they cannot claim to be, by the ‘worth of that which 

they will one day become,’ that is, in ‘some future life here or hereafter.’ (Weber, 1978, p. 

491) The strata with high social positions and economic privileges, on the other hand, would 

‘scarcely be prone to evolve the idea of salvation. Rather, they assign to religion the primary 

function of legitimizing their own life pattern and situation in the world.’ (Ibid) What these 

thinkers thus underlined is the idea that different groups with different social backgrounds 

can share very dissimilar motives to adhere to the same institution. Without stating it in that 

manner, they thus described manifestations of what, more generally, is called equifinality: a 
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situation in which a similar outcome is ‘reached from different initial conditions and in 

different ways’ (Von Bertalanffy, 1968, p. 40).9 

A glance at the literature on support for past political parties suggests that this idea 

of equifinality also applies to the realm of representative democracy. For instance, recent 

inquiries concerning the voters of the German NSDAP in the late 1920s and early 1930s – 

probably the most intensively studied historical partisan constituency –, ‘highlight the 

marked social mix to be found in the Nazi electorate’ (Mühlberger, 2003, p. 76). Contrary to 

the wide-spread lower middle-class thesis, describing ‘the’ Nazi-voter ideal-typically as ‘a 

middle class self-employed Protestant who lived either on a farm or in a small community’ 

(Lipset, 1960, p. 149), more recent electoral analyses show a far more differentiated picture 

(e.g., Childers, 1983; Hamilton, 1982). They thus demonstrate that the Nazi-voter, in fact, 

never existed. For even though the German Mittelstand was strongly represented within the 

NSDAP electorate, the latter also attracted extensive support from the elite (Hänisch, 1983), 

as well as from workers, who, between 1928 and 1932, made up about 40 percent of the Nazi 

voters (Falter, 1991). In other words, rather than constituting a Mittelstandspartei, the Nazi 

movement ‘transcended the class divide’ (Mühlberger, 2003, p. 79), forming a broad people’s 

party, a Volkspartei (Falter & Kater, 1993; Falter & Mühlberger, 1999). A remarkable 

contemporary example of this intra-partisan heterogeneity can be found among voters of 

social-democratic parties. The latter not only (used to) attract supporters from the lower 

income classes, but also (increasingly) from the middle classes (Gingrich and Häusermann, 

2015, see also Przeworski & Sprague, 1986).  

Constituencies of political parties, however, are not likely to be equally 

heterogeneous. Their diversity rather exists in variable degrees, depending notably on the 

electoral size of the party in question. On a higher level of generality, this principle was 

already observed by Georg Simmel, who noted that ‘as the size of the group increases the 

commonalities that fuse its members into a social unit become less extensive’ (1908, p. 474). 

                                                
9 Of course, there are other examples in the sociological literature one could think of. Durkheim (1897), for instance, 

famously discerned four types of suicide (egoistic, altruistic, anomic and fatalist), that is, four different routes to a 

similar outcome (‘la mort volontaire’), while classifying these paths etiologically by their different social causes. 
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In other words, party clienteles, including those of RRP, ‘become even more diverse the 

more successful a party becomes.’ (Mudde, 2007, p. 225) Inversely, one could claim that the 

electoral success of a party precisely depends on this capacity: to attract supporters from 

different walks of life. One thinks of major office-seeking parties, such as the Austrian ÖVP 

or the Dutch VVD. Contrary to parties whose raison d’être is ‘the defence of a specific 

clientele or the lobbying for a limited reform clearly delineated to allow for a restricted 

appeal’ (Kirchheimer, 1966, p. 188) – a tendency than can be observed among small 

regionalist parties (e.g., the Swiss Ticino League), doctrinal parties (e.g., the Dutch 

Calvinists), or parties defending the interests of specific professions (e.g., the French 

agrarian party Hunting, Fishing, Nature, Tradition) – these major office-seeking parties 

need support from different social groups with different political preferences, since no single 

group in society is as such large enough to provide a sufficient number of votes allowing 

them to win elections. For good reason, Lipset and Rokkan (1967, p. 6) described ‘parties 

aspiring to majority positions in the West’ as ‘conglomerates of groups differing on wide 

ranges of issues, but still united in their greater hostility to their competitors in the other 

camps.’ Fifty years later, Joel Benenson, Barack Obama’s and Hillary Clinton’s campaign 

strategist, portrayed this inevitability of electoral aggregation in more practical terms: 

‘What you have to do’, he stated, ‘is create a diverse coalition of voters that enables you to 

win, and win repeatedly.’ (cited in: Healymarch, 2016)  

In line with this idea of a ‘diverse coalition of voters’ as a necessary condition for the 

success of political parties – especially in majoritarian political systems –, partisan 

electorates, including those of RRP, should not be identified monolithically with just one 

part. Instead, as with the parties they support – often consisting of different ‘factions’ and 

‘currents’ –, RRP electorates are better thought of as ‘wholes-of-parts’ (Sartori, 2005, p. 

23). After all, ‘the whole cannot be identified with just one part. In this case a part is not a 

part, and a whole is not a whole.’ (Ibid.) Instead of homogeneous ‘electorates’, RRP 
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constituencies are conceived in this study as electoral agglomerates (see also Gaxie, 2006); 

that is, as ‘intra-partisan coalitions’, to use Herbert Kitschelt’s (2007) apt wording.10  

Importantly, this idea of intra-partisan heterogeneity suggests that the quest for a 

single cause or causal pattern pertaining to all RRP supporters (in one or several countries) 

risks generating misleading averages, since different subgroups of cases are lumped 

together. It thus points at a phenomenon that I would describe as electoral equifinality. That 

is, the coexistence of multiple causal paths leading towards different forms of electoral 

support for the same political party. Accordingly, the present PhD project will not solely 

search for typical traits applying to all the supporters of radical right-wing parties. It rather 

aims at discerning and understanding multiple types of RRP support. 

 

 Research questions and plan of this PhD project 

The development of a similar typology constitutes the core of the present research project. It 

is all the more important, since, to my knowledge, no systematic study exists thus far with 

the explicit aim of developing a typology of radical right-wing support – let aside a study 

that integrates the three previously mentioned dimensions in an international, comparative 

perspective. While allowing for this possibility of intra-partisan diversity within radical 

                                                
10 The idea of coalitions has widely ramified roots in the sociological and political science literature. One thinks of 

Barrington Moore who, in his ground-breaking study on Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy (1966), 

analysed inter-class coalitions to explain ‘three routes to the modern world’, of Gøsta Esping-Andersen who claimed 

that ‘the history of political class coalitions is the most decisive cause of welfare-sfate variations’ (1990, p. 1) or of 

Seymour M. Lipset, who in the late 1970s edited a book on The emerging coalitions in American politics. In the 

introduction of this volume, David S. Broder noted that: ‘In a society whose bedrock ideals include both the dignity 

of the individual and the rule of the majority, it was close to inevitable that the politics would rest on the ability to 

build coalitions.’ (Broder, 1978, p. 3). At the same time, it should be noted that the diversity of electoral coalitions 

has its limits, since a political party ‘cannot hope to catch all categories of voters’ – as Otto Kirchheimer already 

noted (1966, p. 186). Interestingly, this impossibility also makes the adequacy of Kirchheimer’s famous notion 

rather debatable. In fact, ever since the concept ‘catch all parties’ was coined (more than half a century ago), there 

has not been any party in Western democracies that obtained at or near 90 percent of the votes in order for the term 

to actually mean what is says (Allen, 2009, p. 643). This is not only due to forms of electoral incompatibility between 

different social groups sharing different interests and preferences; but also because of the rise of new, smaller 

parties challenging those who are (or have been) in power. 
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right-wing electorates, the present PhD project tries to answer the following central 

research question: is it possible to discern different forms of RRP support, and if so, in what 

ways do they differ from each other, in what ways are they similar, and how can these 

various forms of RRP support be explained? To answer this question, the study will proceed 

in two main steps, answer two interrelated sub-questions.  

The first stage relates to the three previously mentioned demand side components in 

the existing literature and sets out to investigate the following subquestion: which structural 

sources of heterogeneity can be discerned among RRP supporters in terms of their ‘who’, 

‘how’ and ‘why’ characteristics? Accordingly, during the first research step, statistical 

analyses will be undertaken to get a better grasp of the social, evaluative and normative 

characteristics of radical right-wing supporters. As will be discussed more extensively 

below, these statistical data are indispensable to answer the central question of this research 

project. Yet, existing surveys also have their limitations – not only when it comes to the 

limited number of respondents declaring to support a RRP, but also with regards to the 

provided information on the personal and political perceptions of these citizens. The first 

research step of this study will thus provide important insights about the structural 

characteristics of radical right sympathizers, yet it will tell us relatively little about that 

which actually makes them ‘tick’. When it comes to this issue, it is remarkable to see that an 

overwhelming majority of the researchers in the radical right literature talks about the 

concerned citizens, yet only rarely with them. That is, dozens of social and political scientists 

ask themselves regularly: ‘why do people vote for radical right-wing parties?’ However, very 

few studies exist in which the people voting for RRP are given the opportunity to answer 

this question in their own terms. After several decades of important, yet predominantly 

large-scale survey-based research using closed-ended questions, we therefore still know only 

little about ‘the cognitive and affective map’ (Campbell et al., 1960, p. 15, Swyngedouw, 

2001) of RRP supporters; about the things they have in mind when they think about their 

political preferences and how this affects their electoral affinities. Consequently, the precise 
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and potentially diverse factors fostering RRP support still constitute an important enigma, 

socially, politically as well as academically.11  

Following a sequential mixed methods design, the second empirical step of the study, 

based on semi-structured life history interviews with radical right-wing voters, tries to shed 

light on this enigma. More specifically, it tries to answer the following subquestion: which 

different paths leading to RRP support can be discerned within the structural heterogeneity 

assessed during the first research step? To find out whether the identified types can travel 

beyond national borders, or, to be more precise, to assess whether it is possible to observe a 

familiarity of types within the constituencies of the same party family, this second research 

step does not focus on a single case study. Instead, its aim is to compare voters of radical 

right-wing parties in two countries: the Dutch Party for Freedom (PVV) and the French 

Front National – a party of which the name was recently changed into Rassemblement 

National (with the noun meaning rally or gathering). In the following chapters, I will refer to 

the party’s initial name and abbreviation (FN). After all, the rebranding was officially 

announced by Marine Le Pen on the 1st of June 2018. That is, less than two months before I 

submitted the first draft of this manuscript, and more than three months after the field work 

                                                
11 After all, ‘[i]f we are to understand what leads the voter to his decision at the polls’ – as Campbell and his 

colleagues (1960, p. 42) found out long ago – ‘we must know how he sees the things to which this decision relates.’ 

This emphasis of the authors of The American Voter on the politically relevant meaning for the actor(s) under 

investigation is conceivably inspired by the insights of Max Weber, whose name is remarkably absent in their study. 

Several decades before The American Voter was published, the German sociologist famously stated that claims 

about social action should not only be causally adequate (‘kausal adäquat’) – i.e., include ‘a probability […] that a 

given observable event (overt or subjective) will be followed or accompanied by another event.’ They should also be 

adequate in terms of subjective meaning (‘sinnhaft adäquat’). For ‘[i]f adequacy in respect to meaning is lacking,’ 

Weber wrote, ‘then no matter how high the degree of uniformity and how precisely its probability can he 

numerically determined, it is still an incomprehensible statistical probability, whether we deal with overt or 

subjective processes.’ (1978, p. 11-12) Similarly, Campbell et al. (1960, p. 37) wrote that without a ‘thorough 

understanding of the perceptual and motivational conditions that lie between such facts as race and party choice […] 

we are again ‘subject to the vagaries of predictions without understanding.’ (Campbell et al., 1960, p. 37) More 

recent contributions in the field of social theory affirm this idea that valid accounts or explanations of social 

phenomena should respect the perspective of the actors whom the account is about, even though investigations need 

not to be focused specifcally on these subjective perspectives (e.g., Bohman, 1992; Maxwell, 1992). 
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of the study was finished. Accordingly, I use the party name as it was known by voters I 

interviewed. 

Before arriving at these empirical results of the thesis, the next chapters will first 

discuss the study’s theoretical framework (chapter 2) and research design (chapter 3). 

Importantly, these theoretical and methodological chapters not only include the demand 

side, but also cover the political supply side. After all, in order to investigate different roads 

to the radical right in different countries, it should be ascertained that the concerned parties 

are sufficiently similar in terms of the messages they propagate. This is all the more 

important in view of my argument that political parties and their spokesmen play a crucial 

role in shaping voters’ political preferences (see also part 1.2). Moreover, I will argue that an 

understanding of the radical right’s political supply is necessary in order to explain the 

presence of electoral equifinality, as RRP coherently unify a multiplicity of heterogeneous 

demands along the same main antagonism: national versus foreign. Chapter 4 will present 

the results of the comparative analysis of the political supply side, which is based on a new 

dataset of hand-coded tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders, before turning to the 

fifth chapter in which the results of the quantitative analyses will be discussed. Chapters 6 to 

8, then, will deal with the qualitative findings of the research project. Finally, a discussion 

and conclusion chapter will connect the findings on the demand and the supply side, 

bringing together the quantitative and the qualitative results, while evaluating the 

theoretical and empirical contributions of this study that, I hope, will inspire future 

research. 
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2. Theoretical framework 
 

 

[D]ans leurs oppositions théoriques, les chercheurs en sciences sociales ont 

toujours partiellement tort de ne pas voir en quoi leurs adversaires ont 

partiellement raison.  

 

Bernard Lahire 

L’homme pluriel (1998) 

 

2.1 Introduction 

As stated in the previous chapter, this research project aims at developing a typology of 

radical right support in France and the Netherlands. A central concept in that perspective is 

what I described as electoral equifinality – the coexistence of multiple causal paths leading 

towards different forms of electoral support for the same political party. Its prefix ‘equi’ 

refers to support for the same political party, whereas the process of becoming and the way 

of being a supporter of a political party are different for different subgroups in the same 

partisan constituency. In this chapter I will discuss the fundamental assumptions underlying 

an electoral equifinality approach (section 2.3), as well as the theoretically expected paths 

leading to electoral support for RRP (section 2.4 and 2.5). However, in the light of the 

bilateral framework discussed in the previous chapter (see figure 1.2), the next section will 

first focus on the supply side counterpart of electoral equifinality concept. That is, the 

notion of equivalence, which was coined by Ernesto Laclau (2005a) to describe the 

unification of a multiplicity of demands through shared antagonisms. As I will discuss below, 

this notion is crucial to understand the ability of RRP to appeal to voters with highly 

different backgrounds, interests and political preferences – and thus, to explain the 

heterogeneity of radical right support. 
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2.2 Theorizing the radical right’s political supply 

Key assumptions 

To demonstrate the relevance of the Laclauian notion of equivalence in relationship to the 

idea of electoral equifinality it is necessary to clarify the theoretical key assumptions on 

which this pertinence is based. Regarding these theoretical foundations, I assume, first, that 

conflict constitutes the root of all politics.12 In line with cleavage scholars (e.g., Bartolini & 

Mair, 1990; Kriesi et al., 2008, 2012; Lipset & Rokkan, 1967; Rokkan, 1999), this assumed 

relevance does not relate to conflict in the singular (e.g., labour versus capital), but to the 

competition between conflicts in the plural. As E. E. Schattschneider aptly put it: ‘There are 

billions of potential conflicts in any modern society, but only a few become significant.’ 

(1960, p. 66, emphasis in original) Politics, from that perspective, principally deals with the 

domination and subordination of conflicts in order to determine the definition of what is 

politically relevant – a struggle that not only depends on the intensity of the concerned 

conflicts, but also an their scope, i.e. the extent to which conflicts can embrace popular 

support. 

Second, political conflicts are assumed to have a sociological counterpart: that is, 

their relevance relies on the struggle to impose a legitimate vision of the social world and 

indicate the direction the latter should take (Bourdieu, 1980, 1984b, 2000; Coser, 1964, p. 

37). More specifically, these visions, to use Bourdieu’s terms, depend on principles of di-

vision (e.g., rich/poor, old/young, public/private, employer/employee, faithful/infidel, etc.); 

antagonistic categories of perception, which – when successfully imposed to the ensemble of 

a group – create consensus concerning the meaning, the identity and the unity of that group. 

Indeed, as sociologists such as Georg Simmel (1908, Chapter 4) and Lewis A. Coser (1964) 

pointed out long ago, conflict not only divides people; by calling forth opposition with 

‘negative reference groups’ (Newcomb, 1950, esp. pp. 226–27), it also makes group members 

                                                
12 More comprehensively, ‘the essence of all politics’, as Max Weber (1994, p. 173) stated, ‘is conflict, the recruitment 

of allies and a voluntary following.’ As I will argue below, the last two elements are related to the first one. In 

conceptual terms, I follow Lewis Coser’s (1964, p. 8) definition of conflict as ‘a struggle over values and claims to 

scarce status, power and resources in which the aims of the opponents are to neutralize, injure or illiminate their 

rivals’, as it leaves the expressions and objectives of conflict open for investigation. 
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more conscious of their ingroup bonds – i.e. it has a unifying function (de Swaan, 2015, 

Chapter 3; Gusfield, 1975, pp. 34–37; LeVine & Campbell, 1972; Stein, 1989; Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979). Importantly, this consolidating aspect of conflict enables the creation of 

coalitions between previously unrelated groups, for if the latter ‘face a common opponent, a 

unifying bond is created between them.’ (Coser, 1964, p. 140) In view of the indispensability 

of negative reference groups for the construction of collective identifications, one could 

claim that politics always entails an us/them distinction (Mouffe, 2005, Chapter 2: see also 

Schmitt, 1991, pp. 26–37) and that what happens in politics ‘depends on the way in which 

people are divided into factions, parties, groups, classes, etc.’ (Schattschneider, 1960, p. 62). 

Third, I assume that political parties constitute the principle agents with respect to 

the socialization of conflict. The latter, as Lipset and Rokkan (1967, p. 6) noted, not only 

‘help to crystallize and make explicit the conflicting interests, the latent strains and 

contrasts in the existing social structure’, but also ‘force subjects and citizens to ally 

themselves across structural cleavage lines and to set up priorities among their 

commitments to established or prospective roles in the system’. Whereas the attention of 

scholars such as Lipset and Rokkan is primarily focused on the political expression and 

organization of underlying societal cleavages – thus assuming the pre-existence of a 

collective identity among social groupings  –, more recent studies on the role of parties have 

pointed at the two-way constitution of political self-consciousness: a mutual process between 

parties on the one hand and citizens on the other (e.g., Bickerton & Accetti, 2017; White & 

Ypi, 2010). To be sure, political identifications among voters cannot be created from 

scratch, thus forcing parties to construct their position-takings by relying upon existing 

divisions and discursive resources within society. Yet, as these recent studies emphasize, 

parties do dispose of a certain degree of creative role in shaping and responding to citizens’ 

political convictions and identities (see also Bourdieu, 1984d; Gaxie, 2014; Sartori, 2005, 

Chapter 1; Sniderman & Hagendoorn, 2007, Chapter 5). 

Fourth, I assume that parties, just as the clienteles whose interests they claim to 

represent (see section 1.4), are not homogeneous entities; generally consisting of different 

‘factions’ and ‘currents’, they could rather be defined as ‘wholes of parts’ (Sartori, 2005, p. 
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23). This heterogeneity, in turn, has an important implication for the socialization of conflict 

by political parties. Restrained by the fact that ‘unity is the price of victory,’ their question 

always is: ‘Which battle do we want most to win?’ (Schattschneider, 1960, p. 67, emphasis in 

original) Put differently: within their ranks as well as their (potential) electoral constituency, 

parties need to develop a shared normative perspective, by integrating a plurality of 

particular interests and by moulding them into an overarching conception of the common 

good through oppositions with common foes (see also Bickerton & Accetti, 2017). Political 

conflict, to use the terms of Ernesto Laclau (2005; see also Laclau and Mouffe, 1985), thus 

entails a logic of equivalence, according to which a multiplicity of heterogeneous demands is 

unified through shared antagonisms that can be rooted in different principles of division 

(cultural, economic, religious, etc.).  

Despite their respective idiosyncrasies, all West European RRP share a key conflict 

that characterizes their political supply: nativism. This exclusionary form of nationalism, 

which has been described as the ‘ultimate core feature’ of the ideology of the radical right 

party family (Mudde, 2007, p. 26), relates to the idea ‘that states should be inhabited 

exclusively by members of the native group (“the nation”) and that non-native elements 

(persons and ideas) are fundamentally threatening to the homogenous nation-state.’ (Ibid., p. 

19; see also Carter, 2005; Kitschelt, 2007). As I will explain below, precisely this key conflict 

– based on an overarching division of the social world between national and foreign 

(Bourdieu, 2000, p. 62) –, allows for the accommodation of a multiplicity of heterogeneous 

demands. Before getting there, however, it should first be clarified how the radical right’s 

nativist conflict is antagonistically structured.  

  

The tripartite structure of the radical right’s political supply 

Whereas nativism is based on a single principle of di-vision of the social world, I expect that 

radical right parties tend to invoke it in two directions, via a process of establishing social 

boundaries (between ‘us’ and ‘them’) that corresponds to Frank Parkin’s ideas on dual 
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closure (Parkin, 1979; see also Murphy, 1988; Priester, 2012, pp. 20–21).13 Accordingly, 

nativism is not only mounted through exclusionary position-takings vis-à-vis specific non-

native out-groups (‘them’), who are blamed for the misfortunes and accidents affecting the 

native people (‘us’) – a closure that ‘is naturally made easier if the target group can be 

defined as alien’ (Parkin, 1979, p. 91), i.e. sharing an ‘externally identifiable characteristic’, 

such as race, language, religion, local or social origin, descent, residence, etc. (Weber, 1978, 

p. 342) –; it is also invoked in an usurpationary way, via an opposition between the native 

people (‘us’) and certain ruling elites (‘them’), constituting a closure that can best be 

understood through the Laclauian conception of ‘populism’. 

Contrary to many authors in the wide-ranging literature on the topic, Ernesto Laclau 

does not conceive populism as a political pathology or a specific ideological orientation. In 

his view, the notion only refers to a political logic – that is, a particular mode of articulation 

which involves a division of the social scene in two camps (Laclau, 2005b). Through ‘the 

construction of internal frontiers and the identification of an institutionalized ‘other’’ 

(Laclau, 2005a, p. 117), this populist division presupposes, on the one hand, an enemy in 

power (generally condensed in signifiers such as ‘the regime’ or ‘the dominant groups’). On 

the other, it implies an oppressed underdog – a heterogeneous ensemble of citizens that is 

united through signifiers such as ‘the people’, ‘the nation’ or ‘the silent majority’ (Ibid., esp. 

p. 87ff). The oppressed position of ‘underdogs’ in Laclau’s definition of populism coincides 

with Parkin’s description of usurpationary closure. Antagonistically directed toward ‘the 

dominant groups in society,’ this closure is ‘mounted by a group in response to its outsider 

status and the collective experiences of exclusion’ (Parkin, 1979, p. 74). 

Importantly, as a political logic, ‘populism’ can be expressed differently by actors 

with different political orientations. Recent qualitative and quantitative investigations in 

Western Europe (e.g., March, 2017; Otjes and Louwerse, 2015; see also Pauwels, 2014) 

                                                
13 The term ‘dual closure’, combining ‘exclusionary’ and ‘usurpationary closure’, was coined by Parkin in the context 

of class conflict, as a conceptual refinement of the Weberian notion of ‘Schließung’ (closure). This term, in turn, was 

primarily used by the German sociologist to describe processes of monopolistic appropriation of social and economic 

opportunities (Weber, 1978, pp. 43-46, 341-42). 
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emphasize this heterogeneity, by showing that parties on the radical left and the radical 

right are ‘populist’ in fundamentally different ways; singling out different antagonistic 

characteristics as the justificatory basis of usurpationary closure.14 In that respect, radical 

left-wing parties tend to conceive ‘the people’ in economic terms and defend ‘the poor’, the 

‘exploited’ or the ‘99 percent’, while opposing them to ‘big business’ and ‘rich elites’ that are 

held responsible for existing inequalities. Radical right-wing parties, by contrast, rather 

advocate a cultural division between the ‘virtuous native people’ versus the ‘corrupt elites’, 

while claiming that the latter neglect the volonté générale of the former (Kriesi and Pappas, 

2015; March, 2011; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2017). These different expressions of 

‘populism’ depend on specific uses of the two main signifiers in question – ‘the people’ and 

‘the elites’ –, which are, in fact, ‘empty signifiers’ (Laclau, 2005a, 2007), i.e. symbolic vessels 

with an equivocal nature that are filled by political entrepreneurs in ways that articulate 

heterogeneous demands of different clienteles (see also Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2017, 

p. 9).  

Besides usurpationary closure, radical left and radical right-wing parties also differ 

when it comes to exclusionary closure. Importantly, the latter tends to be absent in the 

position-takings of radical left-wing parties15, whereas it plays a crucial role in the 

                                                
14 These findings contrast with authors such as Rooduijn and Akkerman (2017, p. 196) who claim that ‘despite the 

different ways in which the radical right and radical left color their anti-elitism, the general message is the same: 

corrupt elites neglect the interests of ordinary people.’ (For other examples see: Clark et al., 2008; Halikiopoulou et 

al., 2012; see also March, 2017, pp. 285-86). 

15 Of course, there are exceptions to this ‘rule’. The most famous historical example in that respect undoubtedly 

relates to the Lumpenproletariat – a notion introduced by Marx and Engels to describe a ‘rotting mass’ of paupers 

and criminals in the ‘lowest strata’ of society. In my view, this term interestingly illustrates the second theoretical 

key assumption underpinning the present chapter: the unifying function of conflict. By this I mean that precisely the 

opposition between proletariat and Lumpenproletariat – i.e. a heterogeneous outgroup of ‘social scum’ situated 

outside the capitalist conditions of production, whose parasitarism and pauperism would only be matched by the 

finance aristocracy at the heights of bourgeois society (where, according to Marx, in The Eighteen Brumaire, the 

‘scum’ is reborn) – enabled the writers of the Communist Manifesto to symbolically unify a purified ingroup, i.e. the 

morally superior industrial proletariat, while transvaluing the negatively connotated term of proletarian into a label 

of collective agency (see also Laclau, 2005, Chapter 5; Stallybrass, 1990). I am not aware of any West-European 

politician on the left explicitly denouncing a Lumpenproletariat in a similar fashion in recent decades. Some of these 
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structuring of the political supply of radical right-wing parties. Without referring to the 

Weber-Parkin theory of social closure, certain authors in the ‘populism’ literature claim that 

this exclusionary antagonism between ‘the native people’ and ‘non-native outgroups’ is two-

dimensionally related to the usurpationary closure between ‘the people’ and ‘the ruling 

elites’ (Decker, 2008, p. 123; March, 2017, p. 298). Accordingly, ‘the native people’ are 

vertically opposed to ‘the elites’ – living in ivory towers, high above ordinary citizens –, and 

horizontally to ‘dangerous others’, who would constitute ‘a threat to and a burden on society’ 

(Jagers & Walgrave, 2007, p. 324). Even though I agree with the first part of this claim (i.e. 

the vertical opposition between the native people and the ruling elites), I would argue that 

the exclusionary stances of RRP vis-à-vis non-native out-groups have a vertical character as 

well. After all, as Parkin already noted: exclusionary closure, necessarily entailing the 

creation of a group, class, or stratum of ‘inferiors’, is always used in a ‘downward direction’ 

(Parkin, 1979, p. 45). In addition, the nativist ideology of RRP provides a source of cultural 

                                                                                                                                                       
politicians however, did invoke exclusionary stances vis-à-vis another outgroup ‘below’: immigrants. One thinks of 

the former leader of the French Communist Party, George Marchais, who in the early 1980s proposed to ‘stop 

official and clandestine immigration’ because it would be harmful for French workers (Marchand and Laurent, 

2015) or the German left-wing politician Oskar Lafontaine who, during the national campaign in 2005, referred to 

immigrants as ‘Fremdarbeiter’ (foreign workers – a term used by the Nazis in the 1930s and 1940s) as a threat for 

the employment of German citizens (Decker, 2008, p. 132). Similar position-takings, however, remain rare on the 

contemporary (radical) left; an absence that contrasts with the claims of certain authors who mistakenly qualify the 

exclusion of immigrants as a core feature of ‘populism’ in general, i.e., pertaining to parties on the radical left and 

the radical right (e.g., Albertazzi and McDonnell, 2008, p. 3; Jagers and Walgrave, 2007, p. 324; Mény and Surel, 

2002, p. 12). Instead, I would argue that the exclusionary nativist ‘populism’ of RRP differs structurally from the 

‘populism’ of radical left-wing parties, since the latter tend to be more inclusive towards non-native out-groups 

(Decker, 2008, p. 123; Mudde & Rovira Kaltwasser, 2013). Illustratively, both the left-wing and right-wing 

‘populist parties’ examined by March (2017) oppose themselves to the ‘corrupt elites’, yet ‘only the right-wing 

populists have ‘dangerous others’’ (Ibid., p. 278) This argument is also supported by the findings of Hanspeter 

Kriesi and his colleagues (Kriesi et al., 2008; 2012), who point at the ‘structural hole’ in the two-dimensional 

political space: that is, an absence of parties leaning towards the interventionist pole in terms of socio-economic 

issues and the nationalist pole in terms of socio-cultural issues. Please note, however, that recent policy shifts of the 

Danish social democrats (Socialdemokratiet, 2018), and, to a lesser extent, the Dutch Socialist Party (van Galen, 

2017) in a social-culturally protectionist direction, may foreshadow a broader trend of West-European leftist parties 

trying to fill this ‘structural hole’ in order to enlarge their electoral base.  
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order, as it is rooted in the belief ‘that the indigenous people and the Western civilization 

are superior because of their culture’ (Carter, 2005, p. 37, my emphasis). In other words, it 

implies a relationship between natives and people belonging to foreign (especially non-

Western) cultures that is intrinsically hierarchical.16 

Consequently, the political supply of RRP is not two-dimensional, nor dyadic. 

Instead, it has three layers. To use Judis’ wording (2016, p. 12): ‘It looks upward, but also 

down upon an out-group’ (please note that RRP look up to and down upon multiple 

outgroups, as I will discuss in more detail below). Rather than a bipartite vision of division of 

the social world – e.g., the rich versus the poor, the oppressors versus the oppressed, the 1 

versus the 99 percent, etc. – that can be typically found on the (radical) left, RRP thus 

propagate a vision of the social world that is structured in a tripartite way. This structure 

can be depicted as follows: 

 

Figure 2.1 The tripartite structure of the radical right’s political supply 

  

Ruling elites: favouring themselves and non-native out-groups 

(them: up there) 

  

Native people: virtuous victims  

(us: in between) 

   

  

Non-native outgroups: threat and burden 

(them: below) 

  

 

                                                
16 This hierarchical relationship contrasts with radical left-wing parties and politicians: as Norberto Bobbio (1996, 

chapter 8) has forcefully argued, the ideal of equality has always been the ‘pole star’ guiding the left. Based on the 

conviction that the majority of inequalities ‘are social and as such can be eradicated’, it is opposed to right-wing 

anti-egalitarianism, which is founded on the conviction that inequalities ‘are natural and cannot be eradicated.’ 

(Ibid., p. 67) In line with this rightist belief, and fostered by their nativist ideological principles, RRP promote 

models of social and political order in which individuals are treated as unequal.  
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Importantly, as Figure 2.1 indicates, the ruling elites (them: up there) are not only 

charged by RRP of unpatriotically pursuing their own interests, instead of helping the 

native people (us: in between) – they would also be on the side of non-native out-groups 

(them: below). Put differently, they are accused of conspiring together with non-native out-

groups against the native population (see also Albertazzi and McDonnell, 2008, pp. 3-5). 

This is to say that the ruling elites and non-native out-groups are both portrayed as external 

to the native people, while being part of the same overarching conflict (or ‘battle’ to use 

Schattscheider’s wording) that radical right-wing parties claim to fight. 

 

Equivalence and equifinality 

In the next paragraphs, I will argue why precisely this three-tiered conflict, following a 

single nativist principle of di-vision, allows these parties to bring together a multiplicity of 

social demands. In that light, I expect RRP to oppose a plurality of non-native out-groups 

(e.g., ‘Polish workers’, ‘lazy Greeks’, ‘fortune seekers’, ‘Islamic terrorists’, etc.) to members 

of the same native ingroup, by articulating the nativist core conflict with a variety of issue 

domains. As Max Weber already remarked (1978, p. 46), there are different motives for the 

closure of relationships between social groups – motivations, moreover, that are often 

combined (see also Bartolini, 2005a; Steinert, 2004). Interestingly, though, as far as my 

knowledge goes, there are hardly any studies focusing directly on different forms and 

domains of opposition between natives and non-native outgroups by RRP spokesmen. An 

article written by Zaslow (2004), who distinguishes three issue domains – identity, security 

and prosperity –, constitutes an interesting exception in that respect. The first of the three 

issue domains he discerns, identity, can be directly related to the ‘ultimate core feature’ of 

the radical right’s ideology: nativism (Mudde, 2007; see also Carter, 2005; Kitschelt, 2007). 

In that light, RRP address the (potential) loss of national identity, while targeting (notably) 

Muslims as the most threatening non-native out-group, particularly after 9/11 (Mudde, 

2007, Chapter 3; Sniderman & Hagendoorn, 2007). Besides the loss of national identity, 

RRP also oppose the native population to non-native outgroups based on a second important 

aspect of their political supply: security. The latter, in turn, is based on authoritarianism – 
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the idea that ‘society should be strictly ordered and infringements of authority severely 

punished’ (Mudde, 2007, p. 23). In terms of security, ‘Muslims’ (as well as ‘Islamists’) are 

again expected to be depicted as the most dangerous negative reference group; a threat that 

has gained salience in recent years due to Islamic terrorist attacks in Western Europe. 

Third, RRP draw boundaries between native ingroups and non-native outgroups in terms of 

prosperity; an issue that has been theorized by political scientists under the name of ‘welfare 

chauvinism’ (Betz, 1994; Kitschelt & McGann, 1995; Michel, 2017) On this terrain, which is 

most directly related to Weber’s and Parkin’s thoughts on social closure, RRP present non-

native outgroups as illegitimate competitors, and pit them against natives ‘who are entitled 

to keep the entire cake for themselves.’ (Rydgren, 2008, p. 746). In similar conflicts, that 

might concern health care, jobs, housing and taxation, and involve different negative non-

native reference groups such as ‘Poles’, ‘refugees’ and ‘asylum seekers’, West European RRP 

promote the idea of ‘national preference’: they promise to give priority to the native people 

through a sort of ‘reversed affirmative action’ (Ibid.) By doing so, as Ensser-Jedenastik 

(2016) showed, RRP not only target different undeserving outgroups – including the ruling 

elites –, they also support specific deserving native subgroups, notably the elderly, the sick 

and the disabled.  

To be sure, statements of radical right spokesmen vis-à-vis non-native outsiders 

might be expressed with and without an accusation of responsible elites, i.e. through dual 

and exclusionary closure, just as RRP may denounce the enemy in power with and without a 

condemnation of non-native reference groups, i.e. through dual and usurpationary closure. 

Similar position-takings are expected to concern issues that are as such relatively unrelated 

to non-native outsiders (‘below’). One thinks of national sovereignty, European integration 

(Mudde, 2007, chapter 7; Vasilopoulou, 2018), and, most obviously, anti-establishment 

stances (Barr, 2009). These statements, characterized by a usurpationary form of closure, 

are crucially conditioned by a RRP’s relative position in the political field, at least in two 

ways. First, an objective position outside the political establishment (applying to most 

contemporary West-European radical right-wing parties) constitutes a quasi-necessary 

condition for political actors to express appealing critiques vis-à-vis the ruling elites (see 
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also part 1.3). Second, many radical right politicians are publicly stigmatized and legally 

prosecuted for their provocative statements – one thinks of Filip de Winter, Geert Wilders, 

Jean-Marie Le Pen, Marine Le Pen, etc. The scandals they create (and are accused of), in 

turn, reinforce their outsider position in the political field as well as their heterodox 

position-takings vis-à-vis the ruling elites, which may include judges, mainstream media and 

politicians of governmental parties, EU bureaucrats and international financial institutions. 

In line with their core nativist struggle, certain elites (e.g., political, media, judicial and 

cultural) are more likely to be attacked by RRP spokesmen than others (e.g., business and 

economic elites). Figure 2.2 summarizes the theoretically expected reference groups in the 

tripartitely structured political supply of radical right-wing parties. 

 

Figure 2.2 Expected reference groups in the radical right’s political supply 

  

Ruling elites 

- Politicians in power and international political 

organizations  

- Journalists and mainstream media 

- Judges and courts 
  

  

Native people 

- Native population 

- Specific deserving native subgroups 

- Elderly 

- Sick 

- Disabled 
    

  

Non-native outgroups 

- (Im)migrants 

- Minority groups 

- Muslims 
  

 

Whereas the dual closure of the radical right’s nativism (usurpationary-upward and 

exclusionary-downward) is expected to be relatively stable over place and time, the 

mobilization of specific reference groups and political issues largely depends on idiosyncratic 
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partisan characteristics, the relative position in the political field, as well as the changing 

socio-political context in which these parties operate (see also part 1.2). This contextual 

cross-country diversity is expected to apply particularly to non-native outgroups ‘below’ 

(migrants and minority groups), notably due to varying colonial histories as well as past and 

current migration flows, and the related policies, that shaped and shape the ‘discursive 

opportunity structures’ (Koopmans & Olzak, 2004; Koopmans & Statham, 1999) for RRP 

and other political organizations. Since RRP spokesmen generally define the native ingroup 

ex negativo – that is, ‘as the mirror image of the outgroups and their alleged characteristics’ 

(Mudde, 2007, p. 64) – this cross-country variation of targeted outgroups may, in turn, 

affect the concerned ingroup depictions. These differences will be assessed inductively in 

chapter 4, as I am not aware of any existing studies that provide theoretical guidance in this 

respect.  

What matters more for now is the equivocal nature of the concerned signifier ‘native 

people’. For precisely its equivocality, shaped by oppositions with multiple outgroups 

(‘above’ and ‘below’) in various issue domains (e.g., prosperity, identity, security, etc.), 

enables radical right politicians to unify a plurality of demands, as their (potential) voters, 

sharing different social backgrounds, interests and position-takings, can identify themselves 

with the same nativist core conflict through comparisons with different negative reference 

groups. While feeding hierarchies of worth and status to their (potential) voters, this nativist 

‘boundary work’ (Bourdieu, 1984, 1984a, Lamont, 1992, 2000; Lamont et al., 2017) thus 

enables the presence of electoral equifinality – the coexistence of multiple causal paths 

leading towards different forms of electoral support for the same political party. In the 

remainder of this chapter, I will discuss the theoretical expectations regarding these 

different paths leading to support for RRP.  

 

2.3 An electoral equifinality approach: fundamental assumptions 

Before turning to the theoretically expected roads to the radical right, I will first discuss 

four fundamental assumptions on which this electoral equifinality approach is based. These 

ontological premises are ultimately crucial vis-à-vis the rest of the demand-side oriented-
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part of the study – especially the followed methodology – since ‘the appropriateness of a 

particular set of methods for a given problem turns on assumptions about the nature of 

causal relations they are meant to discover.’ (Hall, 2003, p. 374)  

The first of these four premises relates to the idea of causal heterogeneity, which 

challenges the common assumption of causal homogeneity – i.e. the idea that ‘causal factors 

operate in the same way for all cases’ (Ragin, 2000, p. 51). Accordingly, a similar outcome – 

say support for a RRP – has one common cause (or causal pattern) which applies to the 

entire population, whereas, inversely, the entire population is conceived as consisting of 

members who are somehow interchangeable. The causal homogeneity assumption is not met 

when the population in question contains different ‘kinds’ of cases, that is, ‘cases that rightly 

belong to separate populations’ (Collier et al., 2004, pp. 29–30). As the literature review 

indicated (section 1.3), different kinds of cases are highly likely to be present within RRP 

constituencies. In a similar situation of causal heterogeneity, the wide-spread causal 

homogeneity assumption in research on RRP support thus easily leads to a pars pro toto 

fallacy (often based on averages). Accordingly, an explanation concerning one part of a 

partisan ‘electorate’, e.g., blue collars or ‘lower educated’ citizens, is assumed to stand for 

the entire constituency. By contrast, the causal heterogeneity assumption – following 

Caramani’s maxim ‘different cases, different causes’ (2009, p. 19) –, implies that the 

research objective is not to look for one common causal pattern applying to all cases with a 

similar value on the dependent variable. Instead: ‘When a phenomenon is governed by 

equifinality,’ as George and Bennett (2005, p. 161, emphasis in original) put it, ‘the 

investigator’s task is to produce a differentiated empirically based theory that identifies 

different causal patterns that produce similar outcomes.’ Accordingly, rather than focusing 

on typical traits applying to the entire population, the objective is to develop a typology of 

different causal patterns leading to radical right support. 

This research objective directly leads to the second assumption defining an electoral 

equifinality approach, namely its ideal-typical character. Since every social actor is 
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ultimately ‘individual and singular’ to use Hobbes’ terms17, I would argue that the only 

possible way to accommodate and compare different cases is to develop concepts at a higher 

level of generality. More precisely, the types in this study are thus to be conceived of as 

‘medium level categorisations’ (Sartori, 1970), which are, in turn, rooted in ‘theories of the 

middle range’ (Merton, 1968). Contrary to ‘low level categorisations,’ where similarities with 

other cases (extension) are sacrificed for the accuracy of idiosyncratic differences (intension) 

and ‘high level categorisations’, referring to a high degree of generality in terms of 

extension at the expense of attention to internal heterogeneity, these ‘medium level 

categorisations’ do not sacrifice all differences to extensional requirements, while stressing 

similarities to the detriment of uniqueness, for they still aspire to generalize. Cases grouped 

together in one category will therefore never be perfectly ‘equal.’ They rather fit in a 

particular category and not in another (Collier et al., 2008). In other words, using Sartori’s 

terminology (1991, p. 246), they do not display ‘real sameness,’ but similarity. In view of 

these considerations, each of the identified types of RRP support inevitably constitutes an 

ideal type – analytical constructs that can reveal themselves only quasi-perfectly in the social 

world (Weber, 1949; see also Passeron, 1991).18 For the sake of clarity, it is important to 

make a polar distinction here between two types of ideal types: the ‘speculative’ one, to 

which Max Weber alluded, and the empirically extracted ideal-type, which can also be found 

in his writings (Gaxie, 2013). The former concerns entirely ‘utopian’ depictions of that 

which would be a given reality if specific conditions were met, whereas the latter constitutes 

a stylized characterisation of an empirically observed reality. The ideal types in this study 

(rather obviously) refer to the latter: they consist of theoretically coherent sets of empirical 

referents that depend on careful and substantively grounded conceptualisation and serve as 

a basis for the comparison of observable cases. These ideal types thus come closest to the so-

                                                
17 In Leviathan, the English philosopher noted that: ‘Of names some are proper, and singular to one only thing, as 

Peter, John, this man, this tree; and some are common to many things, as man, horse, tree—every of which, though 

but one name, is nevertheless the name of divers particular things; in respect of all which together it is called a 

universal, there being nothing in the world universal but names; for the things named are every one of them 

individual and singular.’ (Hobbes, 1997, p. 35) 

18 This implies that an electoral equifinality approach has a probabilistic rather than a deterministic character. 
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called ‘Becker-McKinney model’ of the constructed type, that is, ‘an ideal type shorn of any 

purely fictional qualities, firmly grounded in the particularities of actual situations, and 

constituted by attributes that are empirically discoverable.’ (McKinney, 1966, p. 26) As with 

every sound typology, these types are mutually exclusive while aiming at the encompassment 

of all cases in question. 

Thirdly, in order to be a useful typology, I would argue that the number of identified 

causal paths leading toward partisan support should not be infinite but limited. Just as Max 

Weber and his distinction between different relationships to religious institutions or Émile 

Durkheim and his four different routes to suicide, the roads to the radical right – in this 

research project – should cover the principal roads to RRP support, rather than a labyrinth 

of particular trails (see also Krook, 2010, p. 891). As indicated by the conceptual framework 

(Figure 1.2), these ‘roads’, in turn, ultimately depend on citizens’ social characteristics. That 

is, ‘the chain of personal events’ which – situated at the ‘core’ of the ‘funnel of causality’ – 

connect contextual factors to political preferences (Campbell et al., 1960, p. 35). The 

present study therefore clusters groups of voters that might be described as ‘companions in 

experience’ (Gaxie, 2002, p. 171), sharing more or less similar political preferences and 

decision-making processes, and whose number depends on the presence of the social 

experiences in question. 

The idea of limitedness also relates to the fourth main assumption underlying the 

concept of electoral equifinality, namely the idea that the discerned causal paths are not 

products of one analytically distinct variable, but rather concern configurations of 

interacting factors (see also Elias, 1970). After all, independent variables rarely operate 

independently, that is, in isolation. They are commonly elements of a larger whole. As Ragin 

(1987, p. 27) pointed out: ‘Usually, it is the combined effect of various conditions, their 

intersection in time and space, that produces a certain outcome.’ Causal conditions are thus 

assumed to be neither individually necessary nor individually sufficient for generating 

partisan support (see also Mackie, 1965; Mahoney, 2008). Rather, as Max Weber (1949, p. 

75) already argued, explanations of social reality concern ‘Konstellationen’ (configurations) 

in which hypothetical factors group together in ways that are historically significant to us. 
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The number of these factors, however, is necessarily restricted: given the extensively and 

intensively infinite multiplicity of empirical reality, it is not only ‘practically impossible,’ but 

‘simply nonsense’ to undertake ‘an exhaustive causal investigation of any concrete 

phenomena in its full reality’ (Ibid., p. 78, emphasis in original). Correspondingly, when it 

comes to identifying the different causal parts making up the different paths that lead to 

support for a certain political party, the aim should not be exhaustiveness, but a focus on a 

relatively limited amount of constitutive ingredients – ‘Bestandteile’, as Weber would say – 

that comprise a coherent causal recipe. Beyond heuristic purposes, the goal of discerning 

configurational key variables is also important in the light of achieving intersubjective 

communication and enabling an exchange of the research results (Bartolini, 1993, p. 137). 

These four assumptions underpinning the concept of electoral equifinality mainly 

concern the nature of regularities this study tries to explain. While keeping the three 

demand side components in mind, that were discussed in section 1.3, the latter can be 

summarized as ideal-typical configurations of social key characteristics leading specific 

groups of citizens (who) to support RRP in specific ways (how) according to certain 

preferences (why). The four assumptions remain silent, however, when it comes to the 

features of the variables that actually make up these ideal-typical configurations. These 

features will be discussed theoretically in the next two sections. As mentioned in the 

introductory chapter – and following the epistemological insights of Norbert Elias – they are 

situated at two levels. During his lectures at the University of Amsterdam in the 1980s, Elias 

told his students that a sociologist should not only take the view of a gull, but also that of a 

frog. In other words, a sociologist who understands his/her trade has to be able to keep a 

certain distance from his/her study object, by analysing it from above. Yet, s/he should also 

show engagement, by observing social life from a lower perspective, in order to perceive 

reality as it is actually experienced by the people s/he is interested in (van Heerikhuizen, 

2001). In line with this plea, I will first deal with the structural heterogeneity within radical 

right constituencies from a macro-level ‘gull perspective’ (section 2.4), before turning to 

micro-level motivations leading specific groups – within this structural heterogeneity – 

towards electoral support for RRP (section 2.5). 
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2.4 Structural heterogeneity 

Opting for a Bourdieusian framework 

In existing explanations of radical right support, socio-structural factors – notably 

education level and occupational class – are generally treated as ‘independent’ variables (e.g., 

Bornschier, 2010; Bornschier & Kriesi, 2013; Mayer, 2002; McGann & Kitschelt, 2005; 

Minkenberg & Perrineau, 2007; Oesch & Rennwald, 2010; Perrineau, 1997; Stubager, 

2009; see also section 1.3). Accordingly, these variables are often analysed separately, even 

though they are strongly interrelated. For instance, the share of lower educated citizens 

among social-cultural professionals is marginal, whereas the percentage of highly educated 

production workers is close to zero. Instead of investigating similar socio-demographic 

variables ‘independently’, their interrelatedness can be taken into account when opting for a 

Bourdieusian framework – which is the approach that I will follow in the present study. 

Influenced by the ideas of Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1953) and Gerhard Lenski (1954), this 

structural causality approach implies that explanatory factors do not have a causal efficiency 

as such, but that a configuration of variables is always at work. The framework thus breaks 

with ‘linear thinking’, as the latter ‘only recognizes the simple ordinal structures of direct 

determination’ (Bourdieu, 1984a, p. 107). Indeed, as Bourdieu emphasized: ‘[t]he particular 

relations between a dependent variable (such as political opinion) and so-called independent 

variables such as sex, age and religion, or even educational level, income and occupation tend 

to mask the complete system of relationships which constitutes the true principle of the 

specific strength and form of the effects registered in any particular correlation. The most 

independent of ‘independent’ variables conceals a whole network of statistical relations 

which are present, implicitly, in its relationship with any given opinion or practice.’ (Ibid, p. 

103) Opting for a Bourdieusian framework thus allows to investigate social reality from a 

relational perspective rather than to analyse it in substantialist terms (see also Bourdieu, 

1998, pp. 3–13).  

More specifically, the Bourdieusian representation of social space is based on two 

independently working dimensions of social differentiation. The first vertical axis 

represents the global volume of capital in both its cultural and economic form (with high 
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capital volume at the top and low capital volume at the bottom). Second, a horizontal axis 

covers the composition of capital, that is, a dominance of cultural or economic capital 

within this global volume of capital (with dominant cultural capital on the left side and 

dominant economic capital on the right side). Before relating this two-dimensional 

framework to the theoretical expectations, it is important to stress that the former 

respects the main aim of the present research project: rather than treating radical right-

wing voters as a homogeneous electoral group, it allows analysing their structural 

heterogeneity in social space – not only in terms of their theoretically expected social 

characteristics (who), but also when it comes to their political preferences (why) and 

political decision-making processes (how).  

 

Whodunit: socio-structural positions of RRP supporters 

In the two-dimensional representation of the Bourdieusian social space, radical right-wing 

supporters are expected to be concentrated in the lower right region. That is, rather at the 

underprivileged bottom of the map than at the top (where the cultural and economic elites 

can be found), and – possessing ‘more money than education’ (Marsdal, 2013) – rather on the 

right side than on the left side of the horizontal capital composition dimension. The next two 

sections will discuss these general theoretical expectations pertaining to the who-

characteristics of RRP supporters. Subsequently, I will turn to the socio-structural 

heterogeneity within RRP constituencies. 

The first set of factors on the volume-dimension is related to cultural capital, 

especially the volume of ‘institutionalised cultural capital’ – Bourdieu (1984a) also refers to 

this concept as ‘educational capital’, that is, a form of cultural capital which is not so much 

‘incorporated’ or ‘objectified’, but which is institutionalised in the form of official diplomas 

and educational qualifications (see also Bourdieu, 1986). In that perspective, as many 

researchers observed, ‘lower educated’ citizens are significantly more likely to support 

radical right-wing parties than voters with a high education level (e.g., Ivarsflaten and 

Stubager, 2013), even though – as other social scientists recently showed –, RRP supporters 

are rather found among citizens possessing an ‘intermediate level’ of education (Arzheimer 
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& Carter, 2006; Bornschier & Kriesi, 2013). In any case, having lower to intermediate levels 

of education, most RRP supporters are expected to be positioned on the lower half of a 

(vertical) dimension expressing the volume of their cultural capital. Given that ‘scholastic 

success mainly depends on inherited cultural capital’ (Bourdieu, 1984a, p. 122),  

institutionalized cultural capital of one’s parents also needs to be included in this first set of 

factors, following the same pattern of socio-structural differentiation.  

The second set factors on this volume dimension does have to do with cultural but 

with economic capital. Simply put: the higher one’s income, the higher one’s position in 

social space. In that light, as several scholars noticed, radical right-wing supporters are 

mainly situated in the lower and middle income groups (de Koster et al., 2013, p. 18; Vossen, 

2013, p. 240), that is, rather at the bottom and the middle of the vertical dimension than at 

the top – where voters of (Christian) conservative and (social) liberal parties are most likely 

to be found (Häusermann & Kriesi, 2015). Other indicators of economic capital could be 

added to this variable of income level, such as house, summer house, luxury car and boat 

ownership as well as the value of other economic assets (Bourdieu, 1984a, p. 117; Harrits et 

al., 2010, p. 15). 

The horizontal dimension in the Bourdieusian framework relates to capital 

composition. Pertaining to cultural capital it is remarkable, in that perspective, to see that a 

large number of studies focuses on the education level among RRP supporters, whereas the 

educational field in which the latter obtained their diplomas has attracted much less 

attention (a phenomenon that might be partially due to the absence of a corresponding 

indicators in most available datasets). Since several decades, however, a large number of 

researchers have shown that the subject area of one’s education correlates strongly with 

one’s political preferences. Citizens with a diploma in the field of engineering, technology, 

law, economy and business tend to be far more right wing than voters with diplomas in the 

field of the humanities, arts, social sciences, education, etc. (Ekehammar et al., 1987; 

Elchardus & Spruyt, 2009; Ladd & Lipset, 1975; Nakhaie & Brym, 1999). ‘Between social 

science and engineering,’ for instance – as Ladd and Lipset (1975, p. 95) observed long ago – 

‘there is a gulf in political opinion and behavior of the magnitude we would expect only 
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between the most grossly dissimilar social groups in the larger society.’ Interestingly, all of 

the previously mentioned studies focusing on the relationship between one’s educational 

field and political orientations thus provides evidence for Bourdieu’s second dimension of 

social differentiation: the higher the economic convertibility of one’s institutionalised 

cultural capital, the stronger one’s positional propensity to the right side of this horizontal 

axis (see also Bourdieu, 1984c, Chapter 2 and 3). As Ladd and Lipset (1975, p. 71) 

illustratively remarked in the context of academe: ‘The more closely a discipline is linked to 

the business world, the more conservative […] it is likely to be.’ In that light, most RRP 

supporters are expected to be situated on the right side of this dimension, possessing a 

specific type of institutionalized cultural capital that I would describe as applied cultural 

capital: certified schooling determined by its applied character as well as its high level of 

convertibility into economic gains. Individuals whose capital composition is characterized by 

a relatively high weight of this subtype of institutionalized cultural capital are expected to 

display an electoral propensity to the right. Echoing Weber’s (1978, 25-26) distinction 

between Zweckrationalität and Wertrationalität, it can be opposed to theoretical or general 

cultural capital, which is situated around a more abstract and generalising pole of 

educational fields where not market values are dominating, but where knowledge tends to be 

seen as a value for its own sake. Individuals whose capital composition is characterized by a 

relatively high weight of this ‘generalising’ subtype of institutionalized cultural capital are 

expected to display an electoral propensity to the left.19  Table 2.1 summarizes this 

distinction: 

 

Table 2.1 Two subtypes of institutionalized cultural capital 

 General-theoretical Applied-practical 

Rationality Knowledge as such (‘Wert’) Instrumental (‘Zweck’) 

Economic convertibility Low High 

Proximity to business world Remote Close 

Electoral propensity Left Right 

 

                                                
19 In professional terms, this second type of cultural capital shows an interesting overlap with the interpersonal work 

logic described by Oesch (2006) 
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A second factor determining the composition of capital is related to professional 

characteristics. Even though the latter may be analytically distinguishable, I theorize that, 

in reality – i.e. following a configurational line of thought –, they are overlapping. More 

specifically, these professional characteristics mainly concern the so-called public/private 

sector divide: employees working in the private sector (i.e., who are closer to the business 

world as Ladd and Lipset would say) tend to vote more often for right-wing parties than 

individuals working in the public sector (Boy & Mayer, 1997; Flemmen, 2014; Knutsen, 

2001, 2005; Tepe, 2012). In his study on the impact of sector employment on party choice in 

eight West European countries, Knutsen (2005, p. 617) concluded that the most consisting 

pattern in this respect was that, ‘[w]ith one exception, conservative parties get strongest 

support from private employees, and this applies to all radical right parties.’ At the same 

time, a sub-divide can be discerned within the private sector between private sector 

employees and self-employed (small business owners, liberal professions, shopkeepers, etc.). 

Electorally, the former show a relatively stronger propensity toward left-wing parties, 

whereas the latter tend to vote more on the right (e.g., Boy and Mayer, 1997). RRP 

supporters are expected to be overrepresented among the self-employed side of the sub-

divide: as mentioned before, owners of small businesses constitute one of the strongest 

overrepresented professional groups within the clienteles of radical right-wing parties (e.g., 

Ivarsflaten, 2005).  

When translating these existing results (see also Häusermann and Kriesi, 2015) into 

the Bourdieusian space, the following hypotheses can be formulated pertaining to general 

electoral propensities: 

 

H1a The propensity to vote for ‘the governmental right’ (conservative and liberal 

parties) increases with the overall volume of capital possessed and also with the 

relative weight of economic capital in the capital composition; 

H1b  The propensity to vote for radical right-wing parties decreases with the overall 

volume of capital possessed and increases with the relative weight of economic 

capital in the capital composition; 
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H1c The propensity to vote for radical left-wing parties decreases with the overall 

volume of capital possessed and increases with the relative weight of cultural 

capital in the capital composition; 

H1d The propensity to vote for contemporary social-democratic parties and ‘the new 

left’ (green and social liberal parties) increases with the overall volume of capital 

possessed and also with the relative weight of cultural capital in the capital 

composition. 

 

These hypotheses can be depicted in the following way: 

 

Figure 2.3 Expected electoral propensities according to positions in social space 
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Figure 2.4 Expected distribution of RRP supporters in social sapce 

 

 

As the previous discussion of socio-structural variables indicated, RRP voters are not only 

strongly represented among the lower educated, but also among citizens with an 

intermediate education level. The same goes for their income, that is among lower and 

middle-income groups. This suggests that the position of radical right voters in social space 

varies structurally in terms of their overall capital volume, mainly within the lower strata in 

social space. At the same time, variation in terms of capital composition, the horizontal axis, 

is more pronounced at the top and the middle of the social structure than at the bottom, 

where there is simply less capital to differentiate (see also Harrits et al., 2010, p. 20). 

Expecting that the relative weight of economic capital and applied cultural capital 

dominates in the capital composition of RRP voters, I thus hypothesize that, in terms of 

socio-structural heterogeneity:  
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H1e  Radical right voters cross the lower right area of the social space diagonally, 

from the centre-bottom to the upper-right region.  

 

In terms of occupational categories, this expected pattern – depicted in Figure 2.4 – 

reflects the overrepresentation of production workers (situated at the bottom of the 

Bourdieusian social space) and small business owners (in the centre-right region) among 

radical right supporters. 

 

Whydunit: political preferences 

The second dimension of structural heterogeneity that will be analysed in this research 

project relates to political preferences. In that light, many studies have shown that radical 

right-wing supporters are predominantly located at the ‘particularist’ pole of the social-

cultural dimension – notably due to their broadly shared opposition towards existing 

immigration politics (see part 1.3). Pertaining to socio-economic issues, however, RRP 

voters are expected to display more variation. This has been suggested by a small number of 

investigations accounting for intra-partisan diversity among these voters. One thinks, for 

instance, of the previously mentioned ‘ninistes’ versus ‘droitistes’ in France (Mayer, 2002, 

pp. 235-45), the distinction between ‘Wohlfahrsstaatliche Chauvinisten’ versus 

‘Systemverdrossene Rechte’ among FPÖ sympathizers in Austria (Plasser and Ulram, 2000) 

as well as the ‘unlikely coalition’ within RRP constituencies between traditionally left-

leaning workers and historically right-leaning small business owners (Ivarsflaten, 2005). 

Similarly, Kochuyt and Abts (2017, pp. 85-117) distinguished poorer and relatively 

precarious ‘leftist’ ‘welfare chauvinists’ as well as relatively well-off ‘right-wing’ 

‘producerists’ situated in the higher strata of society among Flemish radical right voters.  I 

therefore hypothesize that: 

 

H2a RRP are relatively homogeneous in terms of socio-cultural preferences and relatively 

heterogeneous when it comes to socio-economic issues. 
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Interestingly, all these studies indicate that socio-economic preferences among RRP 

supporters show strong similarities with general propensities found among the entire 

electorate (e.g., Bornschier, 2010; Kitschelt, 1994; Kriesi et al., 2008, 2012; Oesch and 

Rennwald, 2018). Accordingly, I expect that: 

 

H2b The propensity to display socio-economic right-wing preferences among RRP 

supporters increases with the overall volume of capital possessed and also with the 

relative weight of economic capital in the capital composition. 

 

Inversely:  

 

H2c The propensity to display socio-economic left-wing preferences among RRP 

supporters decreases with the overall volume of capital possessed and increases 

with the relative weight of cultural capital in the capital composition. 

 

Howdunit: the political decision-making process 

When it comes to the third and final component of the demand side – the political decision-

making process –, several concepts were mentioned in the introductory chapter (part 1.3); 

notably political interest, political competence, political sophistication and electoral 

conviction. In this study, I will not focus on the latter. Despite its potential relevance – 

diverging degrees of electoral conviction (partly) determine the stability of votes that are 

mobilized during elections –, I am not aware of any dataset to assess it. Moreover, the 

phenomenon is likely to vary in highly unstructured ways, depending on contradictory social 

pressures, influences from peers as well as ‘opinion leaders’ (Lazarsfeld et al., 1968, esp. 

Chapter 16). Accordingly, the integration of electoral conviction would add extremely 

complex dimensions of variation to the analysis that are not necessarily related to main aim 

of the project – focusing on roads to the radical right. In next sections, I will concentrate on 

‘howdunit’ aspects that can be expected to follow socio-structural differences: political 
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interest, competence and sophistication. By doing so, I will follow the same logic as I did in 

the previous section. Accordingly, the following paragraphs will first focus on the expected 

structural variation among the entire population, before turning to heterogeneity among 

radical right-wing voters. 

Knowledge about politics is key to the process of political decision-making (Zaller, 

1992), as the latter would be impossible without the former. Social scientists have shown 

since many decades, however, that the level of political knowledge varies structurally among 

voters; notably along socio-demographic variables such as education level and societal 

position. The former, as Althaus (2003, p. 15) put it, ‘tends to be concentrated among those 

who are politically and socially advantaged.’ (see also Converse, 1976; Della Carpini & 

Keeter, 1996; Neuman, 1986). Pertaining to this socially unequal distribution of political 

knowledge, Pierre Bourdieu (1984d, pp. 226–227) once made an interesting analogy with 

aesthetic perceptions, stating that ‘the probability of having an opinion on all the questions 

which presuppose a certain political knowledge can be compared to the probability of going 

to a museum. One observes huge differences’ – the latter varying ‘grosso modo with a 

person’s level of education’. His analogy is interesting, because, as with works of art, the 

meanings that citizens put on political events, and thus, the interest that they attribute to 

them, presuppose a capacity to structure the political space as well as a competence to 

appreciate, judge and evaluate the events that take place in there (see also Gaxie, 1978). 

According to Campbell and his colleagues (1960), these structures of thought the individual 

applies to politics can be divided into four qualitatively different ‘levels of conceptualization’: 

(A) ‘ideology and near-ideology’; (B) ‘group benefits’; (C) ‘the “goodness” and “badness” of 

the times’, and (D) an ‘absence of issue content’.20 By combining their seminal insights with 

findings of more recent studies (Aldrin and de Lassalle, 2011; Converse, 1964; Luskin, 

1990; Neuman, 1981, 1986; see also Gaxie, 1993; Kriesi, 1990), I would argue that the level 

of political sophistication is structured along two complementary dimensions: differentiation 

                                                
20 This typology, in turn, is based on the following three aspects: 1) the presence or absence of certain abstractions 

that have to do with ideology; 2) the degree to which the individual’s political world is differentiated, and 3) the 

nature of the degree of “connectedness” between the elements that are successfully discriminated.  



 

55 

 

and integration, jointly constituting an ordinal scale ranging from ‘non-structured’ on the 

low end to ‘(near) ideologue’ on the high end, with a qualitatively different level of ‘group 

interest’ in between (see Table 2.1). 

 

Table 2.2 Three levels of political sophistication along two dimensions 

Dimension 

Level 

Differentiation Integration 

Ideology 

(Near) 

High: precise differentiation between a 

broad array of specific issues, actors and 

viewpoints; tendency toward objectivity 

High: coherent use of ideological concepts 

to structure and link political issues, actors 

and events 

Group 

interest 

Intermediate: more general 

differentiation between fewer issues, 

actors and viewpoints; tendency toward 

the assertion of subjectivity  

Intermediate: structuring of political 

issues and objects by proxy of group 

identifications 

Non-

structured 

Low: quasi-absence of differentiation 

between political issues, actors and 

viewpoints; tendency toward the 

admittance of confusion 

Low: free floating reference to political 

issues, occasionally structured with 

reference to the incumbent’s political 

performance 

 

Rather than four levels, as Campbell et al. (1960) suggested, or five (according to Converse, 

1964), I discern three levels of political sophistication. While preserving the higher end the 

two dimensions, I thus regroup ‘nature of times’ and ‘absence of issue content’ at the lower 

end, since, in empirical terms, the latter can rather be seen as a residual category (Neuman, 

1981). When it comes to its components, this typology of political sophistication implies that 

the cognitive construction and organization of political preferences is a complementary 

process; a spiralling back and forth between differentiation – i.e. ‘the ability to identify and 

discriminate among the different political issues, actors and events that jostle for attention 

in the news media’ (Ibid., p. 1237) – and integration, i.e. ‘the explicit organization of 

political ideas and issues in terms of abstract or ideological constructs’ (Ibid.).  

 The high end of this differentiation dimension is formed by the (near) ideologue level, 

which is characterized by a strong inclination and ability to discriminate between specific 

political issues, events, actors and social trends. In terms of ‘nature of degree of 

differentiation’, this capacity translates into a tendency toward objectivity – i.e. the 

proclivity to look beyond one’s own interests and frames of reference when identifying 
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political elements. On the group interest level, by contrast, the ability of differentiation is 

more limited and characterized by less specific identifications of political actors, events, 

trends and issues. Moreover, instead of objectivity, this is accompanied with a tendency 

toward the assertion of one’s subjectivity, i.e. an identification of political issues, actors and 

events through people’s particular point of view, which is, in turn, embedded in generalized 

‘we’-identifications. Finally, the low end of the differentiation dimension is characterized by 

the admittance of confusion. It thus relates to individuals who lack the ability of identifying 

and discriminating political elements in the first place. 

 The integration dimension relates to the use of ideological concepts in the 

structuring of one’s belief elements. Instead of specificity, it thus concerns the level of 

ideological synthesis. In that light, the highest level of sophistication covers the part of the 

population tending to evaluate politics coherently in terms of ideological concepts and social 

philosophies, such as left/right, conservatism, liberalism or socialism (a capacity that 

obviously does not exclude group identifications). Citizens that can be shared under the 

second level of sophistication, by contrast, display a less ideological structuration of politics. 

They do so by proxy of group identifications and benefits, in opposition to other social 

groups. One thinks of the poor versus the rich, old versus young, national versus foreign, etc. 

Finally, the lower end of the integration dimension is characterized by the absence in terms 

of used ideological concepts in the structuring of citizens’ belief elements; the latter being 

organized incoherently, at highest with reference to the incumbent’s political performance 

and/or personal characteristics.21 

                                                
21 The way in which different levels of political sophistication relate to differences in terms of education level and 

societal position was already described (a little condescendingly) by Richard Hoggart in the 1950s:  ‘everyone is 

expected to have a double eye,’ he wrote, ‘one for his duties as an individual person, and another for those as a citizen 

in democracy. Most of us, even the more-or-less intellectual, find it difficult to relate these worlds to each other. 

Working-class people, with their roots so strong in the homely and personal and local, and with little training in 

more general thinking, are even less likely to be able to bring the two worlds into focus. They are, if they think of it, 

ill at ease; this second and complex world cannot easily be dramatized, is too vast, too much ‘beyond’ them. They do 

much to bring it within their scope, usually by simplification: for the rest they continue to say, as their grandparents 

said, ‘I don’t know what the world’s coming to.’ (Hoggart, 1957, p. 57) 
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Following these assumptions, it is expected that the higher one’s political interest 

and sophistication, the more ideologically oriented, broader and specific the various 

criticized and appreciated political elements, parties and candidates. Whereas, inversely, the 

lower one’s political interest and sophistication, the more difficulties citizens will have 

distinguishing – and consequently: criticizing and appreciating – different parties, 

viewpoints and candidates. Instead of party programmes and ideological orientations, 

citizens displaying low levels of political sophistication are therefore more likely to be 

concerned about ‘private’ issues, whereas their appreciations and critique of the political 

supply side is expected to be based on the personal traits and characteristics of the 

candidates, rather than the ideological stances of the latter. In line with the typology of 

political sophistication, the ‘group interest level’ is expected to form an intermediate level in 

between these two polar types.  

In the introductory chapter I already remarked that hardly any study exists (to my 

knowledge at least) focusing on the political interest or political sophistication of radical 

right voters. Among other reasons, this low academic interest is perhaps related to a lack of 

relevant variables in available datasets. By the same token, the typology presented in Table 

2.1 will only be used empirically in the qualitative part of the study. In the quantitative 

analyses, as will be discussed below, political interest is used as a proxy for political 

sophistication.  

Within the wide-ranging radical right literature, I only found one relevant study 

from the ‘howdunit’ perspective, which is written by Nonna Mayer. She recently 

demonstrated that the political interest of Front National voters is relatively low compared 

to that of voters of other parties (2015, pp. 308–310). Her findings are in line with the 

previously discussed positions of radical right-supporters in the Bourdieusian social space. 

Due to relatively low education level and societal position, it is expected that the proportion 

of citizens being ‘hardly’ or ‘not at all’ interested in politics is overrepresented within RRP 

clienteles. I therefore hypothesize that: 
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H3a Compared to voters of other parties, RRP supporters display a relatively low level 

of political interest. 

 

At the same time, it is likely that socio-structural differences can be discerned among 

radical right supporters when it comes to their political interest (and issue salience more 

broadly). Following the general stratification assumption in the literature, low-educated 

blue collars voting for a RRP, for instance, are less likely to be politically interested than 

high-educated managers voting for the same party. I therefore expect that: 

 

H3b The higher the education level and societal position of RRP-supporters, the 

higher their level of political interest. 

 

2.5 Micro-level grievances fostering radical right support 

In keeping with Norbert Elias’ plea that sociologists should not only take the view of a gull 

(from above) when studying social reality, but also that of a frog (from below), the following 

section will deal with theoretical expectations of RRP support from a lower perspective. By 

linking the macro-structural heterogeneity discussed in the previous part of this chapter 

with experiences and ‘frames of references’ (Lazarsfeld & Barton, 1951, p. 157) that are 

theoretically expected to be subjectively relevant for RRP supporters, the objective is to 

develop explanations that integrate the way in which these citizens understand the social 

world. A crucial element in that respect relates to the nativist core conflict discussed in 

section 2.2. For I not only theorize that the latter characterizes the tripartite structure of 

the radical right’s political supply; the ‘native ingroup’ is also expected to constitute the 

central, shared ‘empty signifier’ (Laclau, 2005a) on the demand side. That is, I expect that 

different groups of RRP voters identify themselves with the radical right’s nativist core 

conflict through oppositions with different non-native outgroups, in various issue domains. 

In other words, I hypothesize that a structural homology exists between the tripartite 

political supply of RRP on the one hand and the socio-political consciousness of radical right 

voters on the other (compare Figures 2.1 and 2.2).  
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 Importantly, the elements within this structure (i.e. the negative reference groups) 

are thus expected to vary: not only in the statements of RRP spokesmen, but also between 

different groups of RRP voters. Just as it was the case with the supply side, however (see 

section 2.2), only very little is known about these matters in the existing demand side 

literature. The empirical part of this research project that focuses on different forms of RRP 

support – as the following chapter will discuss in more detail – will therefore be partly 

exploratory. Several studies, though, do provide insight in this respect (e.g., Flecker et al., 

2007; Kochuyt & Abts, 2017; see also Michel, 2017). Interestingly, these investigations 

share an important commonality: they draw on relative deprivation theory – although this 

influence remains either superficially mentioned or implicit.22 The following sections will 

therefore discuss and systematize the existing findings and develop a typology of two 

specific forms of relative deprivation fostering electoral support for RRP. By doing so, I will 

not only link the concerned micro-level grievances to different reference groups, but also to 

the different socio-structural positions of the concerned citizens. 

On a final, conceptual note, it should be emphasized that it is difficult to provide a 

strict definition of relative deprivation. Drawing on Runciman’s work (1966, pp. 10–14), I 

would argue that a person is relatively deprived when the following four elements are 

combined: (1) the occurrence that a person does not have X, for instance, a job or a certain 

income; whereby (2) he or she wants X; and (3) perceives that another person or group of 

persons has X (which may include him or herself at some previous moment in time); (4) a 

‘normative attribute’, as I would call it, has to be present, by virtue of which the perceived 

inequality should be redressed – based, for instance, on feelings of meritocratic or ethnical 

superiority. Following Runciman (Ibid. 33-34; see also Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972), a 

refinement should be made here, by distinguishing between egoistic and fraternalistic 

deprivation. The former refers to a sense of deprivation resulting from individual 

comparisons with other members of one’s in-group, whereas the former is rooted in 

comparisons between one’s in-group (Runciman calls this the ‘membership reference group’) 

                                                
22 To my knowledge, relative deprivation theory never been systematically theorized in the context of radical right 

support, despite its tacit presence in many existing explanations (e.g., Rydgren, 2007). 
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and other groups in society (i.e. ‘comparative reference groups’). Obviously, only 

fraternalistic deprivation results in movements for and against structural change in society, 

as it is based on the relative position of groups within society. Both forms of relative 

deprivation described below thus concern fraternalistic deprivation.  

 

Déclassement 

The first form of these two forms is characterized by perhaps the oldest and most frequently 

advanced explanatory factor in the literature on support for radical and extreme right-wing 

parties: social decline. From the 1930s onwards already, members and supporters of the 

German national-socialist party were frequently defined by their declining socio-

professional trajectory and/or their fear of déclassement (e.g., Fromm, 1962; Lasswell, 1933; 

Lipset, 1960; Sering, 1935). Similarly, a decade after the Second World War, the sentiment 

of decline would be at the core of the French Poujadiste movement. ‘Sacrificed by a dynamic 

of economic development and social progress’, entire groups such as artisans and small 

business owners had ‘the feeling of being left behind’, and resented social groups a little 

higher in the social hierarchy, employees and public servants notably, who seemed to have 

their future assured (Castel, 2003, p. 48). More recently, Beaud and Pialoux (2004, p. 409) 

noted that ‘the blue-collar vote for the Front National’ should be considered as ‘an ultimate 

tentative of differentiation and demand for a right to live in a context of structural 

déclassement of the workers group.’ Their impressive ethnographic study, in which blue-

collars are, ultimately, portrayed as ‘losers’ of large-scale societal transformations, brings us 

back to the previously mentioned contemporary macro-structural theories which explained 

RRP support through concepts such as Modernisierungsverlierer and globalisation losers 

(see part 1.3).  

All these decline-oriented interpretations share a crucial explanatory mechanism, 

even though the latter often remains tacit: predispositions toward RRP support are 
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explained through disappointing comparisons with one’s own past.23 Pertaining to the first 

type of relative deprivation fostering contemporary RRP support, precisely this factor is 

expected to be of particular importance: the sense among the concerned voters of being 

unable to maintain the socio-economic situation one previously enjoyed. These citizens are 

thus expected to compare themselves with certain non-native reference groups who are 

believed to have a ‘good life,’ yet without subjecting themselves to the financial 

difficulties these citizens themselves go and went through (e.g., asylum seekers, 

refugees, etc.). This relative precarity, I expect, is translated in an demand for more 

protective policies, based on the subjective core criterion that separates these voters 

from perceived outgroups – their nationality.  

Besides a demand for more protection – to the detriment of unduly privileged 

strangers –, I also expect that this specific feeling of relative deprivation, fostered by the 

condition of having to cope with vulnerability and resulting in a resentful ‘mixture of envy 

and disdain’ (Castel, 2003, p. 48), make it attractive ‘to reject the political elites that are 

held responsible for that situation, and to put hope and faith in an authoritarian solution for 

a situation perceived as unjust but maintained by political representatives and the political 

elite.’ (Elchardus and Spruyt, 2012, p. 235, see also De Groof and Elchardus, 2009; 

Elchardus, 2009). In the light of the typology of specific forms of relative deprivation 

fostering RRP support, a third reference group (and, indeed, a fifth element) should thus be 

added to Runciman’s list: the responsible reference group. That is, the distributor(s) who are 

held responsible for the fact that person A (member of the comparative reference group) 

does not get X whereas person or group B (negative reference group) does. 

This tripartite configuration was mentioned, implicitly or explicitly, in several 

recently published qualitative studies on RRP support in various countries (e.g., Hochschild, 

2016; Kochuyt & Abts, 2017; Pierru & Vignon, 2016) and most clearly designated by what 

Flecker and his colleagues, after interviewing more than 100 RRP-voting workers in various 

                                                
23 Most existing decline-oriented studies in the contemporary RRP literature tend to focus on intra-generational 

socio-professional decline, even though it has also been argued that RRP supporters are overrepresented among 

citizens suffering from inter-generational déclassement (Peugny, 2006, 2009). 
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European countries, termed ‘double demarcation’. Namely: the tendency among these voters 

to direct their frustrations and feelings of injustice in two ways: toward the responsible, 

well-off managers and politicians (‘those up there’) and toward non-native out-groups 

(‘those further down’) who are believed to be taken care of by politicians, whereas these 

workers themselves often felt neglected by the latter (Flecker, 2007). In line with the results 

of these studies, similar feelings of relative deprivation, fostered by socio-professional 

decline and financial precarity, are expected to manifest themselves most frequently among 

citizens in the lower strata of social space, characterized by low levels of cultural and 

economic capital. 

 

Violated reciprocity 

Importantly, whereas ideas on ‘loss’ and ‘decline’ tend to dominate many academic and press 

publications on radical right support, a second – much less studied – source of relative 

deprivation can be found in the radical right literature, fostering a form of RRP support that 

is characterized by an ‘ideology of success’ (Butterwegge et al., 1998; Flecker et al., 2007; 

Held, et al., 1992; Leiprecht, et al., 1992; Schui et al., 1997) Contrary to citizens suffering 

from déclassement, voters concerned by this second form of relative deprivation are expected 

to be economically secure in objective terms. In fact, despite unfavourable initial conditions 

(notably in terms of educational difficulties and disadvantages) they are expected to have 

obtained a relative economic success, thus fostering a profound belief: their achievements 

are the mere fruits of their personal efforts (see also Gaxie, 2006). Consequently, using 

Bourdieu’s (1974, p. 21) phrase, they ‘do not only have the morals of their interest, like 

everybody else, they also have interest in their morals: for these accusers of privileges, 

morality is the only qualification that gives right to every privilege.’ Rather than 

protectionism, this form of relative deprivation echoes a ‘producerist’ world view (Kochuyt & 

Abts, 2017), based on an opposition between hardworking ‘makers’ on the one hand and idle 

‘takers’ on the other (e.g., Skocpol & Williamson, 2012).24 The resentment characterizing 

                                                
24 To be sure, this demand to ‘Redistribute My Work Ethic!’, written on a placard during a Tea Party gathering 

(Müller, 2016, p. 23) is far from new. For instance, in the 1970s already, white residents in Canarsie (Brooklyn, New 
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this particular form of relative deprivation, in turn, is expected to be fostered precisely by 

comparisons with reference groups discording most strongly with a self-reliant, 

hardworking ethic: ‘lazy’ welfare state ‘profiteers,’ migrants, asylum seekers, etc. who are 

believed to be unfairly favoured, without contributing sufficiently to society. In other words, 

groups that arouse feelings of ‘violated reciprocity’ (van Oorschot, 2008). 

  Besides a membership group and comparative reference groups, the second form of 

relative deprivation too is expected to imply a third (responsible) reference group: politicians 

‘up there’ who are believed to advantage negative outgroups, while doing nothing to improve 

the situation and recognise the qualities of hardworking people like themselves – notably by 

levying too much taxes and transferring the money to groups who would not deserve it. 

Finally, possessing more economic than cultural capital due to their relative financial 

success, these voters are expected to be situated in the centre right region of social space, 

rather than in the lowest strata, as was the case with the previously discussed déclassés. 

Taken together, the expected characteristics of the two types of relative deprivation 

fostering RRP support can be summarized in the following way: 

 

Table 2.3 Two types of relative deprivation fostering different forms of RRP support 

 Déclassement Violated reciprocity 

Grievance Receive too little Give too much 

Normative attributes Need + equality Self-reliance + reciprocity 

Negative outgroup ‘Privileged’ non-natives ‘Lazy’ non-natives 

Position in social space Below: low level of cultural and 
economic capital 

Centre-right region: more 
economic than cultural capital 

 

2.6 Conclusion 

The previous sections discussed the theoretical framework providing guidance to the 

empirical parts of the research project. This framework is based on two core concepts. The 

first one, equivalence, is related to the supply side; the other, electoral equifinality, pertains 

to the demand side. Coined by Ernesto Laclau, the first of these two notions refers to the 

                                                                                                                                                       
York) divided the world into ‘producers’ and ‘parasites’ when expressing their resentment vis-à-vis black citizens 

(Rieder, 1985, pp. 101–119). 



 

64 

 

unification of a multiplicity of demands through shared antagonisms. By linking the idea of 

equivalence to cleavage theory and conflict sociology, I argued that RRP are able to appeal 

to a wide electoral constituency due to their capacity to coherently unify a variety of 

outgroups and related issue domains along the same main antagonism: national versus 

foreign. Following Weber’s and Parkin’s thoughts on social closure, I theorized that this 

nativist core conflict is invoked according to a specific tripartite structure – covering both 

downward exclusionary and upward usurpationary closure. Accordingly, RRP not only 

target non-native outgroups (‘below’), but also the responsible elites (‘above’) that would be 

on the hand of non-natives, to the detriment of the native people (‘in between’). Remarkably, 

only few investigations exist in the European context that focus empirically on these 

oppositions between ingroups and outgroups. Based on a very limited number of studies that 

I found, I expect that identity, security and welfare chauvinism are the main issue domains 

in which RRP politicians depict the native people as deprived. When it comes to reference 

groups, parties and politicians in power are expected to be the prime target of RRP 

spokesmen in terms of usurpationary closure – followed by the media and judges –, whereas 

immigrants in general and Muslims in particular are expected to be the most frequently 

denounced non-native outgroups below (the latter especially when it comes to identity and 

security). Finally, when it comes to the supported ingroups (in between), I expect RRP 

politicians to generally defend the ‘native people’, while highlighting the needs of several 

national deserving subgroups, notably the sick and the elderly. The invoked issues and 

reference groups, however, are highly likely to vary across time and space. Accordingly, I 

analyse will mainly analyse them inductively. 

The second key concept, electoral equifinality, relates to the demand side and can be 

defined as the coexistence of multiple paths leading to different forms of electoral support 

for the same political party. Theoretically, I expect that electoral equifinality in terms of 

RRP support is fostered by the equivalence characterizing the political supply of these 

parties, allowing voters with different backgrounds and interests to identify themselves with 

same nativist core conflict through comparisons with different negative reference groups in 

different issue domains. To find out which roads to the radical right can be discerned, this 
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study follows an approach that rests on four fundamental assumptions. First, it assumes 

causal heterogeneity, instead of causal homogeneity. Second, it implies that different forms 

of electoral support are inevitably ideal-typical; third, that the number of these types is 

necessarily limited; and fourth, that this limitedness also applies to the number of factors 

making up the concerned configurations. 

In line with its two subquestions, the aim of this research project is to discern 

different forms of RRP support by looking both at the structural heterogeneity within 

radical right constituencies (i.e. at the macro-level) and at the micro-level grievances of 

individual RRP voters. Pertaining to the macro-level part, I rely on a Bourdieusian 

framework which allows to assess the interrelatedness of socio-structural variables. Within 

this two-dimensional social space, where capital volume (cultural and economic capital) 

constitutes the vertical axis and capital composition (dominance of cultural or economic 

capital) the horizontal axis, RRP voters ‘as a whole’ are expected to be situated in the lower 

right region. They are thus expected to differ socio-structurally from: radical left voters, 

whom I expect to be located in the lower left region; from social democrats and new left 

voters, who are expected to be situated in the upper right region; and from liberal and 

conservative voters, whom I expect to be located in the upper right region of the 

Bourdieusian social space. In terms structural heterogeneity within RRP constituencies, it is 

expected that radical right voters ‘cross’ the lower-right region diagonally (from the border 

of the lower left region to the upper right one), thus reflecting the overrepresentation of 

these voters among both production workers and small business owners. When shifting from 

their social characteristics (whodunit) to their political preferences (whydunit), I expect 

RRP supports to show most diversity in terms of socio-economic issues and a relative 

homogeneity in terms of socio-cultural matters. In that light, socio-economic right-wing 

preferences among RRP supporters are expected to increase with the overall volume of 

capital possessed and also with the relative weight of economic capital in the capital 

composition. Inversely, left-wing socio-economic preferences are expected to decrease with 

the overall volume of capital possessed and increase with the relative weight of cultural 

capital in the capital composition. Besides who and why, the third domain of structural 
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heterogeneity relates to the howdunit question, that is, voters’ political decision-making 

process. Pertaining to the latter, I use political interest as a proxy for political 

sophistication, expecting RRP supporters to display a relatively low level of political interest 

compared to voters of other parties – in line with their relatively low position in social space. 

When looking more closely at heterogeneity within RRP constituencies, it is expected that 

the higher the education level and societal position of RRP-supporters, the higher their level 

of political interest will be. 

Finally, when it comes to second subquestion of the research, I theoretically build on 

the rare studies in the academic literature describing multiple micro-level grievances 

fostering radical right support. Interestingly, these studies are all (implicitly) rooted in 

relative deprivation theory. I therefore systematized the assumptions and findings of these 

studies, by developing a typology of two forms of relative deprivation leading to different 

forms of radical right support. In that way, I was able to link the concerned micro-level 

grievances to different reference groups, but also to the different expected socio-structural 

positions of the concerned citizens. The first of these two types has ancient roots in the 

sociology and political science literature and relates to the experience of déclassement. This 

form of deprivation is expected to be characterized by voters in social decline believing that 

they receive too little in comparison to unduly privileged non-natives, such as asylum 

seekers. It is thus based on need (relative financial precarity) and the feeling on being 

treated unequally. In line with their relatively precarious situation, this form of relative 

deprivation is expected to be most strongly present among citizens in the lower strata of 

social space. The second form of relative deprivation, by contrast, is not characterized by 

need and decline, but by the feeling, among subjectively hardworking citizens, of giving too 

much to groups discording with their own self-reliant morality; ‘lazy’ not-natives mainly. In 

other words, it is rooted in a sense of so-called ‘violated reciprocity’. In terms of socio-

structural heterogeneity, these voters are expected to be situated in the centre right region 

of social space, due to their relative economic success, rather than in its lowest regions, as 

was the case of the previously described déclassés.  



 

67 

 

Having discussed the theoretical expectations of the study, the following chapter will 

now turn to the research design that I used to find out whether, and to what extent, these 

expectations can be found in empirical reality. 
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3. Research design 
 

 

Words alone beat numbers alone. Words with numbers beat words alone. 

And numbers make sense, or much greater sense, within verbal theory. 

 

Giovanni Sartori 

Parties and Party Systems (1976) 

 

3.1 Introduction 

The following chapter discusses the research design of this study. After the case selection (in 

part 3.2), it will follow the same structure as the previous chapter. Accordingly, I will first 

deal with the data and methods used in the supply side-oriented part of the research project 

(section 3.3), before turning to the demand side. Since the empirical demand side-oriented 

part of the dissertation consists of multiple methods and data sources that are used to 

provide answers to the main research questions of the PhD project (in section 3.5 and 3.6 

respectively), section 3.4 will first discuss the logic behind the followed mixed methods 

approach, as well as the way in which these different methods relate to each other. After all, 

as Giovanni Sartori put it, ‘there is no methodology without logos, without thinking about 

thinking. And if a firm distinction is drawn – as it should be – between methodology and 

technique, the latter is no substitute for the former.’ (1970, p. 1033, emphasis in original). 

  

3.2 Case selection 

This PhD-project focuses on two cases: France and the Netherlands. Besides the practical 

infeasibility to adequately cover all West European countries in which RRP are politically 

active – mainly in terms of time (for the quantity of interviews) and linguistic restrictions 

(for the quality of the interviews) –, this limited number reflects a specific objective. That is: 

to analyse a few cases substantively, rather than to say very little about a lot of them. After 
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all, ‘[n]o comparative science of politics is plausible,’ as Sartori (1970, p. 1040) rightly 

observed, ‘unless we can draw on extensive information which is sufficiently precise to be 

meaningfully compared.’ At the same time, a comparison of RRP support in France and the 

Netherlands, two very different cases, is highly interesting from an academic perspective, as 

it allows to pin-point the key differences between and similarities among types of radical 

right-wing supporters across various national contexts, as well as to improve the specificity 

and validity of the causal claims.  

To be sure, the FN and the PVV have many important characteristics in common, for 

instance when it comes to their political messages (see also chapter 4). Since June 2015, the 

two parties are even united in the same political group in the European Parliament: Europe 

of Nations and Freedom (ENF). In fact, since the day it was launched until the moment this 

manuscript was finished (fall 2018), the latter has always been chaired by one member of the 

FN and one member of the PVV. At the same time, there are significant between the two 

cases, that can be situated along three dimensions: properties of the national political field 

(i.e. the political system in the two countries); the position of the FN and the PVV therein 

(i.e. governmental responsibility); as well as the history of the parties (notably their age). 

To start with the first dimension: the two selected cases vary strongly with respect to 

political systems in which they operate, influencing the way these parties are represented 

and represent themselves. The FN, bounded to a statist, semi-presidential context, seldom 

had any representatives on the national level due to the French majoritarian system. When 

the project started the Front national occupied 2 out of 577 seats in the Assemblée 

nationale. The PVV, by contrast, operates in one of the most inclusionary and proportional 

political systems in the world, and was represented in the Lower House since 2006, with 12 

out of 150 seats when the study started. This first dimension is interesting because certain 

studies indicate that RRP supporters generally do not appreciate consensual ways of 

political decision-making (e.g. Aalberts 2012) and that in countries in which politics has a 

strong consensual character, RRP find more support (e.g. Hakhverdian and Koop 2007). At 

the same time, the majoritarian system kept the FN largely out of nationally relevant 

political arenas,  making their spokesmen frequently denounce the democratic shortcomings 
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of the Fifth Republic. This distance to power at the national level, in turn, might foster the 

propensity towards usurpationary closure among FN voters, while underlining the underdog 

position of Le Pen’s party vis-à-vis the political elites.  

This brings us to the second dimension: the position of the two parties within the 

national political field. As I discussed previously, RRP are notably supported by citizens 

with strong anti-establishment feelings (e.g. Betz 1994 Lubbers 2001; Swyngedouw 2001; 

Ignazi 2003; Fieschi and Heywood 2004; Norris 2005). Some scholars even showed that 

these sentiments constitute the most important reason for people to vote for a radical right-

wing party (Luther, 2007; Plasser & Ulram, 2000). Accordingly, the attraction for many 

RRP seems to be partly explainable by their political outsider position; in particular the fact 

that they never had any governmental responsibility (see also part 1.3). The Front National 

and the Dutch Freedom Party differ from each other in this respect, as the former never had 

any political responsibility at the national level, nor on the regional or departmental level. 

The PVV, by contrast, gave ‘gedoogsteun’ (support of an opposition party to a minority 

government) between 2010 and 2012 and also joined a coalition government in the province 

of Limburg between 2011 and 2012. It should be noted though that since the national 

coalition participation of the PVV ended, almost all Dutch parties have become reluctant to 

describe Wilders as a potential coalition partner, thus fostering his outsider position. 

Finally, the two parties differ from each other when it comes to their party history. In 

that light, one might argue that the longer RRP exist, the more they become a part of the 

‘political class’, thus increasing the probability that their members or representatives foster 

a decline in their electoral support, through internal struggles, ‘inappropriate’ statements, 

etc. In this perspective we find, again, significant differences among the two selected parties: 

the FN – also described as the ‘prototypical’ radical right-wing party (Kitschelt & McGann, 

1995, Chapter 3; Mudde & Rovira Kaltwasser, 2017; Rydgren, 2005) –, was co-founded in 

1972 by Jean-Marie Le Pen, who passed on the position of party leader to his daughter 

Marine in January 2011. The PVV, by contrast, was only founded 34 years later, in 2006. 

On the other hand, the long history of the Front National has an important advantage. Since 

its electoral breakthrough, in the first half of the 1980s, several generations of French voters 
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have come of age with the FN as a prominent competitor in the political field. Hence, a 

considerable and growing part of the French population is parentally socialized with more or 

less positive dispositions towards the Front National – an electoral advantage that only 

applies modestly to the Dutch Freedom Party. As Figure 3.1 shows, the first precursor of 

the PVV, the Centre Party (CP), later Centre Democrats (CD) only obtained marginal 

scores during elections in the 1980s and 1990s. In May 2002, The List Pim Fortuyn (LPF) 

was the first Dutch party with fierce anti-immigration stances that obtained considerable 

electoral scores (17%): indeed, only two and a half years before Wilders left the liberal-

conservative governmental party VVD, to start his own political organization: Group 

Wilders, that would be renamed PVV in 2006.  

 

Figure 3.1 Evolution of vote share of RRP in France in the Netherlands (% of valid votes) 

 
 

Source: https://www.interieur.gouv.fr/Elections/Les-resultats (official site of the French Ministry of the Interior) and 

https://www.verkiezingsuitslagen.nl/verkiezingen (official site of the Dutch Electoral Council) (accessed on 12 May, 2018) 

Note: Figure 3.1 includes regional elections (squares), national elections (triangles) and elections for the European Parliament 

(circles). For reasons of clarity and comparability, subregional elections are excluded. The national elections in France are 

based on political relevance. Due to the French semi-presidential system, they thus concern presidential elections (first round). 

Two spots on the graph are unclear due to data overlap: in 1989, the CP participated in both the European (0.8% of the vote 

share) and the national elections (0.9%). The score of the FN in 2002, 16.9%, concerns presidential elections – a result 

overlapping with the score of the LPF in the Dutch elections that year: 17%. In the Dutch general elections of 2017, several 

parties other than the PVV also defended a strong nationalist agenda in combination with anti-establishment stances, notably 

For Netherlands (VNL, 0.4% of the votes) and Forum for Democracy (FvD; 1.8%). The results are not shown in Figure 3.1 for 

clarity reasons. Moreover, the role of these parties was rather marginal (VNL) or non-existent (FvD) during the fieldwork 

period. After the elections in March 2017, FvD has gained many virtual votes in the polls. Besides a certain number of former 

voters of the governmental liberal-conservative party VVD, these citizens mainly consist of former PVV supporters, as it 

becomes less and less likely that Wilders’ party will ever provide ministers in a future government (de Hond, 2018).  
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In sum, the FN has a long history and never governed at the national level, while 

staying marginal in Parliament. The PVV, by contrast, has a relatively short history, but 

already gave support to a minority government, while having more MPs than the FN due to 

the proportional Dutch electoral system. 

In view of the underrepresentation of RRP voters in existing surveys and the aim to 

obtain a statistically sufficient number of respondents, the quantitative part of the demand 

side-oriented part of this study will use a pooled sample of eight West-European countries.25 

The selection of countries in the pooled sample was determined by the presence of an 

electorally relevant RRP on the national political scene and data availability in the 2008 ESS 

survey (the choice for this data source will be discussed in section 3.5). Given the diversity of 

parties and party systems in West-European countries, I classified the political parties into 

six party families, thus allowing for cross-country comparisons. As shown in Table 3.1, these 

party families are: the radical left, social-democrats, new left (greens/social-liberals), 

liberals, Christian democrats/ conservatives and the radical right (based on Carter, 2005; 

Mudde, 2007; Ennser, 2012; Häusermann & Kriesi, 2015). Affiliation to these party families 

was determined by the party respondents voted for in the last national elections. 

  

Table 3.1 Party family classification in eight West European Countries (2008) 

 Country Rad. left Soc.-dem. New Left Liberals Chr. / Cons. Rad. right 

Austria KPÖ SPÖ Grüne LIF ÖVP FPÖ, BZÖ 

Belgium  SP.A Spirit, 
PS 

Groen!, 
Ecolo 

Open VLD, 
MR 

CD&V+N-VA, 
CDH, Lijst 
Dedecker 

VB, FN 

Denmark Ø  A  F  B, V, I  C, K  O  

Finland SKP, KTP SDP Vihr, Vas 
Liberals, 
Kesk  

KD, Kok. PS 

France LCR, LO, PCF PS, PRG 
Les Verts, 
Other green 
movements 

UDF-Modem, 
Nouveau 
Centre   

UMP, CPNT, 
MPF 

FN 

Netherlands SP PvdA D66, GL VVD CDA LPF, PVV 

Norway RV A SV V, Sp  Krf, H FrP 

Switzerland PdA SPS GPS, GLP PRD CVP, EVP 
SVP, SD, 
EDU, Lega 

                                                
25 As will be discussed below, the results of this analysis do not differ substantially from the two cases under study.  
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As Table 3.2 shows, a large variation can be observed when looking at the number of RRP 

voters in these eight countries – ranging from 3% in France (n = 33) to 29% in Switserland 

(n = 218). Table 3.2 also shows that radical right-wing voters tend to be underrepresented 

in the ESS dataset (as is the case in other surveys). In total, however, the pooled sample 

contains a satistcatory 974 radical right voters. 

 

Table 3.2 Representativeness of radical right voters in ESS round 4 (in %) 

Country (election year) ESS round 4 Election results Difference 

Austria (2008)  17 18 -1 

Belgium (2007) 08 12 -4 

Denmark (2007) 10 14 -4 

Finland (2007) 04 04 00 

France (2007) 03 010 -7 

Netherlands (2006) 04 06 -2 

Norway (2005) 16 22 -6 

Switzerland (2007) 29 29 00 

 

3.3 Supply side: data and methods 

Data source: why tweets? 

In order to find out which types of closure are invoked by the FN and the PVV, with respect 

to which issue categories and which reference groups, this supply side-oriented part of the 

research project relies on the tweets of the leaders of the two parties under investigation: 

Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders. The choice for this data source differs from the two 

dominant approaches in the existing ‘supply side’ literature: expert surveys (e.g., Bakker et 

al., 2015; Huber & Inglehart, 1995; Polk et al., 2017) and the analysis of party manifestos 

(Budge et al., 2001; Klingemann et al., 1994; Laver, 2001). To better understand the 

advantages of analysing tweets within the perspective of the present chapter, I will first 

discuss the deficits of these existing approaches. 

Expert surveys, of which the Chapel Hill Expert Survey probably constitutes the 

most famous example, can be a useful and feasible method to estimate party positions. 

However, these surveys tend to be characterized by a certain number of pitfalls, notably in 

terms of the ambiguity of the object of assessment and subjectivity bias. In other words: 
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whose position-takings are actually estimated, those of party leaders, activists or militants – 

and on which information are these estimations based? (Budge, 2000; Kitschelt, 2007; Mair, 

2001; Marks et al., 2007). In addition, expert surveys are of relatively little use for the 

present study as they do not contain any information about targeted reference groups, nor 

about different forms of closure characterizing the statements of analysed political parties. 

To be sure, this absence also applies to party manifesto datasets and even to less frequently 

followed approaches, such as the analysis of articles in major newspapers with a focus on 

political actors and issues (e.g., Kriesi et al., 2008; 2012; Hutter et al., 2016). 

Party manifestos too can be a useful source to determinate party positions. However, 

they suffer from other shortcomings. First of all, these texts are not read by many voters  

(see also Kriesi et al., 2008, pp. 66-67). Consequently, they have little to do with the 

messages that actually reach citizens and potentially affect their political perceptions and 

electoral behaviour. Moreover, manifesto datasets, such as the Comparative Manifesto 

Project, are generally based on salience theory of party competition (Budge et al., 2001; 

Spoon et al., 2014). Accordingly, these approaches do capture the relative importance of 

specific issues for political parties, yet they generally neglect the direction of parties’ 

statements (Kitschelt, 2007). This deficit is reinforced by the fact that these political texts 

are characterized by an avoidance of direct confrontation: manifestos mainly differ from 

each other through parties’ divergent emphases on political issues. They thus provide a 

biased representation of what a party actually stands for and campaigns against. After all, in 

the media and the eyes of voters, parties and politicians are not so much portrayed and 

perceived in isolation, but rather in confrontational terms, according to some principle of 

division (Kriesi et al. 2008, p. 66; see also Budge & Farlie, 1983). Finally, manifestos are a 

relatively poor data source for the assessment of issue salience, as they reflect parties’ 

position-takings on a very wide range of issues (including education, economy, foreign 

policy, health care, environmental issues, security, etc.). This tendency distorts the salience 

of issues through which parties and their spokesmen, notably through media appearances, 

try to distinguish themselves from their electoral competitors. 
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The shortcomings of existing approaches encouraged me to develop a new dataset 

based on tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders. This data source features several 

important advantages. First of all, Twitter messages of the spokesmen of political parties 

frequently concern statements that are communicated to a broad audience; a characteristic 

that is illustrated by Marine Le Pen, whose tweets often consist of personal quotes from 

radio interviews and debates on national television. Geert Wilders tends to avoid similar 

media platforms. Yet, in a Trumpian fashion (avant la lettre), his utterances on Twitter 

often provoke(d) wide attention in the Dutch press, thus enabling the PVV ‘to run its 

campaign and maintain contact with supporters by alternative means.’ (Vossen, 2017)26 By 

virtue of their mediatized character, tweets, as a data source, thus allowed me to analyse the 

political supply of the two RRP while getting relatively close to the statements that actually 

reach radical right voters. 

Besides their coverage, tweets also feature an important advantage when it comes to 

their content. As they are not (or, at least, much less) prone to the previously described bias 

characterizing manifestos – i.e. the coverage of issues that are ‘obligatory’ rather than 

politically relevant for the concerned parties –, Twitter messages provide a more accurate 

representation of the salience of issues political actors claim to care about. In addition, as 

these messages are often explicitly ‘confrontational’, in comparison to party manifestos, they 

constitute a more appropriate source to capture different forms of closure, issue positions 

and directions, as well as invoked reference groups. Finally, this type of communication 

allows for cross-national comparisons, as tweets exhibit similar formats and length.  

Pertaining to this last aspect, however, it should be noted the advantageous, 

comparable format of tweets also comes at a certain cost. After all, in real world settings – 

i.e. single tweets –, it is easier and more common to invoke one reference groups or issue 

domains rather than to articulate three of them (compare Bernhard and Kriesi, 

forthcoming). Accordingly, expressions of dual closure will probably be observed more 

frequently if whole texts, e.g. press releases or campaign speeches are selected as the unit of 

                                                
26 This strategy is reflected in the number of followers on Twitter. On January 8, 2018, when I finished the data 

collection, Wilders was by far the Dutch politician with the largest number of followers (949.407).  
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observation, for instance by using methods such as holistic grading. Yet, due to the length of 

these documents, and the consequent multiplicity of invoked issues, reference categories and 

forms of closure, such a broad-brush strategy would generate highly inaccurate results.27 

Moreover, similar texts do not feature the other advantages that characterize tweets, for 

example when it comes to the coverage of Twitter statements. 

 

Data collection 

In view of the research objectives in this chapter, I focused on the tweets of the leaders of the 

FN and the PVV. Primarily because they are – by far – the most relevant representatives of 

their respective parties, also on Twitter: in January 2018, when I finished the data 

collection, Marine Le Pen had almost ten times as many followers (two million) as the 

general account of her party (@FN_officiel); and at least six times as many as any other 

spokesman of the FN. The case of the PVV is even more extreme: at the same moment, 

Wilders (@GeertWildersPVV) had a 1000 times more followers on Twitter than the official 

account of the party he founded (@_PVV) – a ratio that confirms the image of his political 

organization as a ‘one-man party’ (Vossen, 2017). Finally, besides expressing political 

messages as leaders of their respective parties (i.e. as a whole), Marine Le Pen and Wilders 

do (and did) refer to other party spokesmen in their tweets, thus providing a broad and 

representative picture of what their internally heterogeneous organizations (i.e. wholes of 

parts) stand for and campaign against. 

On the threshold of 2018 – on January 1st at 0:00 a.m. – Marine Le Pen had posted 

15.674 Twitter messages, while Wilders’ account counted 9,897 tweets. Following a 

systematic sampling procedure, I decided to code the messages of both RRP leaders in line 

with this ratio of 1.6 to 1. That is, every one in sixteen tweets of Marine Le Pen and every 

one in ten tweets of Geert Wilders. For these claimants to be functionally equivalent, I 

                                                
27 As their length is shorter than (or comparable to) most tweets, a focus on sentences or quasi-sentences to examine 

these data sources would also preclude high scores of dual closure.  
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started coding at the moment when Marine Le Pen was elected as president of the Front 

National, in January 2011.28  

Due to the necessary presence of visible text for the coding procedure, I decided to 

skip tweets without visible written statements – generally, these are messages only consist of 

a photo or video without further comments. Inversely, some tweets that I encountered 

contained long texts in posted pictures (notably parliamentary questions of PVV MPs) or 

videos (mainly subtitles of Parliamentary debates). In these rare cases, I only selected the 

main titles, for reasons of feasibility and the comparability of format and length. Finally, I 

skipped retweets as they were not written by the party leaders in question. Together this led 

to a dataset consisting of 1’378 tweets; 867 of Marine Le Pen (62.9%) and 511 of Geert 

Wilders (37.1%), as the latter retweeted more frequently and posted more messages with 

textless photos. 

 

Coding procedure 

To examine the data, I developed an innovative content analysis, following a human-based 

coding procedure of individual tweets. In terms of their length (140 characters), tweets 

constitute a highly suitable unit of observation for the analysis of Le Pen’s and Wilders’ 

political messages. They are neither too broad-brush, such as speeches or paragraphs, which 

would preclude meaningful qualitative analysis. Nor are they too short, such as key-words, 

which would easily brush aside crucial nuances (compare March, 2017). The content analysis 

systematically focuses on three elements that have not been analysed as such in the existing 

literature: 1.) forms of closure; 2.) issue categories; and 3.) reference categories.29  

                                                
28 At that moment Marine Le Pen had only started tweeting for a couple of months (November 2010). Wilders began 

earlier, little by little, from May 2009 onwards. Whereas the Twitter activity of both politicians started slowly, the 

number of posted tweets grew almost exponentially in the subsequent years.   

29 I also coded the moral qualifications used by Le Pen and Wilders to discredit political elites ‘above’ and to target 

non-natives ‘below’. In view of scholars underlining the importance of moral/immoral distinctions of radical right-

wing parties (e.g., Lamont et al., 2017; Mudde, 2007; Müller, 2016), a similar approach initially sounded promising 

to me. Yet, in quantitative terms, the presence of moral qualitifications in their tweets was relatively rare (5.7% of 
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With respect to the first element, forms of closure, I followed a coding scheme that 

was structured beforehand, based on the theory developed in section 2.2. In line with the 

idea of a tripartite structure characterizing the radical right’s political supply, three types of 

closure were thus discerned: usurpationary, exclusionary and dual closure. Since negative 

reference categories can either be denounced as such, or in opposition to supported 

ingroups, each of the three closure types covers two subtypes: denunciation of a negative 

reference category as such (‘above’, ‘below’ or both) and an opposition between a negative 

reference category on the one hand versus a supported ingroup on the other.  

Second, to find out who are actually blamed and supported by Le Pen and Wilders, I 

coded the specific reference categories along the lines of closure types (‘elites/above’, 

‘ingroups/in between’ and ‘non-native outgroups/below’), inductively and as specific as 

possible. Besides persons and groups, countries – and in rare cases continents – were also 

coded as a reference category, on the condition that they implied a reference to the 

concerned population (e.g., ‘No more money to Greece’). This distinction is important since 

the presence of a reference group (‘above’, ‘in between’, or ‘below’) determines the form of 

closure that characterizes the tweet. I also coded institutions, such ‘the Euro’ or ‘Islam’, on 

the condition that they were invoked as a subject – for instance when Wilders stated that 

‘the Islam does not belong to the Netherlands!’ (October 29, 2017). Finally, in certain cases, 

ingroups were not invoked explicitly, but implicitly. In the following tweet of Geert Wilders, 

for instance, this implicit group concerns ‘tax payers in the Netherlands’: ‘Dijsselbloem: new 

financial aid to the Greeks unavoidable. And having the nerve to raise taxes in the 

Netherlands. Treason!’ (August 29, 2013). Similar implicit references to native ingroups 

emphasize the advantage of a hand-coded approach, as it is practically impossible for any 

kind of automated procedure to get at some of these crucial details.  

The third aspect of the content analysis concerns issue categories. This part of the 

analysis was inspired by Kriesi and his colleagues (2008; 2012), who distinghuised 12 issue 

categories in the supply of political parties in western Europe. Since I did not know 

                                                                                                                                                       
total). Moreover, non-notive reference groups ‘below’ were only incidentally opposed to the native population along 

moral boundaries, such as ‘ungrateful’ or ‘profiteers’. 
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beforehand which issues would be invoked by the two RRP leaders, the analysis was partly 

inductive. By doing so, I refined the categories of Kriesi et al. in line with the specific 

content of the tweets of Le Pen and Wilders, in order to allow for a more precise analysis of 

the latter. For instance, Islam/ism, does not constitute a separate category in the coding 

scheme of Kriesi and his colleagues. Yet, the issue is of crucial importance to adequately 

assess Wilders’ political messages. In total I thus identified 24 meta-categories, covering 

167 issue categories (see Appendix A for more details about the coding procedure). 

Having discussed the data and methods used for the analysis of the FN’ and PVV’s 

political supply, the next sections will deal with the research design for the demand side-

oriented part of this research project, which is based on a mixed methods approach. 

 

3.4 Demand side: mixing methods 

The use of different methods within a single study framework can derive from various kinds 

of considerations (for an overview see e.g., Brannen, 1992; Bryman, 2006). In certain cases, 

multi-method strategies serve illustrative purposes. Qualitative findings thus constitute the 

mere ‘meat on the bones’ of quantitative results. Mixed methods strategies can also depend 

on methodological justifications. For instance, when quantitative analyses are used for the 

sampling procedure of a second qualitative research step, or – inversely – when the results of 

an initial qualitative investigation are integrated in a questionnaire which, in turn, is used in 

a subsequent quantitative research step. Perhaps, the most recurrent form of mixing 

methods, however, originates from considerations of causal inference, which is often 

described as ‘triangulation’ (e.g., Jick, 1979). Researchers following this approach use 

quantitative and qualitative methods to answer the same question of causal inference in 

order to find out whether the two different methods lead to a similar conclusion. Yet, despite 

its popularity, the approach has serious flaws. Not only in cases where the results produced 

by the two methods are different (what conclusions should then be drawn and on which 

grounds?), but also in situations where the findings of different methods show some degree 

of overlap. In these cases, ‘it is only possible to assess such convergence very abstractly’, as 

Seawright (2016, p. 5) noted, ‘because qualitative and statistical approaches produce results 
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that are different in kind’. Accordingly, besides the sign of the inference, it is often 

impossible to decide whether the results of qualitative and quantitative methods actually 

correspond on any more detailed level of analysis. The mixed methods strategy of this 

research project does not ensue from illustrative, methodological or inferential purposes. 

Instead, the main aim of this study is to develop a typology of RRP support. By doing so, it 

follows the idea of complementarity between quantitative and qualitative methods. The next 

two sections will discuss these approaches in terms of their respective strengths and 

weaknesses as well as the (sequential) order in which they are implemented in this study.  

 

Compensating for extensiveness and intensiveness 

Arguments for the complementarity of quantitative and qualitative approaches have been 

advanced more than once in the history of philosophy and the social sciences. Maurice 

Merleau-Ponty, for instance, during his lectures at the Sorbonne in the early 1950’s, 

remarked that ‘statistics is necessary to sociology, but does not coincide with it. We must get 

into contact with the social phenomenon, and understand it in its own proper frame, in order 

to find a social meaning in statistical facts.’ (Merleau-Ponty, 1964, pp. 62–3) Similarly, 

Walter G. Runciman, in his famous survey-based study on relative deprivation, noted that a 

survey, by itself, ‘is no more than a snap-shot of the social landscape at one place and time. It 

may, like an aerial photograph, enable us for the first time to see clearly the outline of woods 

and fields; but this only increases our curiosity to look under the trees.’ (Runciman 1966, p. 

7) Indeed, due to their large samples, quantitative studies have the advantage of 

extensiveness – their strength lies in analyses on the aggregate level, whereas their problem 

is one of intensiveness, of getting access to the complex small-scale configurations in which 

social life becomes meaningful for the individuals under investigation. For qualitative 

studies, the situation is inversed: their weakness concerns extensiveness, whereas their 

specific strength – as Udo Kelle (2001) put it – ‘lies in their ability to lift the veil on social 

microprocesses and to make visible hitherto unknown cultural phenomena.’ Accordingly, 

within the field of electoral sociology, quantitative studies are indispensable when it comes 

to the identification of macro-level regularities structuring voting behaviour, whereas 
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qualitative investigations offer complementary possibilities for the assessment of micro-level 

factors leading to different forms of partisan support. 

At least four features of qualitative investigations are relevant for the present 

research project. First of all, semi-structured interviews offer informants the possibility to 

talk about the issues they find (most) important, personally, societally and politically. 

Accordingly, instead of ‘imposing’ issues in a close-ended fashion – including issues 

respondents potentially never thought about before they were interviewed –, this approach 

provides a higher chance to find out what actually occupies the minds of the concerned 

voters. Second, besides the possibility of assessing what matters for citizens, in-depth 

interviews also enable social scientists to find out how voters think and talk about politics: 

by inviting informants to express themselves in their own words, it allows researchers to 

account for the previously mentioned ‘fragmentation, narrowness, and diversity’ of 

information mobilized by individuals to ‘justify’ their electoral preferences (Converse, 1964),  

while providing the possibility to assess whether the interviewees think about politics in a 

rather non-structured, self-referential or ideological way (compare Table 2.1). Third, 

qualitative research is one of the rare ways to approach, and adapt to, people’s ‘frame of 

reference’ (Lazarsfeld & Barton, 1951, p. 157) and, thus, to acquire information about the 

relevant reference groups, identification and classification schemes that RRP voters actually 

have in mind when they think about their electoral affinities. These symbolic boundaries, 

which include certain groups and things, while excluding others (Jenkins, 2000; Lamont & 

Molnár, 2002; Tilly, 2005; Zerubavel, 1991), are crucial to assess the comparative 

perspectives in which citizens situate themselves socially and politically. Fourth and finally, 

qualitative studies enable researchers to discern and connect individually relevant social 

characteristics and political convictions leading citizens to vote for a radical right-wing 

party. This possibility of linking people’s social experiences to their political preferences is 

important since variables in existing surveys are often too crude and too distal to assess the 

mediations between social characteristics on the one hand and electoral motivations on the 

other (Agrikoliansky & Le Grignou, 2016, pp. 14–19). Taken together, these four features 

allow for a more subtle and realistic understanding of radical right support.  
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A sequential mixed methods design 

As the previous sections indicated, the second (qualitative) research step is not simply 

integrated in order to illustrate, confirm or falsify the macro-structural regularities analysed 

during the first (quantitative) research step. In fact, the latter rather constitute a starting 

point for the former, by bringing into focus the main sources of structural variation among 

RRP supporters. The qualitative research step of sociological Verstehen, then, constitutes a 

crucial continuation: ‘it is required on the one hand for elucidating the social and cultural 

meaning of what is to be causally explained, and on the other hand for attaining knowledge 

of the processes that connect cause and effect.’ (Ekström, 1992, p. 109) Accordingly, the 

first research step mainly centres on examining existing claims in the literature concerning 

the ‘who’, ‘how’ and ‘why’ characteristics of RRP supporters, whereas the second step – by 

virtue of its novelty in the literature – inevitably has a more exploratory character. Indeed, 

due to its aim to develop a typology of radical right-wing support, this research step does 

not merely focus on the verification or falsification of existing claims; it is also open to 

generating hypotheses.  

This partially exploratory character, implies that the approach chosen in the second 

research step of the study is not a purely hypothetical-deductive one. Although the latter 

often leads to useful and precise testing of hypotheses, it would, in the case of this research 

project, easily force new empirical findings into the straightjackets of existing 

categorisations, thus hampering the development of new perspectives on the phenomena to 

be explained. As the theoretical expectations in the previous chapter showed, this does not 

imply that the qualitative part of the present study is purely inductivist either. After all, due 

to its lack of (initial) hypotheses, this ‘tabula rasa approach’ to use Tavory and Timmermans’ 

terms (2014, pp. 14–5), does not tell where to focus one’s attention to in the first place, nor 

does it indicate how to link different observations; thus leaving the researcher prone to all 

sorts of prejudices and preconceptions (see also Bourdieu et al., 1991, pt. 2; Thornberg, 

2012). As Novalis poetically put it: ‘Hypotheses are nets, only he who casts will catch.’ (cited 

in: Popper, 2002, p. XIV)  
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In view of these considerations, the qualitative part of the present study follows a so-

called abductive approach (e.g., Tavory and Timmermans, 2014), that I would rather 

describe as hypothetical-inductive. Based on the idea that ‘hypotheses – and theories in 

particular – may have both inductive and deductive connections with other statements.’ 

(Niiniluoto & Tuomela, 1973, p. 208), the latter constitutes an iterative analytical process, 

going back and forth between theoretical expectations on the one hand and empirical 

observations on the other, while turning an initial set of working hypotheses into an 

empirically grounded explanatory framework. In more practical terms, the second research 

step consists of a qualitative cluster analysis that will be discussed in further detail in part 

3.6. Before getting there, I will first turn to the research design of the quantitative part of 

the study. 

 

3.5 The quantitative research step 

Opting for multiple correspondence analysis 

In the previous chapter, I argued why the quantitative research step of this research project 

does not focus on separate explanatory variables, but rather on their interrelatedness within 

a Bourdieusian theoretical framework  (see section 2.2). Methodologically, these analyses are 

based on multiple correspondence analyses (MCA). In line with the first research question of 

the present study, this ‘geometrical data analysis’ – as its proponents prefer to call it – allows 

to assess how vote choice, political interest as well as political preferences are related to 

social-structural properties. By accounting for the largest polarity between individual 

respondents, MCA maps categorical data sets as clouds of points (in this case: individual 

respondents) in a low-dimensional Euclidian space. The contributions of each variable 

category to the principal dimensions (or axes) constituting this geometric space are 

calculated according to (1) their distance to the origin point along the axes and (2) their 

relative weight. MCA uses the profile of individual properties (that is, the values of the 

active variables and active individuals in the sample) and extracts the optimal dimensions 

explaining the greatest part of total variance (eigenvalues) in decreasing order of importance 

(Greenacre, 1984, 1993; Le Roux and Rouanet, 2010). 
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Following Bourdieu’s framework (1984a; see also Le Roux and Rouanet, 2010), this 

study uses the social characteristics of individuals as (active) structuring factors, whereas 

vote choice, political preferences and political interest are projected on the constructed 

space in the form of supplementary points. Consequently, the latter do not affect the basic 

construction of the social space but provide the opportunity to examine how ‘active’ social 

structural factors and ‘passive’ variables, such as political preferences, are related with one 

another. This choice also corresponds to the theoretical status of social characteristics as the 

explanatory basis for my analysis of partisan support (see Figure 1.2). In more technical 

terms, I use ‘specific MCA’ instead of regular MCA. The former is basically the same as the 

latter, yet it allows for a more refined analysis, since infrequent categories are treated as 

passive categories (Le Roux & Rouanet, 2010). This feature of specific MCA also applies to 

respondents displaying missing values on one or several active variables. Regular MCA 

drops these respondents, whereas specific MCA enabled me to keep them in the analysis. 

 

Data and operationalization 

When it comes to the used data, the multiple correspondence analyses in this research 

project rely on the European Social Survey round 4 (2008). Despite the fact that this round 

is unfortunately not the most recent one available, it is the only large dataset I know that 

includes the variable ‘subject area of education’ – thus allowing me to analyse the two types 

of cultural capital described in the previous chapter –, as well as detailed questions related to 

welfare politics, thanks to the rotating module on welfare attitudes, thus offering the 

possibility to analyse position-takings regarding the previously mentioned socio-economic 

dimension.30 Following Bourdieu (1984a) and Harrits (2010), six active structuring variables 

are used to construct the social space. They are presented in Table 3.3.31 

                                                
30 To be sure, these socio-economic attitudinal questions were included in the 8th round of the ESS (2016), but this 

dataset became available too late for the present research project. Moreover, it unfortunately does not include the 

variable ‘subject area of education’. 

31 Unfortunately, no data was available concerning the possession of a house or a summer house, let aside the value of 

one’s car or other assets. These indicators might have given a better picture of one’s economic capital (Bourdieu, 

1984a, p. 117; Harrits et al., 2010, p. 15). 
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Table 3.3 Variables and variable categories used for the construction of the social space 

Socio-structural variables 
ESS4 

variable 
Number of 
categories 

Categorisation 

Income hinctnta 5 1 lowest – 5 highest 

Occupational classification  iscoco 8 Service workers / Socio-cultural (semi-)professionals / 
Production workers / Technical professionals and 
technicians / Office clerks / (Associate) managers and 
administrators / Small business owners / Self-employed 
professionals and large employers 

Sector of employment tporgwk 2 Public (including central or local government, other 
public sector and state-owned enterprise) / Private 
(private firm and self-employed) 

Education level father edulvlfa 4 Less than lower secondary / Lower secondary / Upper 
secondary / Post-secondary and tertiary 

Education level mother edulvlma 4 Less than lower secondary / Lower secondary / Upper 
secondary / Post-secondary and tertiary 

Education level + field  edulvla +  
edufld 

5 Lower secondary at highest / Intermediate applied / 
Intermediate general / High practical / High theoretical 

 

Pertaining to the first of these six variables, income deciles were regrouped into five groups 

in order to avoid too small categories in the MCA (i.e. < 5%). The second indicator, covering 

occupation categories, was coded according to the classification scheme of Daniel Oesch 

(2006), which, in turn, is based on the conventional International Standard of Classification 

of Occupations (ISCO88). Because of its infrequent presence (< 5%), the occupational group 

‘self-employed professionals and large employers’ was used as a passive category in the 

specific multiple correspondence analysis. When it comes to the sector of employment, I 

distinguished two categories (public vs. private), not only because two out of three public 

sectors items had a very small N, but also because the social characteristic of being self-

employed was already covered by occupational classification of Daniel Oesch. Accordingly, I 

subsumed the ‘self-employed’ under the private sector category in order to avoid statistical 

overweight. Similarly, I recoded the variable concerning the education level of the 

respondent’s father and mother from five to four categories, since in both cases one item had 

a negligible N (post-secondary non-tertiary education). The latter was therefore combined 

with the category post-secondary and tertiary education. Finally, I created an educational 

variable including both the volume of a respondent’s institutionalised cultural capital, and 

the subject area of his/her highest educational qualification. As discussed in part 2.4, these 
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educational fields can be distinguished according to two polar types of cultural capital. On 

the one hand, a more theoretical and generalising type of institutionalised pole, 

characterized by a low convertability into economic gains. On the other hand, a more 

practical pole of institutionalised cultural capital, determined by an applied character, as 

well as a high level of convertibility into economic gains and a relative closeness to the 

business world. Pertaining to the available variable in the fourth ESS round, including 13 

different educational fields, this distinction leads to the classification presented in table 3.4 

 

Table 3.4 Classification of the ESS4-variable ‘field or subject of highest qualification’   

according to two types of institutionalized cultural capital 
 

edufld  
item nr. 

General/theoretical cultural capital 
edufld 
item nr. 

Applied/practical cultural capital 

2 Art 4 Technical and engineering 

3 Humanities 5 Agriculture and forestry 

6 Teacher training or education 9 Economics and business, etc. 

7 Science, mathematics, etc. 11 Law and legal services 

8 Medicine, nursing, etc. 12 Personal services (e.g., catering, hairdressing) 

10 Social and behavioural sciences 13 Public order and safety 

  14 Transport and telecommunication 

 

The only item of this variable that was not integrated in the institutionalised cultural 

capital distinction concerns ‘General or no specific field’. Since almost two-thirds (65.3%) of 

the respondents corresponding to this item have a lower secondary education level at 

highest, I decided to create a specific category entitled ‘primary and lower secondary 

education’, while dropping two small groups of respondents: on the one hand, those who 

have a vocational or higher education level, yet without specifying a  field or subject of their 

highest qualification; on the other, a small number of respondents having a primary or lower 

secondary education level in one of the thirteen educational fields.32 This procedure allowed 

me to construct a five categorical variable that can be depicted in the following way:  

 

                                                
32 As with the parental education level of the respondents, the few respondents with post-secondary non-tertiary 

education were subsumed under the tertiary education level category.  
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Figure 3.2 Integrating volume and subject field of institutionalized  

cultural capital into a five categorical variable 

 Volume +  

 
 

 
 
 

 

Theoretical/general + 
Practical/applied – 

 

 

Tertiary  
theoretical 

 

 

Tertiary 
Practical 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Practical/applied + 
Theoretical/general – 

 

Intermediate  
general 

 

 

Intermediate  
applied 

 

Primary and lower  
secondary education  

 

 
 

Volume – 

  

Thus far, only ‘active’ structuring factors have been discussed. The following paragraphs 

will focus on the so-called ‘passive’ or ‘supplementary’ variables. One of these variables has 

already been dealt with in detail before: namely the six political party families in the eight 

West-European countries that are selected for this part of the study. This partisan 

affiliation is determined by the party family a respondent voted for during the last national 

elections: radical left, social-democrats, new left, liberals, Christian-democrats/ 

conservatives and radical right. Next to these six party families, the seventh item added to 

this categorical variable is ‘no vote’, derived from the respondent’s answer to the question 

whether s/he voted or did not vote during the last national election. This vote choice 

variable, in turn, will be used to distinguish RRP voters from other respondents. 

The second dimension analysed during the quantitative stage of the research project 

concerns the structural heterogeneity of political preferences. As section 2.4 discussed, 

socio-economic preferences are expected to be most relevant here. In order to analyse the 

latter and distinguish them from socio-cultural attitudes, I follow the operationalization of 
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Häusermann and Kriesi (2015). Table 3.5 presents the included indicators as well as the 

number of items and the original ESS questions.33  

The third and final source of socio-structural heterogeneity that will be analysed in 

the quantitative part of the study relates to voters’ political decision-making processes. 

Unfortunately, existing datasets only provide few indictors to approach this ‘howdunit’ 

question empirically. The most widely used variable in that matter probably concerns 

political  interest.  In  view  of  its  theoretical  importance  (see  part  2.3)  and  availability in the  

 

Table 3.5 List of used attitudinal variables 

Indicators 
ESS4 

variable 

N of 

items 
Survey question 

Immigration imsmetn* 

imdfetn* 

impcntr* 

imbgeco  

imueclt  

imwbcn 

4 

4 

4 

10 

10 

10 

Allow many/few immigrants of same race/ethnic group as majority 

Allow many/few immigrants of different race/ethnic group as maj.  

Allow many/few immigrants from poorer countries outside Europe 

Immigration bad or good for country's economy 

Country's culture undermined/enriched by immigrants 

Immigrants make country worse/better place to live 

Welfare chauvinism imrccon 10 Immigrants receive more or less than they contribute 

Welfare misuse uentrjb 

bennent 

prtsick 

5 

5 

5 

Most unemployed people do not really try to find a job 

Many manage to obtain benefits/services not entitled to 

Employees often pretend they are sick to stay at home  

Cultural liberalism wmcpwrk 

mnrgtjb 

freehms 

schtaut 

hrshsnt 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

women should be prepared to cut down on paid work for family 

Men should have more right to job than women when scarcity 

Gays and lesbians are free to live life as they wish 

Schools must teach children to obey authority 

People who break the law should be given much harsher sentences 

EU integration euftf 10 EU unification has to go further / has gone too far 

Egalitarianism gincdif 5 Government should reduce differences in income levels 

Redistribution smdfslv 5 For a fair society, differences in standard of living should be small 

Job for everyone gvjbevn* 10 Job for everyone, governments' responsibility 

 * The scale of asterisked variables was inverted in order to point in the same attitudinal direction.   
 

                                                
33 The only difference with Häusermann and Kriesi’s analysis is that three ESS variables, concerning childcare 

(gvpdlwk), pension insurance (earnpen) and unemployment benefits (earpen), are omitted here, since factor analyses 

(results not shown) indicated that they constitute a third attitudinal dimension – this is probably due to a different 

case selection. Moreover, these three omitted variables are less strongly linked to fundamental state-market aspects 

than the three variables that are included in this analysis, covering: income redistribution, equal standards of living 

and governmental job protection. 
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ESS database, the latter will also be used in this study. Four levels of political interest are 

distinguished: not interested at all, hardly interested, quite interested, and very interested. 

Since political interest depends on the finesse of actually mastered classification schemes 

employed by citizens (Bourdieu, 1984c; Gaxie, 1978, p. 74-6), the former is also used as a 

proxy for political sophistication.  

 

3.6 The qualitative research step  

Opting for life history interviews 

In line with the sequential mixed methods design of this study, the quantitative research 

step will be followed by a qualitative investigation. This qualitative analysis, in turn, is based 

on a particular type of in-depth interviews, called life history interviews. Just as other 

qualitative methods, life history interviews are relatively weak when it comes to hypotheses 

testing and generalizing about obtained results. Yet, they are ‘very rich for the more in-

depth explanatory accounts, something that quantitative techniques have difficulties in 

providing.’ (Della Porta, 2014a, pp. 271–72). More specifically, life history interviews 

constitute a particularly useful and powerful research method for the study of motives, 

beliefs, identities and attitudes; in sum, to analyse how respondents perceive themselves and 

the world they live in (e.g., Blee, 2013; Della Porta, 2014a; McCracken, 1988). The focus on 

life histories implies that one tries to understand individual choices and preferences as steps 

in personal trajectories. Hence, they are like ‘travels through time,’ in which the interviewee 

is invited to dive back into the past on the basis of an interview scheme (Klandermans and 

Mayer, 2006, pp. 51-56).  

My interview scheme was structured in accordance with the three previously 

mentioned dimensions: who, why and howdunit (for the interview guide, see Appendix B). In 

line with the theoretical expectations discussed in the previous chapter, the first part of the 

interview guide (whodunit) thus covers relevant social characteristics – biographical factors 

that have to be understood in order to explain political preferences, notably socio-

professional trajectories (Bourdieu, 1984a; Flecker, 2007), familial background (parental 

educational level and type, plus their professional trajectories), age, educational experiences 
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(level and type of education, results, subjective appreciations), professional experiences (type 

of job, hierarchical position, experience of promotion, unemployment or other difficulties), 

as well as religious and political affiliations. 

 The second part of the interview scheme related to the normative motives fostering 

people to support a RRP (the previously mentioned ‘whydunit’ dimension). As with 

explanations of electoral support for any other party, an important epistemological risk 

lurks in relying exclusively on individuals’ retrospective (or prospective) accounts of their 

voting behaviour. Voting, after all, is an act that usually goes without saying – in the 

solitude of the polling booth, citizens do not have to account for their own political 

preferences. Accordingly, when an interviewer ‘collects’ the electoral motive(s) of a 

respondent, this might easily lead to ‘post hoc rationalizations’ (Bloch, 1998, p. 23) which do 

not necessarily constitute the causal principles of the actual voting act (Mariot, 2010, pp. 

176–79). Needless to say, this risk concerns both qualitative and quantitative-oriented 

research. In order to minimize the danger of creating epistemological artefacts, I thus tried 

to assess the subjectively most relevant normative issue(s) for the concerned respondents by 

asking them the following question: if the PVV/FN were to be in power with a majority of 

the votes after the next national elections, what then would you personally hope that it 

would change first? As a follow-up I asked: Is there anything else that you would personally 

hope that would change if the PVV/Front National were to be in power? By staying at this 

level of generality, I also tried to avoid the risk of imposing questions that the own 

experiences of the respondents do not ‘ask’ to them; since it would easily lead to another 

type of epistemological artefacts (Bourdieu, 1984a, pp. 413ff). In many cases, however, the 

respondents already came up with normative issues that matter mostly for them during the 

first part of questionnaire. 

Finally, the interview guide focused on the political decision-making processes of the 

concerned voters. Besides media consumption and discussions about politics with friends and 

family, this ‘howdunit’ question also relates to the evaluation criteria and reference schemes 

that citizens mobilize to situate themselves politically. I therefore asked the respondents to 

fill in a questionnaire with standard questions on these matters at the end of the interview 
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(see Appendix C). Besides political interest and previous vote choices, this questionnaire also 

covers a question regarding the respondent’s position on a left-right scale ranging from 0 to 

10. For a more realistic assessment of these left-right orientations, the question not only 

offered interviewees the possibility to answer ‘don’t know’, but also to be ‘indifferent’, that 

is, not to be interested in politics (compare Gaxie, 1990, pp. 102–103). Furthermore, to 

assess the political sophistication of my interviewees in a way that is both theoretically 

significant and empirically manageable, I asked the interviewees what this left-right 

distinction stood for in their eyes34 (in Dutch: Wat maakt in uw ogen links links en rechts 

rechts?; in French: D’après vous, qu’est-ce qui fait de la gauche la gauche et de la droite la 

droite?). Accordingly, it was not only possible to assess the degree to which individuals 

differentiate between political issues, actors and events, but also how they integrate (i.e. 

connect) the latter in terms of abstract, group-related or personal, (non-)ideological 

constructs. The use of the questionnaire also turned out to have an important practical 

advantage, as it allowed me to reflect upon and ask about issues and experiences that were 

neglected or not fully developed during the interview.  

 Since life history interviews are like ‘travels through time’, the interview guide was 

structured more or less chronologically – starting from the neighbourhood the respondent 

grew up in, via primary and secondary socialization factors, to his or her political interest 

and present-day evaluations of politics. At the same time, it is important to remember that 

this guide constitutes a supple, semi-structured scheme, which allowed me to elaborate on 

theoretically significant yet unexpected answers during the interview and to ask questions 

that were not forcibly foreseen. Furthermore, flexibility was needed to gain trust of the 

respondents, and, consequently, to get ‘access’ to their subjectively most relevant world-

views and politically translated experiences. For instance, in some cases – notably when 

talking to politically interested citizens –, it was necessary to first discuss present-day 

                                                
34 I came up with this idea during my 14th interview in the Netherlands. Fortunately, in many cases, it was possible to 

recontact the PVV voters I met before and still ask them about their left/right distinctions. Yet, with several 

respondents this turned out to be impossible. Because of their limited number in comparison to the ensemble of 

voters I interviewed (n = 125), this would probably not have led to substantive new insights for the study. 
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politics before diving into the interviewee’s life history, whereas in other cases things 

worked exactly the other way around: I would thus break the ice by talking about ‘familiar’ 

issues such as life in the neighbourhood, the place one grew up, etc., before switching to 

explicitly political questions – in most cases this approach turned out to work very well. 

 

Unattainable neutrality 

During life history interviews, in which a respondent’s ‘road to the radical right’ is 

recounted within a limited period of time, a process of selection is unavoidable. Indeed, as 

Della Porta (2014a, p. 268) rightly noted: ‘Two interviews, even with the same person, can 

differ from each other in the aspects they emphasize, the biographical periods they spend 

more time upon, the personal “style” of the narration, and so on.’ These different emphases, 

and consequently the results that an interview yields, depend, in my view, on at least three 

sets of factors.  

First of all: the specific historical context in which an interview takes place. This 

historical dimension not only refers to a personally distinct moment in time – that is, a 

specific point in one’s biographical trajectory –, but also, on a more general level, to a 

moment in history characterized by a unique configuration of socio-cultural, economic and 

political events, their mediatisation and subjective impact on the interviewee and 

interviewer, which in turn affects the selection of issues as well as the mobilization of 

memories during an interview.  

The second set of factors relates to the specific ‘setting’ of the interviews. As they are 

organized in the context of an academic research project, and include the presence of a voice 

recorder, my life history interviews differ strongly from other forms of verbal exchange, 

such as police interrogations, oral school exams, religious confessions, etc., thus fostering 

peculiar ‘presentations of self’ (Goffman, 1959), while triggering specific mobilizations of 

past experiences – whereas memories of other experiences remain hidden, inactive or even 

stay consciously suppressed (Aldrin & de Lassalle, 2016; De Singly, 1982; Lahire, 2001, pp. 

133–34; Masson & Haas, 2010). The influence of the physical setting in which an interview 

takes place can also be subsumed under this second set of factors. For instance, in a public 
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atmosphere, such as a bar or a restaurant, some people will be more reluctant to talk about 

their personal experiences and political preferences – especially for socially stigmatized 

parties such as most RRP – than in the private and anonymous setting of their own living 

room. This is why I tried to make all interviews take place at people’s own residence, or, in 

the relatively small minority of cases where this turned out to be impossible, in an 

environment where nobody was in earshot.  

The third set of factors which affect the content and outcome of interviews concerns 

the distinct relationship between a specific interviewer and a specific interviewee. A vast 

literature has documented since many decades that relational factors, such as social 

desirability biases, stereotypes and interviewer effects (e.g., race, gender, age, social 

background and status, etc.) not only determine which memories and attitudes are mobilized 

by the interviewee, but also the way in which they are presented (e.g., Davis and Silver, 

2003; Hyman, 1954; Tucker, 1983). As with the other two sets of factors, these relational 

issues not only apply to in-depth interviews, but also to telephone and face-to-face surveys. 

Pertaining to this study, I would say that the fact of being a Dutch, white, blond and blue-

eyed male made the project more feasible than a situation in which I would have been a 

member of a negatively characterized minority group, such as citizens with Moroccans 

origins in the Netherlands. 

Taken together these factors indicate that there are many ways in which an interview 

can be ‘biased,’ making it rather pointless to strive for perfect neutrality. A wiser decision is 

to be attentive to the particular factors that potentially affect the content and interpretation 

of an interview. One could actually claim that non-neutrality constitutes a requirement to 

obtain relevant information in the first place. After all, to understand the interviewee, the 

interviewer should not only keep an analytical distance, but also meddle with him or her, 

come close and, as far as possible, share the respondent’s perspectives: ‘The social scientist 

gets involved in a relationship with a person, indeed his/her involvement is the very 

precondition for getting to know something about his/her research object… Comprehension 

and sympathy are preconditions for explanation.’ (Kriesi, 1992, p. 196, emphasis in original; 

see also Elias, 1956) Accordingly, during the interviews, I attempted to make the 
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respondents feel as comfortable as possible. Notably through empathic ‘back-channel 

communication’ (Yngve, 1970), consisting of head-nods, smiles and short messages such as 

‘okay,’ ‘I see,’ ‘really?’, and ‘huh-uh,’ while trying to stay politically and axiologically neutral 

– for the more an interview turns into a conversation, the more difficult it gets to separate 

that which comes spontaneously from the side of the respondent and that which is added or 

suggested by the interviewer (Mayer, 1995, p. 362).  

Besides empathic back-channel communication, my personal background also helped 

me to make my respondents feel at ease. Having grown up in a village on the Dutch 

countryside – before moving to big cities such as Utrecht and Paris – and being the first 

member of my family who graduated at a university, I am familiar with different social 

milieux. Consequently, it cost me relatively little effort to come close to the different 

perspectives of the people I met (compare Marchand-Lagier, 2009, pp. 653–55). In addition, 

by hinting at my biographical background and provincial roots during the interviews 

(implicit message: I am not an elitist), I was able to avoid potential political suspicion. 

Moreover, and at least as important, similar hints enabled me to limit the social distance 

between many respondents and myself. After all, it is rather unusual for most citizens to talk 

to a PhD student – and it can easily lead to feelings of intellectual inferiority. Someone who 

grew up on the countryside, and whose family mainly consists of truck drivers and nurses 

rather inspires confidence, and thus raises the level of conversational comfort. At the same 

time, it also occurred that my cultural capital and academic background turned out to be 

very useful, notably when intervieweing higher educated voters of the PVV and the FN. 

Some of them even referred to Nietzsche, Theodore Dalrymple or the Maslow pyramid as if 

they were obvious matters – thus highlighting the heterogeneous mix of social and cultural 

backgrounds among the radical right-wing voters I spoke with. 

 

Sampling procedure 

So how about these voters? And, first of all, how did I find them? In line with its central 

research question, focusing on different forms of radical right support, the respondents in 

this study were selected through maximum variation sampling. My initial aim was to 
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interview at least 60 radical right-wing supporters in both countries, displaying a maximum 

range of political viewpoints, interest, sophistication as well as social backgrounds – the 

latter notably in terms of age, gender, education level and occupation.  

To keep this sampling procedure as random and ‘neutral’ as possible, I decided not to 

start in my own social environment, but to get in contact with the Party for Freedom and 

the Front National. In June 2015, a few months before I went to the Netherlands for my first 

fieldwork period, I thus wrote to the PVV’s parliamentary group in the Dutch Lower House, 

asking them if they would be willing to help me with my research project, by enabling 

contact between me and PVV voters via the party, ‘for instance based on a newsletter 

register or a list of volunteers or contributors’. After a negative reply – ‘We receive many 

similar requests on a weekly base. Unfortunately, we have a limited capacity, we are 

therefore unable to comply with all these requests’ – I decided to switch to the provincial 

level and wrote an e-mail to the PVV chairmen in the Provincial States of Drente, 

Groningen, Limburg, Overijssel and Utrecht. These provinces cover a renowned PVV 

stronghold (Limburg) as well as regions where the Party for Freedom has been relatively 

less successful (notably in Utrecht). With the idea of maximum variation sampling in mind, I 

also hoped that these requests would get me in touch with PVV voters living in rural parts 

of the country, since I was living in Utrecht myself during the fieldwork period – i.e. a city 

part of the urban agglomeration in the central-western Netherlands, the so-called Randstad. 

To my surprise, I was invited to meet the PVV’s provincial chairman in Groningen as well as 

two former volunteers in the province of Utrecht. One of these former volunteers, in turn, 

helped me to find a sizeable number of respondents across the country. At the same time, 

these contacts did not suffice to reach the objective of 60 interviews. To achieve that goal 

and to increase the diversity of the sample, I also asked family members, friends, and friends 

of friends whether they knew PVV-minded persons that might be interested in participating 

in my study (in fact, nobody in my circle of friends and family voted for the Party for 

Freedom). Following these different roads, I thus interviewed 64 Dutch citizens who 

recently voted for the PVV and/or intended to so during the following general elections, in 

March 2017.  
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 In the summer of 2016, when all the Dutch interviews were conducted, I moved to 

France. Since I had fewer friends and relatives to contact there, I tried to find FN voters via 

a plurality of routes right away. As in the Netherlands, one of these routes consisted in 

getting in contact with the party. After my experiences with the PVV’s parliamentary group 

in the Lower House, I decided to switch directly to the subnational level and visit local 

meetings (a proximity that was quasi-impossible in the Netherlands, since the PVV was only 

represented in two cities before the municipal elections of 2018 – Almere and The Hague). 

Based, in Paris, I thus ended up in the local Front National office, which is symbolically 

situated in the rue Jeanne d’Arc. During the weekly debates that were held here, I generally 

met young, higher educated and politically interested people living either in Paris or its 

suburbs, who were often eager to do follow-up interviews. However, as quantitative studies 

have shown, citizens with similar characteristics only represent a minor part of the FN 

constituency (see also part 1.3 and 2.3). I thus had to find other Front National voters.  

As luck would have it, I went grape picking in Burgundy later that summer, where 

my entire équipe turned out to vote Front National. After two weeks of vendanges, in which 

we worked intensively together, my co-vintagers invited me to their homes, in southern, 

western and eastern France, to ‘talk about politics’. I thus got in touch with FN voters that 

were not only geographically distant from the respondents I met in Paris. They also differed 

socio-demographically, as they were generally older and lower educated. Moreover, they 

were less interested in politics. Several of my vintage colleagues, in turn, introduced me to 

other Front National voters with similar characteristics.  

Yet, to reach a number of interviewees close to my Dutch sample, their help was not 

enough. For that reason, I also started to contact FN voters via friends and acquaintances – 

an approach that led me to interviewees living in different parts of the country and 

displaying various sociological profiles – from self-employed to public servants, and from 

students to production workers. Finally, I re-contacted voters whom I met during the 

fieldwork for my research master thesis (Damhuis, 2013). In France, I thus interviewed 50 

persons who had voted for the Front National and/or intended to do so during the next 

national elections. To arrive at a similar sample size in the two countries, I added 11 FN 
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voters to the corpus whom I met during my master thesis fieldwork but was not able to 

interview again. To be sure, these interviews were held a few years earlier (almost all of 

them in the first half of 2013) – yet at that time Marine Le Pen was already présidente of the 

Front National and François Hollande président of the French republic, as was the case 

when I started the fieldwork in France for the present research project. Most importantly, 

these interviews constitute a rich empirical source for the main aim of the thesis: the 

development of a typology of radical right support. Taken together, the total sample of the 

qualitative part of the research project thus consists of 125 radical right voters, whose socio-

demographic characteristics are presented in Table 3.6 (for more details, see Appendix D). 

The next section will discuss these characteristics in further detail. 

 

Data quality 

Due to the non-random sampling and relatively limited number of interviewees per country, 

the present research project – as with basically all qualitative studies on radical right support 

– does not aim ‘to see how common or rare something is’ (Hochschild, 2016, p. 247). Instead, 

it explores which kinds of RRP support exist. It  is important, nonetheless,  to critically look  

at the representativeness  of  the  sample,  in view of the robustness of the results presented in 

following chapters. In that respect, it should be remarked that women, constituting roughly 

a quarter of all the interviewed voters, are underrepresented. Especially in France (21.3%), 

where the ratio between FN voting men and women tends to be more and more balanced 

(Amengay et al., 2017). If women are underrepresented in the sample, higher educated 

respondents in general and students in particular are overrepresented – the latter especially 

in France, where only 0.7% of the citizens voting for Le Pen during the first round of the 

Presidential elections in 2017 were students (Sauger, 2018). Moreover, the Dutch sample 

contains several interviewees (4.7%) whose main professional activity consists of work for 

local parties (namely LPF and Leefbaar Rotterdam) as well as the PVV at the provincial 

level – a percentage of political involvement which lies above the national average, as only 

2.2% of the Dutch population is member of a political party, among whom a mere 0.2% 

(about 28.500 people) can be described as active party members (van der Meer, 2017, p. 53).  
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Table 3.6 Socio-demographic characteristics of interviewed FN and PVV voters 

 

  

France Netherlands Total sample 

 Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Gender       

Female 13 21.3 18 28.1 31 24.8 

Male 48 78.7 46 71.9 94 75.2 

Total 61       100 64        100                     125       100 
       

Education level35       

Lower 23 37.7 20 31.3 43 34.4 

Intermediate 20 32.8 28 43.8 48 38.4 

Higher 18 29.5 16 25.0 34 27.2 

Total 61       100 64        100                     125       100 
       

Labour market status       

Employee public 

sector 

07 11.5 04 06.3 11 08.8 

Employee private 

sector 

18 29.5 16 25.0 34 27.2 

Self-employed 

(private) 

08 13.1 15 23.4 23 18.4 

Unemployed 05 08.2 12 18.8 17 13.6 

Retired 14 23.0 11 17.2 25 20.0 

Student 08 13.1 03 04.7 11 08.8 

Employee political 

party  

01 0001.6.0 03 04.7 04 03.2 

Total 61       100 64        100                     125       100 
       

Age  Obs. Min. Max. Mean Std. dev. 

French interviewees  61 18 80 46.2 18.4 

Dutch interviewees  64 19 82 46.1 17.0 

 

 

Total  125 18 82 46.2 17.7 

 

These biases, and the underlying difficulties to interview certain groups within 

society (women, lower educated, etc.) relate to well-documented mechanisms of political 

segregation (see notably Gaxie, 1978). This tendency is also reflected in the 

overrepresentation of politically interested citizens: on a scale from 1 (not interested at all), 

via 2 (hardly) and (rather) to 4 (very interested), the average of the sample (i.e. respondents 

interviewed during the PhD project, n=114) lies at 3.4. Yet, despite these quasi-inevitable 

distortions, the sample is still characterized by an impressive diversity: as will be shown 

below, this not only applies to the political sophistication of the interviewees, but also when 

                                                
35 See Appendix E for more details concerning the education classification in the two countries. 
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it comes to their political preferences and socio-economic characteristics – pertaining to the 

latter, one thinks of age (varying from 18 to 83), education level (from primary school to 

PhD), education fields (from art school to engineering) and professional status (from 

unemployed to self-employed and from student to retiree). This diversity is crucial for the 

present research project focusing on different roads to radical right support. 

 

A qualitative cluster analysis 

To study these different roads, that is, to find out whether different types of RRP support 

can be discerned among the interviewed voters – and if yes, in what they are similar and in 

what they differ in terms of social, evaluative and normative characteristics –, a qualitative 

cluster analysis was undertaken. This analysis was inspired by the iterative model developed 

by Kelle and Kluge (2010, pp. 91–107), who distinguished four steps in the process of 

empirically grounded type construction. This model is presented in Figure 3.3. 

 

Figure 3.3 Four step model for the construction of empirically grounded ideal types 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: adapted from Kelle and Kluge (2010, p. 92) 
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construction of types 
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The first among these four steps concerns the identification and definition of relevant 

variables of comparison. Based on the theoretical expectations discussed in chapter 2 and the 

results of the quantitative analyses that will be discussed in chapter 5, this step consists of 

determining and formulating the factors though which the individual respondents can be 

characterized and, consequently, compared. After partial transcriptions of the interviews – 

that is, of all fragments concerning information about the respondents’ political preferences, 

decision-making processes and socially relevant experiences (covering more than 2000 

pages)36, – the cases were thus coded in Excel, in function of the previously mentioned who, 

how and why dimensions (with respondents as rows and relevant variables as columns). The 

second step, then, centred on regularities among interviewees along these dimensions. By 

clustering individual respondents, based on configurations of shared properties, its aim was 

to discern groups of radical right supporters displaying a maximum of internal homogeneity 

and a maximum of external heterogeneity. Yet, without taking the subjective ‘frames of 

references’ (Lazarsfeld & Barton, 1951, p. 157) of these citizens into account, the second 

step would stay merely descriptive. To understand and explain different forms of RRP 

support, the third step therefore focused on the internal coherence of these configurations 

on the level of meaning; on that what Max Weber would call their Sinnzusammenhang 

(Weber 1978). More specifically, this part of the analysis was based on Herbert Kitschelt‘s 

insight that ‘[i]n a complex world most phenomena have multiple causes, and they must be 

identified by backward-looking analysis’ (2000, p. 872). Accordingly, the third step 

concerned an analysis of the subjectively relevant political preferences invoked by 

respondents to ‘justify’ their vote choice – i.e. the narrow end of the funnel of causality. 

These interview transcripts were then related to theoretically relevant social experiences 

(whodunit) and political decision-making processes (howdunit). As with the second step, this 

step implied a clustering based on similarities within and contrasts between different groups 

of cases. Since unexpected findings and anomalies were likely to show up during this stage 

of the analytical process, the third step was connected to the first step, thus allowing for 

                                                
36 Except for one respondent in the Netherlands, who did not gave me permission to record the interview (out of fear 

to be publicly recognized as a PVV voter), all interviews were taped with a voice recorder. 
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revisions and refinements of the initial hypotheses in a subsequent round of the type 

construction cycle. In this way, the iterative approach allowed for the development of 

supplementary types and ideal-typical variants when several cases were too remote from an 

already constructed type. The process of type construction terminated with a fourth step. 

This stage of the analysis consisted in developing an encompassing characterization for each 

of the constructed types, summarizing the different variable configurations as well as the 

corresponding Sinnzusammenhänge. 

 

3.7 Conclusion 

In line with the conceptual framework outlined in the introductory chapter, the research 

design of this study takes both the political supply side and the electoral demand side into 

account, in order to understand the heterogeneous appeal of radical right-wing parties (see 

Table 3.7 for an overview). Pertaining to the supply side, a new database was developed (n = 

1,378) based on the tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders. This empirical source not 

only allowed me to get access to political messages that actually reach voters – contrary to 

party manifestos, for instance, that are read by only few people –, it also enabled me to 

analyse the political supply of the FN and the PVV in a relatively very fine-grained manner, 

for instance, when compared to data of the Manifesto Project or expert surveys. Through an 

innovative content analysis, inspired by the theory developed in chapter 2, this supply side-

oriented part of the research project focuses on three elements: forms of closure, reference 

groups and issue categorisations (including issue positions and saliency).  

When it comes to the demand side, I followed a sequential mixed methods design, in 

accordance with the two subquestions of the research project. This part of the research 

project thus concentrated first quantitatively on the structural heterogeneity within RRP 

constituencies. Using ESS data and relying on using specific multiple correspondence 

analysis, it assesses the social characteristics, political preferences and political interest of 

radical right voters with the two-dimensional Bourdieusian framework that was discussed in 

the theory chapter (section 2.3). 

 



 

103 

 

Table 3.7 Overview of used data and methods 

Chapter Subject matter Data Method 

4 Political supply of FN and PVV: 

forms of closure, invoked 

reference groups and issue 

salience 

Tweets of Marine Le Pen and 

Geert Wilders (2011-2017), 

n = 1,378 

Systematic human-based 

content analysis 

5 Structural heterogeneity within 

RRP constituencies: social 

characteristics, political 

preferences, political interest 

European Social Survey, round 

4 (2008), aggregate sample of 

8 West-European countries,     

n = 15,039 

Specific multiple 

correspondence analysis 

6 - 8  Ideal-typical roads to electoral 

support for RRP within 

structural heterogeneity 

Life history interviews with FN 

and PVV voters (Sept. 2015 -

Feb. 2018), n = 125 

Qualitative cluster analysis 

 

The second step, then, based on 125 life history interviews with FN and PVV voters, 

focuses on ideal-typical roads towards RRP support within this structural heterogeneity. 

Relying on a qualitative cluster analysis, it provides an answer to the second subquestion of 

the research project. The results of this cluster analysis will be presented from chapter 6 

onwards, thus following chapter 5 which focuses on forms of structural heterogeneity within 

RRP constituencies. Before getting there, however, I will first turn to the political supply of 

the two parties under consideration. Not only to make sure that the FN and the PVV are 

actually comparable (a necessary condition to justify a comparison of their voters); but also 

to find out whether there are differences in their political messages, which might account for 

different ‘demands’ within their electoral constituencies. 

 

 

  



 

104 

 

  



 

105 

 

 

4. Inside the political supply of the radical right 
 

 

 

4.1  Introduction 

In the first chapter of this thesis, I argued that electoral ‘roads to radical right’ should not 

be considered as one-way streets, but rather as two-way traffic. Against the background of 

this bilateral framework (see part 1.2), the present chapter will dive into the political supply 

of the FN and the PVV, based on a new dataset (n = 1,378) of tweets posted by the leaders of 

the two parties under consideration: Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders. In theoretical terms, 

the analysis draws on cleavage theory and conflict sociology, which I linked to the Laclauian 

notion of equivalence, arguing that the electoral appeal of RRP relies on their capacity to 

coherently unify a multiplicity of heterogeneous demands along the same main antagonism: 

national versus foreign. Based on Weber and Parkin’s thoughts on social closure, I stated 

that radical right-wing parties invoke this nativist core conflict according to a specific 

tripartite structure, which, to my knowledge, has remained quite unnoticed in the existing 

literature. The next section will focus on this tripartite structure and related forms of 

closure (usurpationary, exclusionary and dual closure), before turning to the reference 

groups that can be situated in this structure: elites (above), supported ingroups (in between) 

and ougroups (below). Section 4.4, then, will discuss issue categories invoked by Le Pen and 

Wilders, not only in terms of the position-takings of the two RRP leaders (issue direction), 

but also when it comes degree of issue salience within their overall political supply. By doing 

so, this chapter not only examines whether the theoretical expectations elaborated in 

chapter 2 can be observed in empirical reality. It also assesses the extent to which the two 

parties in question – the FN and the PVV – are similar when it comes to the content of their 

political supply. 
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4.2 Forms of closure 

Table 4.1 presents the tweets posted by Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders according to the 

three forms of closure: usurpationary, exclusionary and dual closure. Perhaps most 

remarkably, at first sight, is the fact that dual closure tweets – wherein both elites and non-

natives below are targeted – turn out to be relatively rare in the case of both radical right 

leaders, as they represent 3.9% of the total sample. As I discussed in section 3.3, this score is 

mainly technical and related to the specific (short) format of the data source analysed here 

(i.e. 140 characters). Importantly, this result does not undermine the theoretical relevance of 

the tripartite structure for the analysis and understanding of the radical right’s political 

supply. Not only from a qualitative perspective, as will be illustrated below, but also in 

quantitative terms, since usurpationary and exclusionary forms of closure are both 

frequently present in the analysed tweets of Le Pen and Wilders.  

 

Table 4.1 Tweets of Le Pen and Wilders according to forms of closure (2011-2017, in %) 

  Le Pen Wilders 
 

Usurpationary closure 
 

24.1 
 

21.3 

 - Denunciation of persons/institutions/groups representing ruling elites 18.0 13.9 

 - Opposition between ruling elites and supported ingroups  6.1 7.4 

   

Exclusionary closure 8.3 18.4 

 - Denunciation of persons/institutions/groups representing non-natives ‘below’  6.3 10.0 

 - Opposition between non-natives and supported ingroups  2.0 8.4 

   

Dual closure 2.5 6.3 

 - Denunciation of ruling elites and non-natives ‘below’ 1.7 2.0 

 - Opposition between denounced elites and non-natives and supported ingroups 0.8 4.3 

   

 Absence of negative reference groups  65.1 54.0 

Total  

N 

100 

867 

100 

511 

 

In that light, responsible elites ‘above’ are targeted more often than non-natives 

‘below’. This tendency applies particularly to Marine Le Pen, in whose tweets usurpationary 

forms of closure can be found almost three times as often as exclusionary forms of closure 
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(24.1% versus 8.3% respectively). In the case of Wilders, the difference between 

usurpationary and exclusionary closure tweets is much smaller (21.3% versus 18.4%). 

Accordingly, a gap of more than 10% separates the two RRP leaders in terms of messages 

that are directed at persons, institutions and groups representing non-natives ‘below’. A 

similar disparity can be found when it comes to dual closure, where ruling elites and non-

natives are targeted. This form of closure is present in 6.3% of Wilders’ tweets, versus 2.5% 

in the Twitter statements of Marine Le Pen. As will be discussed below, these differences are 

related to the reference groups and issue categories invoked by the two RRP leaders. 

Besides these forms of closure, the two RRP leaders can also be compared with 

respect to the subtypes per form of closure. When shifting the focus in this direction, 

especially towards the oppositions between outgroups and ingroups, it turns out that the 

PVV frontman tends to express himself in more confrontational manners than the 

présidente of the Front National – especially when it comes to exclusionary closure (8.4% 

versus 2.0%) and dual closure tweets (4.3% versus 0.8%). This tendency can also be observed 

on a more general level: about half of Wilders’ Twitter statements (54%) do not contain 

denunciations of negative reference groups (‘above’ and/or ‘below’), whereas this absence 

applies to almost two-thirds (65.1%) of Marine Le Pen’s tweets. These differences are 

indicative of the more ‘presidential’ image that the leader of the Front National tries to 

convey – a quasi-necessary condition within the French political system where a majority of 

votes is needed to enter office. Le Pen’s strategy contrast with the oppositional approach of 

Geert Wilders who, operating in the Dutch proportional system, can afford himself to be 

more confrontational. 

 

4.3 Reference groups 

So, who are blamed by the two radical right-wing politicians? To begin with, table 4.2 

presents the persons, groups and institutions representing the responsible elites that are 

most frequently denounced by Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders in their usurpationary and 

dual closure tweets. Leaving aside a few rarely mentioned targets – banks (Le Pen), a judge 

and the Dutch public prosecutor (Wilders) as well as certain media platforms and journalists 
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(in both bases) –, their statements are almost exclusively directed at incumbent political 

elites; a tendency that is directly related to outsider position of the two leaders within the 

political field. Interestingly, and congruent with the idea that nation-states still constitute 

the major arenas for political competition in Western Europe (Kriesi et al., 2008; Zürn, 

2000, see also Bartolini, 2005b), political elites at the national level, including governmental 

parties and ministers in office, are blamed much more frequently than European elites. Mark 

Rutte, prime minister of the Netherlands during the entire coding period, even covers a 

quarter of Wilders’ denounced elite representatives (24.8% of total), whereas the three 

politicians that were president of France during these years – Nicolas Sarkozy, François 

Hollande and Emmanuel Macron37 – represent 21.5% of all the responsible elites targeted by 

Marine Le Pen. 

At the same time, these politicians are not merely blamed within the confines of the 

nation-state. When looking more closely at their tweets, in turns out that both the leader of 

the FN and the founder of the PVV tend to associate political elites at the national level and 

political elites at supranational level – depicting the former as lackeys of the latter. One 

thinks of Wilders’ description of Mark Rutte as a ‘Europhile bowing for Brussels’ (eurofiele 

Brusselbuiger; 14-12-2016) or Marine Le Pen who stated that ‘The right and the left take 

their orders at the same place: at the European Commission and in Berlin.’ (16-10-2015) 

This fusion, in turn, is part of a broader aspect characterizing the statements of the two 

RRP leaders: by blaming political elites as a whole, they create an ‘equivalential chain’ 

(Laclau, 2005a; 2005b) that embraces the totality of the political system. Wilders’ denounce-  

 

                                                
37 Please note that Emmanuel Macron, during this period, also was the Deputy Secretary General of the Elysée (2012-

2014), Minister of Economy, Industry and Digital affairs (2014 - 2016), before becoming the principal adversary of 

Marine Le Pen in the build-up to the 2017 presidential elections. Practically all of Le Pen’s tweets invoking Macron 

have been posted in 2017, half of which dates from after the elections. The presence of banks in Le Pen’s list is also 

related to Emmanuel Macron, who tends to be portrayed by the the FN leader as ‘the banker’ defending the interests 

of banks rather than the interests of the people. A second reason why banks are negatively mentioned by the 

présidente the Front National pertains to financial problems of her party and the unwillingness of banks to provide 

loans to the FN. This underlines, again, that the principally targeted elites by Le Pen are political, rather than 

business or economic elites.     
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Table 4.2 Denounced persons, institutions and groups representing responsible  

elites in the tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders (2011-2017) 

MARINE LE PEN GEERT WILDERS 

Elites ‘above’ % total  Elites ‘above’ % total 

1 Macron, Emmanuel 9.3  1 Rutte, Mark 24.8 

2 European Union 7.6  2 VVD 4.8 

3 Sarkozy, Nicolas 6.2  3 The government 4.1 

4 Hollande, François 5.9  4 EU (leaders) 2.8 

5 UMP/Les Républicains 4.5  = Merkel, Angela 2.8 

= The government 4.2  = PvdA 2.8 

7 Valls, Manuel 3.8  7 Our leaders 2.1 

8 UMPS 2.4  = Pechtold, Alexander 2.1 

= Banks 2.4   Other (< 2%, mentioned once or twice) 53.8 

10 PS 2.1     

= Fillon, François 2.1     

 Other (< 2%; mentioned 3 times or less) 45.0     

Total 100  Total 100 

N 289  N 145 

 

ments of ‘our leaders’, ‘the elite in Brussel and the Hague’ and ‘politics’ tout court are 

exemplary in that respect; as is his claim that ‘All parties are united against the PVV.’ 

(Wilders, 23-12-2016). Operating in a majoritarian system, Marine Le Pen’s tweets are at 

least as uncompromising in that matter, as she attacks the ‘political class’, ‘our rulers, and 

the ‘pro-European Caste’, while presenting her party as ‘a true alternative to this system’ 

(19-5-2013) as well as ‘the only hope to break with the failing politics (la politique 

déliquescente) of the UMPS.’ (13-4-2017) By establishing similar symbolic boundaries 

between themselves (underdogs) and the entire political system (the responsible elites up 

there), Le Pen and Wilders are able to propagate a particular vision of the political field: in 

contrast to their ‘arrogant’, ‘disdainful’, ‘incapable’, ‘treacherous’ and ‘unworldly’ 

opponents, they are the only ones who would truly represent ‘the people’. 

Before turning to the ways in which Le Pen and Wilders represent this native 

ingroup, I will first discuss the negative reference categories ‘below’ that are invoked in 

their exclusionary and dual closure tweets. In that light, as Table 4.3 shows, the leader of 

the FN leader primarily refers to non-native outgroups in a rather general sense, for 

instance as ‘immigrants’, ‘clandestins’ and ‘strangers’. Reflecting the French republican 
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model of citizenship, in which ethno-racial statistics are forbidden by law and cultural 

disparities officially downplayed to unify the nation (Simon, 2010), she thus remains 

remarkably mute when it comes to specific groups, such as migrants from the Maghreb, 

Sub-Saharan Africa or other ‘visible minorities’. Wilders, by contrast, mirroring the Dutch 

‘multicultural’, ‘pluralist’ approach to migrant incorporation (Koopmans & Statham, 2000; 

Rath, 1991) in an exclusionary way, frequently targets specific minorities and migrant 

groups – notably ‘Muslims’, Moroccans’, and ‘asylum seekers’. This difference is also 

expressed in Marine Le Pen’s relatively frequent use of the general term ‘immigration’ (in 

2.8% of the coded tweets versus 0.8% in the case of the PVV-frontman), which partially 

explains her relatively low score of exclusionary and dual closure, presented in Table 4.1. 

After all, by denouncing immigration rather than (specific groups of) immigrants, negative 

references to non-natives – constituting the main coding criterion in that respect – become 

less frequent. 

 

Table 4.3 Denounced persons, institutions and groups representing non-natives 

in the tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders (2011-2017) 

MARINE LE PEN GEERT WILDERS 

Non-natives ‘below’ % total   Non-natives ‘below’ % total 

1 (Im)migrants 28.8  1 Islam 14.4 

2 Illegal immigrants (‘clandestins’) 8.2  2 Asylum seekers 10.8 

3 Strangers 6.8  3 Jihadis 5.8 

4 Islamic fundamentalists 4.1  = Moroccans 5.8 

= Islamic state 4.1  5 Refugees 5.0 

= Terrorists 4.1  6 IS supporters or fighters 4.3 

7 Jihadis 2.7  7 Greece/Greeks 3.6 

= ‘Fichés S’ (threat national security) 2.7  8 Muslims 2.9 

= Islamists 2.7  = Terrorists 2.9 

= Qatar 2.7  10 Erdogan 2.2 

= Turks 2.7  = Migrants 2.2 

 Other (< 2%, mentioned once) 30.1  = Radical Muslims 2.2 

     Other (< 2%, mentioned once or twice) 38.1 

Total 100  Total 100 

N 73  N 139 
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Despite these differences, the specific non-native groups ‘below’ that are targeted by 

Marine Le Pen show a strong overlap with the negative reference categories in the tweets of 

Wilders, as both RRP leaders – in line with the theoretical expectations discussed in chapter 

2 – mainly focus on Islam-related groups: ‘Islamic fundamentalists’, ‘Islamists’ and ‘Jihadis’ 

in the case of Le Pen, and ‘Jihadis’ ‘(radical) Muslims’ and ‘hateful imams’ in the case of 

Wilders. Most of these groups are depicted as a (potential) security threat for all members of 

the national population. The concerned outgroups thus constitute a relatively ‘safe’ political 

target to propagate a nativist di-vision of the social world and to advocate an authoritarian 

agenda, as few other political competitors will (rather understandably) support them. Table 

4.3 also indicates that ‘Islam’ plays a more prominent role for the PVV frontman than it 

does for the présidente of the Front National. As we will see later on, this difference 

corresponds to dissimilarities in terms of issue saliency. Yet, before getting there,  I will first 

turn to the ingroups the two RRP leaders claim to support. 

In line with the idea of nativism as the key characteristic of the political supply of 

radical right-wing parties, the invoked ingroups are dominated by references to the national 

population. Table 4.4 indicates that explicit mentions of ‘the French’ as an ingroup 

(including France, The French, we: national population, the French people and compatriots) 

make up 38% of all positive reference groups in Marine Le Pen’s tweets. In the case of Geert 

Wilders, explicit references to ‘the Dutch’ as an ingroup (including the Netherlands, we: 

national population, we: Dutch, the Dutch and the Dutch people) even cover 45.2% of all the 

invoked positive reference categories. Accordingly, in both cases the main symbolic 

boundary is clearly drawn along national lines.38  

                                                
38 Interestingly, Marine Le Pen uses the term ‘people’ (including ‘the French people’) almost twice as often as Geert 

Wilders does in the Netherlands (7.7% versus 4% of all references to supported ingroups). Together with the FN 

leader’s frequent denounciations of the ruling elites (usurpationary closure), the high salience of anti-establishment 

rhethoric in her tweets as well as numerous pleas for national sovereignty (discussed below), my findings contrast 

with recent studies that use these three indicators to measure ‘populism’ and report ‘low levels’ of the latter when it 

comes to the French Front National (e.g., Bernhard & Kriesi, forthcoming; Castanho Silva, 2017). Due to their 

wider scope and ‘confrontational’ character, tweets might constitute a more appropriate data source to measure 
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Table 4.4 Supported ingroups in the tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders (2011-2017) 

MARINE LE PEN GEERT WILDERS 

Ingroups % total   Ingroups % total 

1 France: national population 14.3  1 Netherlands: national population 32.5 

2 The French 14.0  2 We: national population 6.3 

3 We: national population 5.4  3 We: Dutch 4.8 

4 The people 5.0  = Tax payers (in the Netherlands) 4.8 

5 We: general 3.1  5 Elderly 4.0 

6 The French people 2.7  = The Dutch 4.0 

7 Businesses 2.3  7 Inhabitants of Europe 3.2 

= Farmers 2.3  8 The people 2.4 

9 Police(men) 1.9  9 Women 1.6 

= Self-employed 1.9  = Middle class (hardworking) 1.6 

11 Christians in Middle East 1.6  = Pensioners 1.6 

= Small businesses 1.6  = Tenants 1.6 

13 Army 1.2  = The Dutch people 1.6 

= Elderly 1.2  = We: Dutch tax payers 1.6 

= Inhabitants countryside 1.2  = We: country 1.6 

= Inhabitants Calais 1.2  = We: general 1.6 

= The peoples 1.2   Other (< 1%, mentioned once) 26.2 

 Other (< 1%, mentioned once or twice) 29.5     

Total 100  Total 100 

N 258  N 127 

 

Besides the native ‘people’, both RRP leaders also support specific clienteles. It is 

important to consider these groups as they provide an insight into the different voter 

profiles Le Pen and Wilders are trying to appeal to. Interestingly, in both cases, these 

references include social groups that are traditionally associated with the political left as 

well as groups that are historically related to the political right. On the ‘left’, Wilders 

notably addresses himself to recipients of Dutch welfare state services (tenants, elderly, 

pensioners, etc.), whereas Marine Le Pen claims to support elderly, the blue-collar worker 

(‘l’ouvrier’) and the working classes (‘les classes populaires’). When it comes to groups that 

are traditionally associated with the political right, tax payers and ‘the hardworking middle 

class’ are most frequently mentioned in Wilders’ tweets, whereas Le Pen rather focusses on 

(small) business owners, self-employed and the armed forces (including police and military). 

                                                                                                                                                       
‘populism’ than press releases (Bernhard & Kriesi) or party manifestos (Castanho Silva) on which these studies are 

based. 
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In comparison to the overarching appeal to the national population, however, it should be 

noted that these specific social groups are mentioned relatively rarely. Moreover, when they 

are mentioned, the concerned categories are often preceded by the possessive determiner 

‘our’, such as ‘our elderly’, ‘our army’, etc., thus specifying the status of the group as an 

important part of a larger (native) whole.  

 

4.4 Issue salience 

Besides forms of closure and reference categories, I also analysed the issue salience in the 

tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders. The main results of the analysis are presented 

in Table 4.5. When looking at this table, several dissimilarities between the two RRP leaders 

meet the eye. First of all, they differ from each other when it comes to the heterogeneity of 

invoked issues. In that respect, the Twitter messages of Marine Le Pen are more diverse 

than those of the PVV leader. Besides a broader range of categories (n=23 for Le Pen, versus 

n=21 for Wilders), this difference is notably expressed by the fact that the top three issues of 

the FN leader represent less than a third of the total percentage of invoked issue categories 

(30.4%), whereas they exceed 56% in the case of Geert Wilders.  

 

Table 4.5 Issue salience in the tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders (2011-2017) 

MARINE LE PEN GEERT WILDERS 

Issue category % total   Issue category % total 

1 Immigration (opposition) 11.4  1 Islam (opposition) 22.7 

2 European integration (opposition) 9.7  2 Security + law and order (support) 19.6 

3 Security + law and order (support) 9.4  3 Immigration (opposition) 13.9 

4 Anti-establishment 8.0  4 European integration (opposition) 7.6 

5 National identity (support) 7.1  5 Welfare chauvinism (support) 6.5 

6 Economic liberalism (opposition) 6.4  6 Stigmatization + threats own person/party 5.2 

7 Economy 5.6  7 National identity (support) 4.6 

= Islamism (opposition) 5.6  8 Anti-establishment 2.6 

9 Welfare state expansion (support) 5.5  = Rigid budget (support) 2.6 

10 National sovereignty (support) 4.3  = National sovereignty (support) 2.6 

11 Foreign policy 3.4  11 Foreign policy 2.2 

12 Rigid budget (support)  3.3  = Welfare state expansion (support) 2.2 

13 Stigmatization + threats own party 3.1  13 Prosperity 2.0 

 Other (< 3%) 17.1   Other (<2%) 5.5 

Total 100  Total 100 

N 784  N 541 
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Second, the difference between Le Pen and Wilders in terms of issue heterogeneity is 

related to divergent issue orientations of the two RRP politicians. As Table 4.5 shows, 

‘Islam’ (opposition) and security (pro law and order) are strongly overrepresented in the 

political messages of the PVV frontman – a prioritization that reflects the latter’s personal 

preoccupations: of all the West European RRP leaders, Geert Wilders is probably the 

politician who is most concerned with the theme of ‘Islam’.39 Due to his critique on this 

religion and its principle prophet, Wilders sleeps in safe houses and lives under strict round-

the-clock police protection, since 2004 already (Vossen, 2017). By contrast, Marine Le Pen – 

perhaps due to electoral considerations (i.e. not to affront millions of potential voters she 

could use to obtain a majority) – never speaks about ‘Islam’ as such, but about ‘islamism’. 

She even emphasizes that any ‘mix between radical islamists and French Muslims’ should be 

avoided (e.g., March 25, 2012). Moreover, the issue of ‘islamism’ appears less frequently in 

her tweets than ‘Islam’ does in Wilders’ discourse: instead of a solid first place, as is the case 

with the PVV frontman, it only holds a shared 7th position on Le Pen’s list of most salient 

issue categories.  

While Wilders is particularly preoccupied with ‘Islam’, Marine Le Pen gives a higher 

priority to European integration and national sovereignty. Moreover, in line with the French 

‘tradition’ of state interventionism (Hall, 1986), and influenced by her former left-wing 

(chevènementiste) right-hand man Florian Philippot (who left the party in September 2017), 

the FN leader often denounces austerity, international free trade and other manifestations of 

economic liberalism – notably by claiming that international economic competition (‘la 

concurrence déloyale’) would lead to a loss of jobs in France, and that trade agreements 

would profit to ‘rich multinationals’ rather than ‘the majority of the citizens’ (e.g., October 

26, 2016). Besides Le Pen’s strong emphasis on usurpationary closure (see Table 4.1), this 

difference also explains the relatively high score of the EU on Le Pen’s list of denounced 

                                                
39 In an interview with the Dutch news website Nu.nl in 2014, Wilders even claimed that he ‘entered politics for just 

one reason: to fight the islam.’ (Benschop, 2014) His former personal assistant and MP for the PVV, Johan Driessen, 

often heard similar stories behind the scenes: ‘The islam is actually the only thing Geert is interested in,’ he stated, 

‘the rest is irrelevant [maar bijzaak].’ (Cited in: Damhuis, 2017, p. 176) 
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elites in comparison to Wilders (see Table 4.2). Interestingly, except for two Twitter 

messages in which the PVV leader denounces austerity politics (i.e. 0.4% of total), opposition 

to economic liberalism is completely absent in his tweets.  

When Wilders does invoke socio-economic issues, it is primarily in the nativist form 

of welfare chauvinism (6.5% of total). Conceived as a conflict in which non-natives are pitted 

against natives ‘who are entitled to keep the entire cake for themselves’ (Rydgren, 2008, see 

also part 2.2), this issue not only relates to non-natives within the national borders, both also 

to debilitating groups beyond the frontiers of the nation-state. In the case of Wilders’, this 

foreign-oriented expression of welfare chauvinism notably concerns money transfers to the 

Greeks (‘below’), who – in a perfect illustration of dual closure – are claimed to be helped by 

the Dutch political elites (‘above) at the expense of the native population, such as ‘our elderly’ 

and Dutch tax payers (‘in between’), who would be ‘disadvantaged’ (gepakt). Contrary to 

Wilders – and other right-wing politicians in northern Europe –, Le Pen does not portray 

the Greeks in terms of favoured wrongdoers, but rather as victims of a ‘disastrous economic 

policy’ of the EU for Southern European countries, implied ‘to save the euro and not the 

peoples.’ (September 14, 2016). Instead of focusing on foreign-oriented money transfers and 

related non-native groups – as does Wilders –, she rather claims that France is ‘too 

attractive’ for illegal immigration. For instance, by stating that ‘[i]f the suction pumps (les 

pompes aspirantes) are not eliminated, we will be flooded (débordés) with 3 to 4 million 

people from next year onwards’ (October 2, 2015), and by claiming that ‘tens of thousands of 

supplementary immigrants will come to us to profit from social benefits’ (September 15, 

2015). At the same time, within France, she pleads for welfare state expansion in a more 

general, i.e. non-explicitly nativist, sense. This issue category represents 7% of all invoked 

issues, compared to 2.2% in Wilders’s case, whereas welfare chauvinism scores a ‘mere’ 1.9%. 

Despite these differences in terms of welfare state expansion and welfare chauvinism, 

Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders both express statements in favour of rigid budgetary 

policies (3.3% and 2.6% of total respectively). These tweets notably relate to pleas for lower 

taxes. In the case of Le Pen, they also include her opposition to ‘social fraud’. By combining 

these stances with various pro welfare state statements – concerning health care, pensions, 
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housing, etc. –, both leaders thus articulate elements that stem from opposite socio-

economic doctrines (see also Damhuis, 2017, pp. 170–171; Ivaldi, 2015, pp. 175–176, 181) 

This shared heterogeneity of ‘left-wing’ and ‘right-wing’ position-takings not only indicates 

that is inaccurate to define the economic positions of RRP as ‘centrist’, by reducing their 

diverse standpoints to an average on a single ‘state-market’ or ‘socialist-capitalist’ 

dimension (e.g., de Lange, 2007; Eger & Valdez, 2014; Jungar & Jupskås, 2014; Kitschelt, 

2004)40; it is also important in the light of the electoral equifinality approach followed in the 

present study. Together with the variety of supported ingroups (see Table 4.4), it indicates 

how these parties address themselves to clienteles with divergent socio-economic 

preoccupations (see also Ivarsflaten, 2005; Mayer, 2002; Oesch & Rennwald, 2018). 

The shared heterogeneity of socio-economic stances, in turn, is part of a broader 

pattern: namely that in terms of issue saliency, similarities largely overshadow the 

differences between Le Pen and Wilders. For instance, in the top four of both RRP leaders, 

presented in Table 4.5, the same three issues are present: immigration (opposition), 

European integration (opposition) and security (support for law and order). When 

broadening the focus to the respective top ten of most frequently invoked issues by the two 

radical right politicians, it turns out that seven categories figure on both lists: besides 

immigration, European integration and security, these issues concern national identity 

(support), national sovereignty (support), Islam/ism (opposition) and anti-establishment 

stances. The same goes for issue categories invoked in exclusionary and usurpationary 

closure tweets. Pertaining to the latter, the three most salient issues in Le Pen’s list are also 

present in Wilders’ top five: anti-establishment, European integration and stigmatization of 

and threats on own party.41 With respect to issue categories in tweets characterized by 

exclusionary closure, the similarities between Le Pen and Wilders are even stronger: four 

                                                
40 For a more accurate assessment of the socio-economic stances of radical right-wing parties (and the understanding 

of party competition more generally), future studies could focus on more specific issue categories, such as welfare 

state expansion, economic liberalism, budgetary rigour and austerity policies (e.g, Bremer, 2018; see also Kriesi et al. 

2008; 2012). 

41 These dissimilarities reflect the RRP leaders’ overall issue salience: Le Pen focuses more on welfare state 

expansionism and opposition to economic liberalism, whereas Wilders gives a higher priority to Islam and security. 



 

117 

 

out of five issues on the FN’s leader’s list also figure in the top five of the Dutch RRP 

frontman: immigration (opposition), security (support for law and order), Islam/ism 

(opposition) and welfare chauvinism (support). In the concerned Tweets Le Pen gives more 

attention to the issue of immigration, whereas Wilders (again) tends to put security and 

anti-Islamism first.  

When looking at these issue prioritizations of Le Pen and Wilders in the light of the 

main question of this thesis, it is interesting to observe that they are characterized by a 

strong focus on ‘cultural’ themes. This hierarchy obviously coincides with the politicians’ 

nativist agenda. Yet, importantly, it also allows for cross-class appeals: for by giving priority 

to these cultural issues, the two radical right leaders can avoid taking stances on themes that 

are likely to be electorally divisive, such as income inequality, labour law, unemployment 

benefits, heritage taxation, etc. To be sure, a similar approach is neither new nor an 

exclusive feature of RRP – in the late 19th century, for instance, the British Conservative 

Party, rather than focusing on socioeconomic policy themes, strongly relied on cross-cutting 

cultural issues such as patriotism, monarchy and the church to seal robust majorities (Ziblatt, 

2017, Chapter 3). Yet it does help to explain the relatively limited attention the two radical 

right politicians pay to specific social groups other than the national population, such as 

workers, self-employed, pensioners, etc. As Table 4.4 indicated, Le Pen and Wilders do 

address themselves to the latter; but not too often, as it might stir up latent conflicts of 

opposing interests between different groups within their electoral constituencies (see also 

Gaxie, 2016). Moreover, as stated in the previous section, even when the two RRP leaders 

refer to similar groups, they tend to subsume their particular identities under an 

overarching ‘us’, thus emphasizing their native ingroup membership. 

So far, I have primarily dealt with issue saliency in terms of individual categories. Yet, 

when it comes to closure of a relationship between social groups, as Max Weber already 

remarked  (1978,  p. 46),   different  motives  are usually combined. Table 4.6  indicates  that this  

tendency  also  applies  to  the  political  supply  of  Marine  Le  Pen  and  Geert  Wilders,  as 36% of  

the PVV leader’s Twitter statements contain at least two issue categories, versus 21.3% in  

the case of Le Pen. These combinations of issue categories are interesting as they provide 
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insight into the ways in which the two political leaders articulate the problems they 

claim to care about.  

 

Table 4.6 Number of issue categories per tweet, Le Pen and Wilders (2011-2017, in %) 

  Le Pen Wilders 

No issue category 37.6 39.3 

One issue category 41.2 24.9 

Two issue categories 16.1 27.2 

Three or more issue categories 5.1 8.4 

Total 
 

100 
 

100 

N 867 511 

 

The most frequent combinations in the tweets of Le Pen and Wilders are present in 

Table 4.7.42 Interestingly, the findings strongly resemble the general saliency scores 

presented in Table 4.5. First, when it comes to the heterogeneity of Marine Le Pen’s issue 

list: contrasting with Wilders’ relatively strong focus on a limited number of themes, the FN 

leader invokes more and more diverse combinations of issue categories. Second, with respect 

to content, Islam and security constitute the principal (personal) preoccupations of Geert 

Wilders, who also gives more attention to welfare chauvinism compared to Marine Le Pen. 

The latter, instead, focuses more strongly on European integration, national sovereignty and 

economic liberalism than the PVV frontman. Finally, and most importantly, despite these 

differences, the two RRP leaders strongly resemble each other when it comes to their issue 

articulations, which, in both cases, are expressed within a nativist framework. Two issues in 

Marine Le Pen’s top three, immigration + security and Islamism + security, can also be 

found in Geert Wilders’ top three. In that respect, Wilders invokes ‘Islam’ more frequently 

as a threat for the national identity, whereas Le Pen rather relates the former to foreign 

policy issues. 

 

                                                
42 To avoid double counting, tweets containing more than two issue categories are excluded. This choice hardly affects 

the results: the same issues remain present in both cases, only the second and third issue on both lists change 

position, whereas in Le Pen’s case opposition to EU integration plus economic liberalism moves up two places. 
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Table 4.7 Issue combinations in tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders (2011-2017) 

MARINE LE PEN GEERT WILDERS 

Issue category % total   Issue category % total 

1 Immigration + security 6.4  1 Islam + security 39.3 

2 European integration + national sovereignty 5.7  2 Islam + national identity 11.4 

3 Islamism + security 5.0  3 Immigration + security 7.9 

= Foreign policy + Islamism 5.0  4 European integration + welfare chauvinism 2.9 

5 European integration + immigration 3.5  = Immigration + welfare chauvinism 2.9 

6 Anti-establishment + security 2.9  = Islam + foreign policy 2.9 

= European integration + econ. liberalism (anti) 2.9   Other (< 2.5%) 32.9 

 Other (< 2.5%) 68.1     

Total 100  Total 100 

N 140  N 140 

 

Besides the different ways in which Le Pen and Wilders articulate their position-

takings, Table 4.7 also sheds light on the specific depictions of issues that are as such 

characterized by usurpationary closure, notably opposition to European integration and 

anti-establishment stances. Contrary to studies in the political science literature subsuming 

European integration under a cultural dimension (e.g., Kriesi et al., 2008), Table 4.7 shows 

that opposition to European integration is invoked by RRP politicians in highly 

heterogeneous ways. Not only in cultural terms, as one might expect (e.g., in relation to 

immigration and welfare chauvinism), but also politically (e.g., Le Pen’s support for 

sovereignty) as well as socio-economically (e.g., her opposition to economic liberalism). 

These different articulations indicate that opposition to European integration cannot be 

reduced monolithically to either a cultural or an economic conflict dimension. It should 

rather be analysed from a multi-faced perspective, assessing combinations with various sub-

aspects (e.g., Kriesi et al., 2012, chapter 9). 

 

4.5 Conclusion 

This chapter had a double objective. On the one hand its aim was to find out to which extent 

the theoretical framework, discussed in chapter 2, could be found in empirical reality. 

Drawing on insights from conflict sociology and cleavage theory, the main theoretical claim 

in that perspective, is that the political supply of radical right-wing parties is characterized 

by an overarching nativist conflict which is vertically structured according to a form of ‘dual 
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closure’ (Parkin, 1979). This is to say that RRP politicians not only oppose ‘the native 

people’ to the ruling elites ‘above’, through ‘upward’ usurpationary closure; they also pit 

them against non-native outgroups ‘below’ through ‘downward’ exclusionary closure. 

Accordingly, rather than a bipartite structure – which can notably be found among parties 

on the radical left –, the radical right’s political supply is characterized by a tripartite 

structure. Thus far, this structure has been largely neglected in the existing radical right 

literature. Based on this framework, the second aim of the present chapter was to assess 

empirically to what extent the two parties under investigation, FN and PVV, are 

programmatically similar. In that light, I focused on the Twitter messages of Marine Le Pen 

and Geert Wilders. Contrary to frequently used datasets in studies on the political supply 

side – notably the Comparative Manifesto Project and the Chapel Hill Expert Survey –, this 

empirical source allows for fine-grained cross-national comparisons based on political 

messages that are often mediatized, and consequently, actually reach voters.  

When comparing the tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders, several notable 

differences meet the eye. Dealing primarily with Islam and security, the Twitter messages of 

the PVV leader have a relatively strong exclusionary character. By contrast, the tweets of 

Marine Le Pen, focusing more often on European integration, national sovereignty and the 

economy, are rather characterized by usurpationary closure. Moreover, in comparison to 

Wilders, the FN leader tends to be less confrontational, while conveying a more 

‘presidential’ image. Finally, the two RRP leaders share certain non-native targets – notably 

when it comes to Islam-related groups. Yet, whereas Wilders tends to blame specific non-

native outgroups (e.g., Greeks, Moroccans, Muslims, etc.), Marine Le Pen rather denounces 

immigration and (im)migrants in more general terms.  

Despite these dissimilarities, the most important empirical finding in this part of the 

thesis is that the political supply of Le Pen and Wilders are highly comparable. Not only in 

terms of the tripartite structure, which is present in both cases. The two RRP leaders also 

resemble one another when it comes to the supported reference groups. In that respect, and 

in line with their nativist agenda, both Le Pen and Wilders draw the main symbolic 

boundary along national lines. Moreover, within this national frame, in both cases a coalition 
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of traditionally left-wing (e.g., blue collars, tenants, pensioners, etc.) and historically right-

wing oriented supporters (e.g., ‘the hardworking middle class’, self-employed, the armed 

forces, etc.) can be observed. Accordingly, rather than offering standardized ‘products’ to a 

general electorate, the two RRP politicians use relatively similar forms of ‘product 

differentiation’ (Eatwell, 2000, p. 361), by articulating the identities of multiple societal 

groups in a nativist fashion. Finally, pertaining to issue saliency, the same three issue 

categories can be found in the top four of both RRP leaders: immigration (opposition), 

European integration (opposition) and security (support for law and order), whereas national 

identity (support), national sovereignty (support), Islam/ism (opposition) and anti-

establishment stances are part of the top ten of most salient issue categories in the case of 

both Le Pen and Wilders. In other words, despite different accents, the political messages of 

the two RRP leaders largely overlap. In the next chapters will see to what extent these 

supply side similarities (and differences) correspond to the demands of FN and PVV voters. 
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5. Radical right supporters in social space 
 

 

 

5.1 Introduction 

Before focusing on the different ‘demands’ of FN and PVV voters from ‘below’, that is, in 

their own terms, this chapter will first analyse radical right support from a ‘gull’ perspective, 

by locating RRP voters in the two-dimensional Bourdieusian social space. This space is 

based on two independently working dimensions of social differentiation. A first vertical axis 

represents the global volume of capital in both its cultural and economic form (with high 

capital volume at the top and low capital volume at the bottom), whereas a second horizontal 

axis covers the composition of capital, that is, a dominance of cultural or economic capital 

within this global volume of capital (with dominant cultural capital on the left side and 

dominant economic capital on the right side). By doing so, the chapter aims at providing an 

answer to the first subquestion of the research project: which structural sources of 

heterogeneity can be discerned among RRP supporters when it comes to their ‘who’, ‘why’ 

and ‘how’ characteristics? While testing the hypotheses presented in part 2.3, the following 

three sections will discuss these three dimensions respectively. In each section I will first 

describe the relevant characteristics at the aggregate level, before turning to the 

heterogeneity among radical right voters.43 Whenever possible, I will compare the used 

variables with more recent ESS data. As discussed in section 3.5, the quantitative part of 

this research project is based on the fourth ESS round (2008), due to the presence of certain 

variables that cannot be found in other datasets. In the light of this potentially dated data, it 

is important to evaluate whether the statistical variation remains stable over time; and, if 

not, to assess what has changed.  

 

                                                
43 As Appendix FA and FB show, these results at the aggregate level do not differ substantially from the outcome in 

the two main cases under investigation: France and the Netherlands. 
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5.2 Who: social-structural characteristics 

Descriptive statistics 

When comparing the fourth round of the European Social Survey with data stemming from 

later years regarding socio-structural characteristics of radical right supporters, it is 

remarkable to see to what extent the latter remain constant over time. First of all, in terms 

of occupational class, production workers and – to a lesser degree – small business owners 

are consistently overrepresented within RRP constituencies. Inversely, and in line with the 

theoretical expectations described in section 2.3, one professional category is strongly and 

constantly underrepresented among radical right voters: social-cultural professionals. As 

Table 5.1 points out, only two occupational groups deviate from this trend of cross-time 

continuity: clerks (solely overrepresented in 2008) and service workers (solely 

underrepresented in 2008). 

 

Table 5.1 The evolution of political distinctiveness of occupational classes within RRP 

constituencies in eight West European countries, compared to the total sample (in %) 
 

 2008 2010 2012 2014 

Occupational class Rad. 

right 

Diff. 

sample 

Rad. 

right 

Diff. 

sample 

Rad. 

right 

Diff. 

sample 

Rad. 

right 

Diff. 

Sample 

Self-employed prof. and large empl. 2.4 -0.4 2.5 0.0 1.8 -0.5 1.1 -1.3 

Small business owners 9.6 0.9 11.3 2.4 11.8 3.0 9.7 0.3 

Technical (semi-)professionals 6.1 -1.2 6.5 -0.6 6.6 -2.0 7.9 -0.3 

Production workers 30.2 10.7 27.6 7.6 30.6 11.0 30.5 10.6 

(Associate) managers 14.7 -2.4 14.8 -1.8 8.4 -4.6 10.7 -2.8 

Clerks 13.8 2.4 9.7 -1.2 11.2 -0.4 10.4 -0.9 

Social-cultural (semi-)professionals 5.6 -7.7 6.6 -6.6 5.8 -8.1 5.3 -8.8 

Service workers 17.7 -2.5 21.2 0,2 23.9 1.5 24.5 3.3 

Total n valid 918 13,612 929 12,722 824 11,490 939 12,258 
 * Numbers in bold refer to occupational classes in which RRP supporters are overrepresented.       

  Source: ESS4-ESS7 (2008-2014)   

 

Table 5.2 shows that this relative constancy over time also pertains to the other five socio-

structural variables that are used for the quantitative analyses in this chapter. In line with 

the theoretical expectations (see part 2.3), RRP supporters as a whole turn out to have a 

lower income than the average sample; they are overrepresented in the private sector and 
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underrepresented in the public sector, whereas their education level is consistently lower 

than the average. By contrast, when looking at the evolution of the parental education level 

of radical right supporters, it turns out that the mean of the latter is situated around the 

average in 2008, while dropping below the average in subsequent years. Despite a limited 

number of minor deviations, it thus seems safe to say that the social-structural 

characteristics analysed below are also representative for RRP supporters in later years. 

 

Table 5.2 Evolution of social-structural characteristics of RRP voters  

in eight West European countries compared to the total sample 

 2008 2010 2012 2014 

Social-structural variable Rad. 

right 

Diff. 

sample 

Rad. 

right 

Diff. 

sample 

Rad. 

right 

Diff. 

sample 

Rad. 

right 

Diff. 

sample 

Income (low 1 - high 10) 5.8 -0.3 5.4 -0.2 5.1 -0.4 5.0 -0.3 

Public/private sector (1 - 2) 1.8 0.1 1.7 0.1 1.7 0.1 1.8 0.1 

Education level (low 1 - high 3) 1.9 -0.1 1.9 -0.1 1.9 -0.1 1.9 -0.1 

Education level father (low 1 - high 4) 2.5 0.1 2.2 -0.1 2.1 -0.2 2.2 -0.2 

Education level mother (low 1 - high 4) 2.2 0.0 1.9 -0.2 2.0 -0.2 2.0 -0.3 

Total n 974 15,039 980 14,028 869 11,777 1,039 13,957 
Source: ESS rounds 4-7 (2008-2014) 

 

Multiple correspondence analysis 

When performing a specific multiple correspondence analysis44 with the six social-structural 

variables, two main dimensions show up. The first, vertical axis, clearly is the most 

important one. After Benzécri (1979) correction, it accounts for 68 percent of the inertia, 

compared to 14 percent for the second dimension. The active categories contributing to this 

first axis are characterized by a ‘high’ versus ‘low’ opposition. they thus correspond to the 

theoretical expectations presented in chapter 2, indicating that the first dimension 

structuring the social space concerns capital volume. More specifically, as table 5.3 indicates, 

education level, including parental education level, contributes most to this axis, opposing 

higher educated to individuals with a secondary diploma at highest. In decreasing order of  

                                                
44 I used SPAD software (version 5.6) for all MCA in this chapter. Because of the aggregated nature of the sample, 

covering eight West European countries, I weighted the ESS data, combining design weight and population weight. 
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Table 5.3 Coordinates and contribution of active variable categories in specific MCA 

Label   
Relative 
 Weight 

Coordinates* Contribution** 
Axis 1 Axis 2   Axis 1 Axis 2 

Father's highest level of education      
Father primary 6,787 -0,76 -0,49 9,35 5,71 

Father lower secondary 2,778 0,00 0,62 0,00 3,83 

Father upper secondary 4,615 0,39 0,46 1,66 3,43 

Father tertiary 2,969 1,20 -0,19 10,31 0,38 

    Total 21,32 13,36 

Mother's highest level of education      
Mother primary 7,961 -0,67 -0,41 8,56 4,87 

Mother lower secondary 3,594 0,19 0,67 0,31 5,71 

Moth upper secondary 3,902 0,56 0,40 2,90 2,26 

Mother tertiary 2,023 1,23 -0,36 7,32 0,95 

   Total 19,09 13,79 

Sector of employment      
Public sector 5,091 0,51 -0,78 3,23 11,00 

Private sector 11,963 -0,24 0,35 1,62 5,12 

   Total 4,85 16,12 

Occupational classification      
Small business owners 1,401 -0,44 0,65 0,64 2,13 

(Associate) managers 3,246 0,47 0,57 1,74 3,75 

Clerks 1,967 -0,28 0,22 0,38 0,33 

Technical professionals 1,354 0,55 0,71 0,97 2,46 

Production workers 3,665 -0,89 -0,09 6,97 0,10 

Sociocultural professionals 2,483 1,17 -1,38 8,12 16,80 

Service workers 2,796 -0,40 -0,10 1,08 0,10 

   Total 19,90 25,67 

Household's total net income   
Income 1/5 1,643 -0,87 -0,39 2,95 0,88 

Income 2/5 2,576 -0,55 -0,26 1,88 0,64 

Income 3/5 3,433 -0,28 -0,09 0,63 0,10 

Income 4/5 4,269 0,09 0,16 0,08 0,39 

Income 5/5 4,468 0,71 0,18 5,37 0,53 

   Total 10,92 2,53 

Education level + subject      

Primary/Lower secondary 3,265 -1,00 -0,53 7,90 3,32 

Intermediate general 1,453 0,23 -0,25 0,19 0,33 

Intermediate applied 4,603 -0,43 0,53 2,04 4,64 

Higher theoretical 3,295 1,18 -0,93 11,05 10,09 

Higher practical 2,401 0,69 1,09 2,75 10,15 

   Total 23,92 28,53 
 

* Numbers in bold refer to categories characterized by a ‘notable’ deviation (> 0.5)     

** Numbers in bold refer to categories exceeding the average contribution (100/27 = 3.7) 
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importance, we then find occupation, where respondents sociocultural professionals are 

opposed to production workers; and income, individuals situated in the highest income 

group are opposed to individuals in the lowest income group. The second, horizontal axis 

does not relate to capital volume. Instead, in line with the theoretical expectations presented 

in chapter 2, it concerns the composition of capital. In decreasing order of importance, the 

variables most strongly contributing to this axis are education level and subject (notably the 

type of institutionalized cultural capital: theoretical versus practical), the occupational class, 

where sociocultural professionals are opposed to managers (compare e.g., Kriesi, 1998) and 

sector of employment, where public is opposed to private (see also Boy and Mayer, 1997; 

Knutsen, 2004b). 

The results are presented in figure 5.1.45 Besides the coordinates of the active 

structuring variable categories, the latter also presents the position of ‘passive’ variable 

categories. That is, the party (family) respondents voted for during the last national election. 

These categories do not contribute to the two dimensions structuring the social space but 

are projected on the latter. In line with the hypotheses 1b and 1d formulated in section 2.3, 

the main opposition that shows up here contrasts radical right supporters (in the lower right 

region) with voters of ‘new leftist’ parties (in the upper left region). These positions 

correspond to an opposition in terms of both capital volume (high versus low) and capital 

composition (cultural versus economic, i.e. especially public/private sector, theoretical/ 

applied institutionalized cultural capital). In addition, a second opposition can be observed 

between voters of radical left (and to a lesser extent social democratic) parties on the one 

hand (lower left region) and voters of liberal parties on the other (upper right region), thus 

confirming the other two hypotheses concerning social-structural positions and electoral 

preferences (1a and 1c). It should be noted, however, that the average position of social-

democratic voters in social space is closer to respondents supporting the radical left than 

those voting for the ‘new left’, as the former are both situated in the middle of the capital 

volume dimension. These findings correspond to the observation that the core constituency 

                                                
45 For reasons of clarity, the parental education level variables are not integrated in the figures in this chapter. For the 

concerned coordinates see Table 5.3. 
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      Cultural capital dominant / Economic capital dominant 

of West European radical left parties is increasingly segmented, ‘with a strong decline of 

blue-collar workers and a rise of white-collar workers and the unemployed’ (Chiocchetti, 

2017, p. 204). The intermediate position of left-wing constituencies along the capital 

volume dimension also applies to Christian democrats/conservative voters, which is probably 

due to the historical interclass character of these parties, attracting citizens with both low 

and high volumes of capital. Despite this similarity however, it is important to note that the 

overall capital composition of left-wing voters is dominated by a larger weight of cultural 

capital, whereas economic capital dominates the capital composition of voters on the political 

right.  

 

Figure 5.1 Position of citizens in social space according to electoral preference 

 
 

Supplementary variable: party (family) voted for during last national election 

 Source: ESS4 (2008), n = 15,039 
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Interestingly, the results presented in Figure 5.1 show striking similarities with 

the political value space that gained popularity in political science from the 1990s 

onwards. In that attitudinal space, the traditional socio-economic dimension of political 

conflict (also known as left versus right, socialism versus capitalism, state 

interventionism versus free market, etc.) is vertically crosscut by a socio-cultural one 

(Bornschier, 2010; Kitschelt, 1994; Kriesi et al., 2008, 2012; Kriesi & Häusermann, 

2015; Oesch & Rennwald, 2018). Remarkably, in both the social space presented here 

and the academically well-known political value space, electorates (as a whole) are 

situated at highly similar positions, while following similar patterns of opposition. 

Notably: radical right (lower right region) versus new left (upper left region), and radical 

left and social democrats (centre left region) versus liberals and conservatives 

(upper/centre right region). Future research could shed more light on these interesting 

similarities, and integrate the interrelatedness of socio-structural variables, which – 

until now – are often analysed separately (see also section 3.3).   

In the light of the first subquestion of the present research project, it is necessary to 

leave the aggregate level of partisan constituencies as a whole behind us and concentrate 

more specifically on the structural heterogeneity among RRP voters. Following the case 

selection of the qualitative part of the study, I focus on two countries – France and the 

Netherlands –, by projecting individual French and Dutch radical right-wing supporters on 

the same two-dimensional social space (see Figure 5.2). Despite a relatively low N (the two 

countries represent 88 out of 974 RRP supporters in the aggregated sample), reveals several 

interesting insights. To begin with, a strikingly similar pattern can be observed among the 

RRP supporters from the two countries. In line with hypothesis 1e, respondents from both 

France and the Netherlands are roughly situated along a line that crosses the lower-right 

region of the social space, while being quasi-absent in the upper-left region. When looking 

more closely, these RRP supporters tend to be concentrated around three poles: the first one 

being centred around production workers with low income and education levels, situated in 

the lower-left and lower-middle area of the social space; a second one around clerks and 

small business owners having an intermediate applied education level in the lower-right 
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      Cultural capital dominant / Economic capital dominant 

region; and third, a smaller group of relatively high educated managers and technical 

professionals with higher incomes who are situated in the upper right area. Please note that 

the first two of these three poles show an interesting overlap with the expected socio-

structural features of the two forms of relative deprivation that were described in part 2.5 

(déclassement and violated reciprocity). The next chapters will discuss this overlap in 

further detail. Before getting there, the next section will first turn to the socio-economic 

preferences of radical right voters. 

 

Figure 5.2 Position of individual Dutch and French radical right voters in social space 

 
 

Supplementary variable: individual Dutch (n = 57) and French  (n = 31) radical right supporters 

 Source: ESS4 (2008) 
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5.3 Why: socio-economic heterogeneity 

Descriptive statistics 

Just as the previous part of this chapter, dedicated to social-structural variables and political 

interest, the next section, focusing on political preference, will first deal with descriptive 

statistics before turning to the results of the multiple correspondence analysis. The aim of 

this part of the analysis is to find out how socio-economic attitudes are socio-structurally 

distributed among radical right-wing voters. In that light, I performed a principal 

component factor analysis with the variables presented in Table 3.5. Two factors display an 

Eigenvalue that is superior to 1 (results not presented). In line with the theoretical 

expectations presented in section 2.3, these factors correspond to the two attitudinal 

dimensions that are well-established in the existing political science literature (e.g., 

Bornschier, 2010; Kitschelt, 1994; Kriesi et al., 2008, 2012) Accordingly, as Table 5.4 

indicates, the first dimension relates to socio-cultural preferences (universalism-

particularism), that is, immigration, cultural liberalism and European integration, as well as 

issues where cultural and economic matters are ‘blurred’ (Häusermann & Kriesi, 2015), 

namely welfare chauvinism and welfare misuse; whereas the second dimension (state-

market), relates to socio-economic preferences, namely income redistribution and socio-

professional insurance.    

 

Table 5.4 Rotated loadings of principal component factor analysis 

 

Indicator 
Universalism-
particularism 

State-  
market 

 

Uniqueness 

Immigration -0.81 -0.04 0.34 

Welfare chauvinism -0.66 -0.12 0.55 

Welfare misuse -0.67 -0.00 0.55 

Cultural liberalism -0.66 -0.15 0.54 

European integration -0.57 -0.09 0.67 

Gov. should decrease income differences -0.02 -0.78 0.40 

Diff. in standard of living should be small -0.05 -0.77 0.40 

Job for everyone, government responsible -0.07 -0.61 0.62 
  Source: ESS4 (2008) 
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In order to project these results on the two-dimensional social space – and thus, to find out 

in which way the state-market dimension is socio-structurally distributed among RRP 

voters –, I categorized the continuous factors into quintiles (see Table 5.5). In line with the 

theoretical expectations, the heterogeneity among radical right supporters on the socio-

cultural dimension is rather limited – only a few percent of the respondents voting for RRP 

display a proclivity towards universalist socio-cultural preferences –, whereas a much 

greater diversity is observable among these voters when it comes to socio-economic matters. 

The next section will therefore focus on the only dimension displaying statistical variance: 

the one related to state-market preferences. 

 

Table 5.5 Variation of social-cultural and socio-economic attitudes  

among radical right-wing voters in eight West European countries 

Universalism - particularism State - market 

Category Obs. % Category Obs. % 

1. Universalism ++ 018 01.9 1. State ++ 123 14.2 

2. Universalism + 067 06.9 2. State + 145 16.7 

3. Univ. / Part.  +/- 148 15.2 3. State / Market +/- 178 20.5 

4. Particularism + 216 22.2 4. Market + 175 20.2 

5. Particularism ++ 401 41.2 5. Market ++ 217 25.0 

Don’t know 123 12.6 Don’t know 029 03.3 

Mean (1-5) 4.1 Mean (1-5) 3.3 

St. deviation (1-5) 1.1 St. deviation (1-5) 1.4 

Total valid n          850 Total valid n           838 
Source: ESS4 (2008) 

 

Multiple correspondence analysis 

Having the socio-economic descriptive statistics in mind, the next step of the analysis is to 

find out how this dimension relates to positions of RRP voters in the socio-structural space. 

I thus projected radical right-wing voters on the two-dimensional plot that was already 

discussed in the previous section of this chapter (Figures 5.1 and 5.2), while using their 

state-market preferences (the quintiles presented in Table 5.4) as a passive (supplementary) 

variable. The results are presented in Figure 5.3.  
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Figure 5.3 Position of RRP voters in social space according to state-market preferences 

 
 

  

Supplementary variable: state-market preferences of RRP supporters  

 Source: ESS4 (2008) 
 

 

This figure shows that there exists an interesting form of structural diversity among RRP 

supporters when it comes to their socio-economic attitudes. As with the individual positions 

of these voters (Figure 5.2), a diagonal pattern can be discerned here, which follows both 

capital volume and capital composition. In line with hypotheses 2a and 2b, the propensity to 

display socio-economic right-wing preferences thus increases with the overall volume of 

capital possessed and also with the relative weight of economic capital and practical cultural 

capital in the capital composition. Accordingly, radical right supporters situated in the lower 

strata of the social space – production workers notably – tend to display more ‘leftist’, 
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‘protectionist’ and ‘interventionist’ socio-economic preferences than voters of RRP in the 

upper-right quadrant, such as managers and technical professionals, who tend to support 

socio-economic ‘right-wing’ stances. Finally, in line with the literature discussed in section 

2.3 (see notably Gaxie, 1978; 1990), don’t know answers tend to be concentrated among 

citizens with lower education levels and lower socio-professional positions.  

 

5.4 How: the political decision-making process 

Descriptive statistics  

The third and final demand-side component analysed in this chapter concerns the political 

decision-making process of radical right supporters. As discussed in section 3.5, this part of 

the analysis focuses on political interest, which also serves as a proxy for political 

sophistication. Just as it was the case in the last two sections, I will first present the most 

relevant descriptive statistics, before turning to the results of the specific multiple 

correspondence analyses. On a scale ranging from 1 (not interested at all) to 4 (very 

interested), the political interest of RRP voters has a mean of 2.4. Interestingly, this average 

is not only stable over time (ESS round 2008-2014), it also corresponds to the mean of the 

total sample in each ESS round. Accordingly, the results presented in this part of the 

chapter are likely to be valid in later years. When comparing the declared political interest 

of radical right-wing voters with the average interest citizens voting for other party families 

(instead of the aggregate sample), strong differences appear. In that respect, as can be 

observed in Figure 5.4, RRP supporters are – generally speaking – less interested in politics, 

thus confirming hypothesis 3a. Respondents supporting radical left, new left and liberal 

parties stand out as the most politically interested voters. Citizens who did not vote during 

the last election display (little surprisingly) the lowest levels of political interest. Only a 

third of these respondents indicate that they are either quite or very interested in politics. 
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Figure 5.4 Distribution of political interest among voters of different  

party families in eight West European countries (in %)  

 
 

 

Multiple correspondence analysis 

So how do these descriptive statistics relate to socio-structural positions? In the theoretical 

chapter (part 2.3), I hypothesized that political interest is socio-structurally related to one’s 

level of education (and, thus, cultural capital more broadly) as well as one’s societal position. 

Figure 5.6 interestingly shows, that this socio-structural diversity is reflected in the position 

of RRP voters according to political interest. These findings thus confirm hypothesis 3b, 

stating that the higher the education level and societal position of RRP-supporters, the 

higher their level of political interest. Accordingly, at a more general level, these results 

show that – just as with socio-economic preferences – it is empirically unwarrantable to 

treat radical right-wing voters as a homogeneous whole, as political interest is distributed 

very unequally within these constituencies.  
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Figure 5.5 Position of RRP voters in social space according to political interest 

 
  

Supplementary variable: political interest of RRP supporters  

 Source: ESS4 (2008), N = 15,039 
 

 

5.5 Conclusion 

The main aim of this chapter was to find an answer to the first subquestion of the present 

research project: which structural sources of heterogeneity can be discerned among RRP 

supporters in terms of their ‘who’, ‘how’ and ‘why’ characteristics? In order to account for 

the interrelatedness of socio-structural variables, this analysis relies on a Bourdieusian 

theoretical framework. Methodologically, it uses multiple correspondence analyses. 

Regarding the socio-structural characteristics (who?), I first analysed the support for radical 

right-wing parties at the aggregate level, by projecting respondents on the two-dimensional 

social space in terms of their electoral preference.  

   Cultural capital dominant / Economic capital dominant 
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   Table 5.6 – The quantitative analysis: hypotheses and findings 

 

The results of the analysis not only show an interesting overlap with many political 

science studies focusing on the two-dimensional political value space in contemporary 

Europe (e.g., Bornschier, 2010; Kitschelt, 1994; Kriesi et al., 2008, 2012; Kriesi & 

Häusermann, 2015; Oesch & Rennwald, 2018). They also confirm most of the theoretical 

‘whodunit’ expectations formulated in chapter 2 (see Table 5.6). First of all, the average 

position of citizens voting for liberal parties can be found in the upper-right region, whereas 

the radical right constituency ‘as a whole’ is situated in the lower right region – as these 

Hypothesis Finding 

Who 

H1a The propensity to vote for ‘the governmental right’ (conservative and liberal 

parties) increases with the overall volume of capital possessed and also with the 

relative weight of economic capital in the capital composition 

 

Partially 

confirmed 

H1b  The propensity to vote for radical right-wing parties decreases with the overall 

volume of capital possessed and increases with the relative weight of economic 

capital in the capital composition 

Confirmed 

H1c The propensity to vote for radical left-wing parties decreases with the overall 

volume of capital possessed and increases with the relative weight of cultural 

capital in the capital composition 

Confirmed 

H1d The propensity to vote for contemporary social-democratic parties and ‘the new 
left’ (green and social liberal parties) increases with the overall volume of capital 
possessed and also with the relative weight of cultural capital in the capital 
composition 

Partially 

confirmed 

H1e   Radical right voters cross the lower right area of the social space diagonally, from 

the centre-bottom to the upper-right region 

Confirmed 

Why 

H2a RRP are relatively homogeneous in terms of socio-cultural preferences and 

relatively heterogeneous when it comes to socio-economic issues 

 

Confirmed 

H2b The propensity to display socio-economic right-wing preferences among RRP 

supporters increases with the overall volume of capital possessed and also with 

the relative weight of economic capital in the capital composition 

Confirmed 

H2c The propensity to display socio-economic left-wing preferences among RRP 

supporters decreases with the overall volume of capital possessed and increases 

with the relative weight of cultural capital in the capital composition 

Confirmed 

How 

H3a Compared to voters of other parties, RRP supporters display a relatively low level 

of political interest 

 

Confirmed 

H3b The higher the education level and societal position of RRP-supporters, the higher 

their level of political interest 

Confirmed 
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voters possess a relatively lower overall volume of capital. While sharing a capital 

composition that is dominated by economic capital with voters of liberal parties, RRP 

supporters are diametrically opposed to voters of ‘new left’ parties, whose average position 

can be found in the upper left region of the Bourdieusian social space. Finally, voters of 

radical left-wing parties tend to be concentrated in the lower-left region, as they generally 

possess less capital in general, while displaying a capital composition dominated by cultural 

rather than economic capital.  

The findings also showed that the average position of social-democratic voters in 

social space comes closer to that of respondents supporting the radical left than to the 

average position of respondents voting for ‘new left’ parties, as both new left and social 

democratic constituencies ‘as a whole’ are situated in the middle of the capital volume 

dimension. These results are line with the observation that the core constituency of West 

European radical left parties consists more and more of white-collar workers and less and 

less of blue collar workers (Chiocchetti, 2017). Similarly, the average position of voters of 

conservative parties comes closer to that of radical right-wing supporters than to the 

average position of citizens voting for liberal parties. Accordingly,  hypotheses 1a and 1d are 

only partially confirmed, as they solely apply to voters of liberal (H1a) and ‘new left’ parties 

(H1d). 

In order to assess the socio-structural heterogeneity among radical right voters, I 

subsequently projected French and Dutch RRP supporters on the two-dimensional space. 

When looking at the results, an interesting pattern emerges, confirming hypothesis 1e: 

instead of being concentrated around one position in social space, radical right voters rather 

‘cross’ the lower right region diagonally (from the border of the lower left region to the 

upper right one), thus reflecting the overrepresentation of these voters among both 

production workers and small business owners.  

This diagonal pattern of socio-structural heterogeneity is reflected in the 

distribution of socio-economic preferences among radical right voters (why?) – the latter 

being relatively heterogeneously distributed among RRP supporters in comparison to socio-

cultural issues (in line with hypotheisis 2a). Accordingly, socio-economic preferences 
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become increasingly ‘market-oriented’ when moving up to the upper-right region, while 

being more ‘interventionist’ in lower strata of the social space. Importantly, the same 

pattern can be observed when it comes to political interest – which is relatively low among 

RRP supporters in comparison to voters of other parties (confirming hypothesis 3a): here 

too, the level of political interest increases in function of one’s position in social space 

(confirming hypothesis 3b).  

These sources of structural heterogeneity are particularly relevant when it comes to 

discerning the different types of RRP support in the two countries under study, as will be 

discussed in more detail in the following three chapters dedicated to the qualitative findings 

of the research project. Each of these chapters will deal with one ideal-type of radical right 

support. These types, in turn, are structured along the three sources of heterogeneity among 

RRP voters discussed in the present chapter: socio-structural positions (notably dependent 

on education level and income), socio-economic preferences and political sophistication. 

While presenting the results, I will move from the ‘lower’ strata of the social space to the 

more privileged parts, while comparing the concerned PVV and FN voters in each chapter. 

By doing so, specific attention will be given to the ‘thick’, that is meaningful, description 

(Geertz, 1973; see also Descombes, 1998; Maxwell, 1992) of the different forms of radical 

right support. Despite its seemingly prosaic character and waning popularity in political 

science (Gerring, 2012), description constitutes a crucial activity in the academic quest to 

find out ‘what is going on out there’. Not in the last place because it ‘undergirds all causal 

analysis and comprises our factual knowledge of the world’ (Ibid, p. 745) Descriptive, ideal-

typical interview excerpts are therefore included in the next chapters, highlighting which 

kind of practical knowledge (of the concerned social actors) is transmuted into theoretical 

knowledge (as explanatory factors) (see also Hamel, 2006). More specifically, these 

descriptions bring into focus which experiences and frames of reference are subjectively 

relevant for and politically translated by the voters under investigation, thus providing 

insight into the ‘cognitive and affective map’ (Campbell et al., 1960) of RRP supporters. 

Besides the present study, the excerpts thus also contribute to the radical right literature in 
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a more general sense, as similar accounts (still) constitute an empirical rarity in existing 

academic research.  
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6. Hard-done-byness 
 

 

 

6.1 Introduction 

The first road to the radical right support, presented in this chapter, could best be described 

by the quasi-untranslatable Dutch noun verongelijktheid. Stemming from the obsolete verb 

verongelijcken – meaning: to render unequal –, this term refers first of all to the feeling of 

being treated unequally. Indeed, as a specific form of relative deprivation, verongelijktheid 

should always be understood to mean a subjective sense of unequal treatment, rather than an 

objective detection of somebody lacking something (Runciman, 1966, pp. 10-11). In terms of 

deprivation, PVV and FN supporters subsumable under this type refer primarily to their 

subjective experience that (particular) groups of immigrants are favoured by politicians and 

public services to their detriment. Accordingly, verongelijktheid could best be translated in 

English as hard-done-byness46  – on the condition, however, of including a second element. 

For besides a cause (the perceived violation of a norm of equality), the Dutch word 

verongelijktheid also includes an effect: namely a feeling of resentment vis-à-vis the 

favoured (i.e. non-native outgroups) and the favourers (politicians and public services). The 

socio-political consciousness of these citizens is therefore not simply two-sided, for instance 

opposing high versus low, or rich and poor. Instead, as Figure 6.1 illustrates, interviewees 

subsumable under the first type of radical right support share a three-tiered conception of 

socio-political reality, with public servants and politicians up there, favouring migrants 

further down, while situating themselves in between.  

 

  

                                                
46 The German noun Zurückgesetzheit also comes quite close to ‘verongelijktheid’. 
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Figure 6.1 The tripartite socio-political consciousness of respondents  

subsumable under the first type of RRP support 

 

Responsible reference group 

Politicians and public servants (up there) 

  

 

Membership reference group  

Ordinary native people (in between) 

  

  

Comparative reference group 

Favoured migrants (outstripping from below) 

  

 

Whereas this three-tiered structure applies to all supporters subsumable under the first 

type of radical right support, the sources of hard-done-byness vary. In other words, the first 

main ‘road to the radical right’ contains several ‘lanes’, related to different comparison 

domains vis-à-vis various migrant groups. Before turning to these specific sources of 

verongelijktheid, it should be stated that a global difference can be observed between the 

two cases under consideration: there are fewer FN interviewees corresponding to the first 

ideal-type in comparison to the PVV voters I interviewed. This difference is most likely 

related to difficulties in the sampling procedure, as voters subsumable under this form of 

RRP support are ideal-typically situated in the lowest regions of social space, where political 

competence as well as people’s willingness to participate in electoral studies tend to be lower. 

At the same time, this quantitative difference seems to reflect a qualitative difference, as 

French interviewees tend to correspond more frequently and in more heterogeneous ways to 

the second ideal type that will be discussed in the following chapter. Before getting there, 

the following section will first focus on the sociological commonalities of ‘hard-done-by’ 

voters (who?) in France and the Netherlands as well as their politically relevant experiences 

and perceptions (why?). Section 6.3, then will discuss the political translation thereof (how?). 

More specifically, it will deal with interviewees’ political knowledge and sophistication as 

well as their selective appropriations of the political supply side. 
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6.2 Intragenerational déclassés: hard-done-by-ness in different domains  

When it comes to their biographical background, citizens corresponding to the first type of 

RRP support generally stem from the less privileged strata of society. Their parents are, 

almost without exception, lower educated, who, professionally speaking, tend to make (or: 

made) their living in relatively low-status and poorly paid jobs, for instance as a truck driver, 

crane man, cleaning woman, carpenter or blue collar. This relatively low position on the 

social ladder also characterizes the voters corresponding to the first type of RRP support. 

While some of them attended intermediate vocational education, these citizens are generally 

lower educated, occupying – or having occupied – low positions in the professional hierarchy, 

sometimes even describing their jobs explicitly as ‘filthy’, ‘inferior’ (N. 53) or ‘low’ (‘laag 

werk’) (N. 30). As will be discussed in the following paragraphs, this subjective appreciation 

of one’s objective social position is important, since it also tends to be translated politically 

by these voters. Finally, besides the societal background and actual position of the voters 

corresponding to the first type of RRP support, a third sociological property they share is 

the feeling that their life conditions are deteriorating. Due to the already low societal 

position of their parents, this sense of déclassement is generally intra-generational, rather 

than inter-generational. More specifically, among the interviewees subsumable under the 

first form of RRP support – where women are remarkably overrepresented –, a crucial 

commonality concerns the experience that, despite efforts in previous periods of life, one’s 

actual financial situation is worrisome, and only risks getting worse.  

In the eyes of these voters, the experience of decline is mainly related to recurring 

expenditures: the costs of public services are perceived as solely increasing, while the quality 

and accessibility of the latter would only be decreasing. This Dutch lower-educated widow, 

for instance, who lost her husband many years ago and who had small jobs until recently 

to make ends meet, saw her financial situation steadily declining from 2006 onwards: 

 

All groceries, all other things, communal taxes, rent, you name it, every year the prices go 

up. And with all these price-rises you end up with less and less money. At one point, it’s too 
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much, it’s impossible! It can’t go on that way. Well, that’s my misery. Financially in fact I 

am, I don’t mind telling you, my bank account is 1500 euros in the red. So people can come 

break in here to steal, because I don’t have anything (laughing). No, but I mean, it’s not 

funny at all. You have to look twice at your money… I have also worked to make extra money 

(bijgewerkt) almost my entire life. And everywhere I worked, I earned an income, and 

everywhere I earned an income I paid for the “general law on exceptional medical expenses” 

(AWBZ), that premium. And not long ago, they abolished that entire AWBZ. A part of the 

domestic help for elderly people was paid by it. And now I am old, but I can’t make use of it, 

because it doesn’t exist any longer! And so, all those social things are declining. The same 

goes for that health insurance (ziekenfonds) with that deductible – that didn’t exist back in 

the days. When I worked I just paid my contribution and that was it… It looked after itself. 

Life was much easier then. Yes, it sure was! 

 N. 41, female, 82, retired, did many small jobs 

 

In a similar vein, this lower educated, unemployed, single-parent woman, receiving 

social security benefits – not because she would be ‘too lazy to work’ but because she is 

‘declared unfit to work, for medical reasons’ – feels that things are getting ‘tougher and 

tougher’: 

 

The social services are falling back further and further. I’m really at the absolute minimum, 

because I’m not living here just on my own. My [unemployed] father lives here too. But it’s 

not sure yet whether we’ll still be living here next January. Because of the new norms 

(kostendelersnorm) we have a problem. We’ll probably be unable to pay the rent. Last year 

already we almost ended up on the streets…. So financially speaking we notice it very 

strongly, that the [social] services are declining.  

N. 2, female, 33, unemployed 

 

In certain cases, these feelings of financial hardship, which often go together with a sense of 

powerlessness, are expressed in even more desperate ways. This young woman, for instance, 

who, after obtaining her general high school diploma, had several small unsteady jobs to 

make a living, stated that: 
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Every year the health insurance gets more expensive, every year the rent goes up, and there 

is nothing I can do about it… So actually, I only see the costs rising, but my income does not, 

because I don’t have a steady job. So I only see my costs, costs, costs that are rising, and the 

costs that I make for food, health and clothes… it really makes me think, I now make about 

900 euros per month, and my budget for food, clothes, travelling, all together it’s about 100 

euros…, because everything else consists of recurring expenses, it all goes to healthcare and 

rent and oh, it’s so expensive! Sometimes I just can’t believe it. Then I really think, just a 

little bit longer and I’ll go standing behind the Central Station and just earn my money over 

there. That’s just unreported (gewoon lekker zwart) and then I’ll use a lot of drugs, so I 

won’t remember anything the next day. 

N. 27, female, 22, without steady job 

 

In France, the ‘hard-done-by’ voters I interviewed expressed highly similar feelings of 

financial distress. For instance, this lower-educated woman, possessing a lower professional 

diploma in sales, worked for years at a minimum wage as a butcher in a large supermarket. 

Although she recently retired, she feels ‘obliged’ to start looking for a job soon because of 

the financially unbearable situation she finds herself in: 

 

Everybody is revolted (se rebelle). We are pissed. Can you image the number of years that 

the retired didn’t have a salary increase?! 

Really? 

Yeah! We live with 600 euros per month. 

You too? 

Yes! 600-700 euros per month, and we worked during, we have all the annuities, all of them. 

If I count everything, I have between 700 and 800 euro per month. And yet, you see, they 

pretend to give you lots of things. But what can you do with 800 euro? The rent is already 

600, then the bills, all that… Even the medicines today, we have to pay the medicines. Well, 

imagine, those who don’t have the money, the retired, can you imagine? We don’t have any 

money left, and we also have to pay for the medicines? We are all dying there. 

N. 104, female, 63, retired employee of large supermarket 
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As these excerpts indicate, declining life conditions are related to different sources of 

deprivation, with health care and social housing being, by far, the most salient ones for the 

‘hard-done-by’ voters in both countries. Importantly, despite the diversity of these sources, 

their sense of deprivation is directly linked to a shared belief: ‘foreigners’ are ‘favoured’. As 

the retired French woman we just met (N. 104) claimed: ‘you see all those migrants who get 

a house, food, clothes, whereas the French don’t have anything; I think it’s crazy (abusé)!’ 

These comparisons thus lead to a specific sense of relative deprivation determined by a 

negative perception of certain migrants (comparative reference group) who are believed to 

receive a ‘preferential treatment’ to the detriment of ‘ordinary people’ like themselves 

(membership reference group). Similar comparisons, fostering strong feelings of resentful 

injustice, constitute a crucial explanatory factor in their support for the PVV and the FN.  

Among the Dutch interviewees, these feelings of injustice are mainly stirred by 

comparisons with refugees and asylum seekers, whose arrival and presence in the 

Netherlands was highlighted by the media during the Dutch field work period (overlapping 

with the Syrian ‘refugee crisis’). This 45-year-old woman, for example, who started working 

after her general high school diploma, mainly in the catering industry, and who had to stop 

after she fell chronically ill several years ago, complained about her social security benefits 

being increasingly cut:   

 

I was entitled to five hours of domestic help (per week), now it’s three. You used to be 

reimbursed for your chronic illness, that was 450 euros per year. That’s been cut. The 

volunteer aid complement has been cut – we (she and her husband) used get 33 percent 

reduction on domestic help, that’s been cut. So you pay more and more and you get less 

and less! I mean, already for health costs we are, from the top of my head, spending 190 

Euro per month. In February, we’ve already paid the deductible. I have very expensive 

medication for the pain and everything. I mean, we have to pay more and if you hear that 

refugees get health care for free, dentists for free… For instance, I’m on a waiting list for a 

pain doctor for four months already and if you hear that someone in the asylum seekers’ 

centre was helped within two days, then I think, excuse me: is his pain different than (als, 
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sic) my pain? Those are the kinds of things I just cannot understand. It’s almost a sort of 

preferential treatment (voortrekkertje), like: ah you are extra pitiful! 

N. 55, female, 45, unemployed  

 

Whereas certain French ‘hard-done-by’ respondents also compared themselves to privileged 

‘migrants’, the reference groups ‘below’ they invoked most frequently were ‘visible 

minorities’ in their country, notably ‘Arabs’ and ‘blacks’. In opposition to the Dutch 

interviewees subsumable under the first type of RRP support, generally denouncing 

comparative reference groups à distance – that is, without ever meeting them –, several 

French voters invoked concrete encounters with ‘Arabs’ and ‘blacks’ fostering their 

resentment vis-à-vis the latter. This woman (N. 84), for instance, who started working 

after obtaining her general high school diploma, mainly as an employee (shop assistant) 

for a large clothing company, had a traffic accident in 2013. Unable to walk for more 

than half an hour straight, she worries that she might not be able to work again. When 

she was refused unemployment benefits, she went to the social service office (Pôle 

emploi), where she noticed that: ‘there were Arabs only. There was not one single 

French person, absolutely nothing. When you enter, you see women, all of them head 

scarfed.’ Most importantly, these ‘women with four children’ would be ‘entitled to 

everything, while you are entitled to nothing. You see it everywhere, everywhere you go, 

they have priority, everywhere. Wherever you go, they are prioritized over you; it’s 

unbelievable (pas possible).’ 

Crucially, similar distinctions between ‘us’ (victimized insiders) and ‘them’ (favoured 

outsiders) not only help these ‘hard-done-by-voters’ to make sense of social reality. 

Excluding ‘them’ from an ‘imagined community’ (Anderson, 1991) implies, above all, a 

prioritization of the ingroup, thus providing a prospect of protection; a perspective on a 

possible future without (or at least with less) financial precarity – based on the ultimate 

resource these voters dispose of: their nationality.47 The defensive nationalism, in which 

                                                
47 Similar mobilizations of national group identity have deep sociogenetic roots. More than any other layer of we-

identity in the consciousness of most of its members, as Norbert Elias (1991, p. 208) insightfully argued, the 
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their boundary work is rooted, was clearly illustrated by this unemployed FN voter, who is 

a-typical in terms of his high education level (and political sophistication), but ideal-typical 

in terms of the main features of hard-done-by-ness supporters that were outlined earlier: i.e. 

a lower-class social background, a biographical trajectory characterized by intragenerational 

decline leading to a situation of economic hardship. After a professional career with many 

ups and downs, notably as a translator of ‘very stupid books’, the life of this voter became an 

‘absolute nightmare’ a couple of years ago when his wife left him – forcing him to move to a 

16 square meter apartment and to make ends meet by giving private courses as a foreign 

language teacher, students moreover he had a hard time finding: 

 

I arrived that low, I’m a social déclassé who is standing in line with blacks and Arabs; at the 

social welfare office (aux services sociaux), I’m standing in line with the blacks and the 

Arabs… each time you queue somewhere, when you try to arrange something (qu’on fait une 

demarche), you’re always surrounded, you’re always drown, by the way I often prefer to 

withdraw, to leave and to do everything by mail, by telephone, to avoid to be confronted to 

all those people who in the end have the same status as I have – basically, they are living 

human beings who simply want to recognize their right as future Frenchmen. Between them 

and me there is only one difference: over time, they are, voilà, they are future compatriots, 

but I will never recognize them as such. I will never recognize them as such! 

 N. 87, male, 58, unemployed 

 

At the same time, it is not exclusively the non-natives ‘below’ that are denounced by this FN 

voter. Just as other ‘hard-by-done-by’ respondents, he also blames a second outgroup: 

politicians, public servants and (in certain cases) associations ‘up there’. In the eyes of these 

voters, the latter are not only responsible for the difficult situation they are personally facing, 

but also for the perceived preferential treatment of migrants (coming from ‘below’). In other 

words, they are held accountable for the ‘fact’ that ‘ordinary people’ in need, like themselves, 

                                                                                                                                                       
integration plane of the modern nation-state has ‘the function of a survival unit, a protection unit on which depends 

their physical and social security in the conflicts of human groups and in cases of physical catastrophe.’ 
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have to ‘sort out things’ for themselves, whereas help ‘simply falls into the lap’ of 

‘newcomers’. To quote the French self-declared social déclassé again: 

 

I live in a fucking maid’s room (une putain de chambre de bonne) whereas there are 

Congolese families who live in 100 square meter apartments given to them by the 

municipality! I know it, I’ve seen it, a lot… quasi free social housing, for people coming from 

the other side of the world, but who, through arrangements, helped by associations etcetera, 

have managed to ask for social housing. And I live in a maid’s room, you see. And I don’t 

have any perspective on social housing within 10 years… At least 10 years, I might be dead 

by then. I don’t exaggerate, 10 years! 

N. 87, male, 58, unemployed 

 

Highly similar remarks were made among my Dutch respondents corresponding to the first 

type of RRP support. For instance, when talking about his biggest concern with politics, this 

81-year old retired construction worker (N. 51) indicated that ‘they’ (i.e. politicians of other 

parties than the PVV) ‘find it ok that so many migrants come over, whereas social workers 

are more on their side than on mine. That actually is the problem.’ As the previous excerpts 

already indicated, this double opposition vis-à-vis politicians on the one hand (i.e. the 

responsible reference group) and migrants on the other (the comparative reference group) is 

often reinforced by negative experiences of voters corresponding to the first type of RRP 

support with governmental welfare state institutions, fostering the belief that the latter do 

not aim to help people like themselves. This 33-year-old unemployed woman, for instance, 

complained that the ‘willingness’ and the possibilities for help from social welfare 

institutions and the municipality are deteriorating:  

 

For seven years already, I’m inscribed for social housing and still I’m not eligible for a 

decent house, even though I’m a single mother. It doesn’t matter, you end up on the street. 

[…] The municipality left us in the lurch, they didn’t do anything for us. Nothing. They 

would have given a loan and make sure that we could find a cheaper apartment or another 

apartment. That was also confirmed. But then it didn’t up well at all. And the bailiff tried 
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four times to make sure that we couldn’t pay. They actually wanted us to get out of here, out 

of this house. 

 N. 2, female, 33, unemployed 

 

While these voters tend to describe their own life conditions as declining, they contrast this 

situation with politicians ‘up there’, who are believed to ‘live the good life’ and not to suffer 

from the consequences of their own policy. Fundamentally, this belief boils down to a sense 

of violated equality: ‘Look’, this 54-year-old unemployed man (N. 62) told me, ‘a member of 

the Lower House earns 10.000 euro a month, so he can easily get good health care’. For 

himself, however, ‘everything is getting more and more expensive’, since he ‘only gets 1200 

euro a month’. Voters subsumable under the first type of RRP support tend to opposite their 

own (degrading) situation to the comfort of people ‘up there’. Generally, the latter concern 

politicians, even though well-paid managers are also explicitly included in this responsible 

reference group:  

 

We all have to tighten our belts and sacrifice everything (alles inleveren), but the minister 

does not have to tighten his belt, and he earns a good salary. I mean, if Rutte’s mother 

would fall ill, he can easily hire a private nurse who takes care for her 24 hours per day, who 

does the laundry, cooks, and cleans. And they can effort it. But an ordinary Dutchman 

cannot. If my father would fall ill, I cannot help him. And I’m his only child. Well, then 

you’re in trouble, then you have to hire other people. 

N. 55, female, 45, unemployed  

 

If I see how much money ends up at those people up there and on the other hand our ‘basket 

of care’ (zorgpakket) is been cut down upon more and more so they (hun, sic) can make more, 

that’s just the feeling you get. And something should be done about it! Yeah! 

Who are they (‘hun’, sic) then? 

Someone who works for Achmea [a Dutch health insurance company] or so, a big manager 

(een grote directeur), I just give you an example. And of course, I know he has a lot of 

responsibility. Yeah, hello, I’d also like to earn money that way. Yeah, I mean, you’re in 

office, you listen to a lot of yackety-yack and at the end of the day, you close the door and 
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bye! Yeah, I would like to make money that way too. But that’s not the way it works. And 

then I think to myself: it’s nice for them to get a salary increase of a hundred thousand euros 

(een ton), probably I’m not far off – but then you’re really talking about the top right – but 

we, ordinary people, have to tighten our belts in every domain. What’s going wrong here? 

So, we pay your salary increase. That’s where it actually boils down to. 

N. 11, female, 44, unemployed 

 

As these excerpts indicate, the political we-identifications of voters corresponding to the 

first type of RRP support generally relate to the ‘ordinary’ native population. Importantly, 

similar identifications are enabled by a relatively low objective position in social space, which 

in, in some cases is opposed explicitly to responsible political elites. This retired Dutch 

cleaning woman, for instance, who grew up in poverty, ideal-typically emphasized the social 

distance between herself and ‘those in power’: 

 

They think you all had a good job, but of course that’s not true. Those who rule the roost 

they say: ‘Yeah, those Dutch people don’t want to do the dirty work.’ I’ve cleaned toilets for 

years! Well, not everybody had a good job, right? But those in power (die iets te vertellen 

hebben) they never had to do it – that’s the difference. Those who rule the roost here in the 

Netherlands, who get all these people over here, they never had to do those kind of jobs; 

they had somebody to do it for them. You see? That’s why, politics is often so remote from 

the people that you actually don’t understand each other. Those folks don’t have a clue 

about how ordinary life looks like. I always compare it to a priest. I still remember, at their 

place (referring to her husband), a man in a dress would come by, and yeah, he would talk 

about the family. And then I think: what do you about that, about a family? I think, you’ll go 

back to the presbytery, there is a house out there. You can just sit down every day for a cup 

of soup and a meal. But most families that you visit don’t have that. So these people don’t 

understand each other at all, because they have a much better life anyway. No, I find, you 

only have the right to speak if you’ve also had a housekeeping and a family – if you’ve got 

children. Because, how can you talk about children if you’ve never had no (sic) children? 

And a completely different life? Then you just don’t know about it. And that’s also how I 
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look at those politicians. They’re just babbling. And often they don’t know what they’re 

talking about, because they don’t that life at all. 

N. 53, female, 79, retired cleaning woman 

 

These negative evaluations of politicians and other responsible elites ‘up there’ bring us to 

the next part of the chapter dealing with the ways in which the subjectively relevant 

experiences and perceptions are politically translated by the voters corresponding to the 

first ideal-type. 

 

6.3 Rapports with politics 

As discussed in chapter 3, my interviewees generally display a relatively high level of 

political interest. Despite this quasi-inevitable bias, substantive differences emerge when 

looking at the respondents’ political sophistication. To empirically assess the latter – and, 

consequently, the ways in which my interviewees situate themselves politically – I asked 

them what distinguishes ‘left’ and ‘right’ in their eyes, just before they situated themselves 

on a 0 to 10 left-right scale. The answers to this question varied widely, ranging from the 

admittance of confusion on the one hand to strongly differentiated and ideologically 

organized accounts on the other. Respondents subsumable under the first type of RRP 

support display a political sophistication that is characterized by a relatively low level of 

differentiation and an absence of ideological integration; a tendency correlating with the 

overrepresentation of lower educated (and women) among the interviewees subsumable 

under the ‘hard-done-by’ type of RRP support. As the following excerpts illustrate, these 

voters often do not have clear – let aside ideologically founded – ideas about how to 

differentiate between left and right. Instead they tend to rely on ‘hear-say’ generalizations 

from media and acquaintances. Some of them situate themselves on the right side of the 

political spectrum, because other people label them in that way. This lower educated, 

unemployed PVV voter, for instance, declared himself as ‘right-wing’ because Wilders 

would be described in the same manner: 
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You’re put in the right-wing box (Je wordt gezet in rechts, sic). I’m against this, I’m against 

that, so you’re seen as right-wing straightaway. That’s why I noted right over here 

[pointing at the questionnaire], because they label me as right-wing anyway. You see? You 

vote for Wilders and you’re right-wing. So I’m right-wing. 

 N. 62, male, 54, unemployed (10 on left-right scale) 

 

Other interviewees subsumable under the first type of radical right support plainly ‘admit’ 

their lack of knowledge when it comes to discerning left and right. This 25-year-old mover, 

for instance – who was not aware of the existence of the Dutch socialist party when we 

discussed the possibility of voting for other parties than the PVV – ‘recognized’ that ‘I 

actually don’t know the definition of left and right’. In a similar fashion, these two 

interviewees stated that:  

 

I think it’s all rubbish, left and right. I don’t see any difference between them. I only trust 

facts, and standpoints, what is discussed, what the goals are. And to call that left or right, 

for the life of me I don’t know. I don’t know. Because I belief it [the PVV] is seen as a right-

wing party, I hear it on television. But yeah, I don’t pay a lot of attention to it, if it’s called 

left or right, or middle, or nothing at all. I’m interested in the person in question: how does 

he look? Do I think this person is capable of becoming an administrator? Is his appearance 

good, neat and fair? 

N. 41, female, 82, retired, did many small jobs (indifferent on left-right scale) 

 

I know that there is some kind of difference, for instance between the SP and the VVD, but 

I’m not very familiar with it, so in that respect… [She then marks the case in the middle of 

left-right scale]… Middle, I stay neutral… Left or right, well, if I should really come up with 

an opinion, then it would be right, but then I wouldn’t know which case to choose… so I 

prefer to stay neutral. 

N. 11, female, 44, unemployed (5 on left-right scale) 

 

Contrary to my Dutch interviewees, living in a country with a political system that has long 

been dominated by four ‘pillars’ (zuilen) representing large minority groups within the 
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population – i.e. Catholics, Protestants, socialists and liberals (Lijphart, 1975) –, the French 

interviewees were socialized in a majoritarian political system characterized by a historical 

interrelatedness of class-based and religious cleavages. Pertaining to vote choice, the 

relevance of the latter declined more importantly in the last decades of the 20th century than 

the electoral impact of the former (Bartolini, 2000; Knutsen, 2004b; Martin, 2000; Michelat 

& Simon, 1977). Reflecting these contextual differences, some French ‘hard-done-by’ 

respondents did have a vague notion of what the opposition between left and right might 

stand for (e.g., rich versus poor), yet their vision of the political parties was often indistinct, 

arguing that the presence of the left or the right in power does not make a difference. This 

retired lower educated woman for instance, who once voted for ‘the left’ stated that: 

 

I don’t know, they all talk, you see, I don’t know, pff, in the end, you know, it’s really not 

much, right, the left (c’est vraiment peu, hein, la gauche). And the right, pfff, well they do 

the same thing when they are in power, isn’t it? Be it the left or the right, they end up doing 

the same thing. 

And what is it (ça consiste en quoi), to do the same thing? 

To do nothing right. Because they close the factories, something should be done for the 

factories, for the retired, for the people, give them money, increase the salaries, to increase 

all that. No, they don’t do anything. They don’t do anything. They only think about 

themselves. To increase their salary, yes, that’s the priority! 

N. 104, female, 63, retired, former employee in large supermarket (6 on left-right scale) 

 

The left is in favour of giving things to people, but afterwards they don’t do anything. 

People with money, who don’t give anything to the others, voilà, who ask others to give, 

ultimately to have benefits themselves. For me that’s the left. 

And the right? 

The right, as we have it in France, they think that they have good projects, they think they 

will do good, but they don’t do it either, voilà. They will tell you, for instance, that an 

employee (un salarié) should have a good income (salaire), but they won’t realize it. You see? 

They will only have the ideas. Voilà, that’s the right. And then, voilà, they say there’s the 

extreme right, the FN. The FN proposes things, but I don’t know whether they will be able 
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to realize it, but for me they do have projects you think they can be feasible; we should just 

be able to put them in place. But they (on) do not let them do that. So I’m neither left, nor 

right [she marks the case 10]. 

N. 84, female, 38, unemployed (10 on left-right scale) 

 

Besides a low level of political sophistication and the absence of ideological distinctions 

between political actors, issues and viewpoints, these excerpts point at another important 

element characterizing the decision-making process of Dutch and French ‘hard-done-by’ 

interviewees: Le Pen and Wilders are seen as different; they are not like ‘the others’, that is, 

the responsible political elites, who (as discussed in the previous section) are believed to 

‘favour foreigners’. The two RRP leaders, instead, are conceived as the principal political 

protagonists standing up for people like themselves, the ordinary ‘Dutch’ and ‘French’. 

Accordingly, these voters do not perceive the political supply in entirely unstructured ways, 

as the invoked national group identity helps them to politically translate their personal 

experiences and cognitively organize their political orientations. More specifically, these 

political demands rest upon a subjectively shared hierarchy of misery in which ‘our own 

people’ should come first. This nationality-based entitlement is expressed, for instance, 

by the retired supermarket employee (N. 104), who stated that she stands ‘for the 

French, for the people, voilà, for the persons who don’t manage to make ends meet (qui 

n’arrivent pas à s’en sortir)’. In search for ‘a government that takes care of us’, she 

‘totally supports’ Marine Le Pen, who, she believes, is ‘100 percent French’, as she would 

promise to ‘close the borders’ and ‘give priority to the French’. Almost the same terms 

were used by the previously mentioned self-declared social déclassé (N. 87). When asked 

about what Marine Le Pen should do first if she would come into power, he answered: 

‘National priority! Introduce national priority, at every level,’ emphasizing that ‘social 

housing should be uniquely reserved to the French.’ Similar articulations between 

domains of hard-done-byness on the one hand and national ingroup favouritism on the 

other, also dominate the electoral justifications among Dutch respondents corresponding 

to the first form of RRP support.  This retired woman (N. 41), for instance explained her 
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support for Wilders as he ‘stands up for the elderly’, a position that she directly connects 

with the PVV leader’s stances on migration. 

  

You often hear he [Wilders] stands up for the elderly, yes, and with those migrants, about 

that money, when he says: do you know how much one migrant in the Netherlands costs 

per year to the state? Well, it was like 39 thousand euro, and he says for instance, directly 

afterwards, I don’t know if it’s the right order, but: help the elderly here first! They can’t 

even go to nursing homes any longer, they can’t go old people’s home’s any longer. Eh, 

when it comes to domestic help and health care, that’s also something he talks about. He 

really stands up for the Netherlands. And that’s something I really agree with him. That’s 

something I find very important too. And afterwards you can think of other countries. But 

why do we always have to help everywhere, while letting other people down? Because I 

can’t come knocking on someone’s door! To get help. 

No? 

No, I wouldn’t know where. I can’t go to an old people’s house any longer. I’m sure about 

that. I can’t go there any longer. Actually, at this moment, I wouldn’t even want to go 

there, even though I can hardly do my own household. I don’t leave anymore! I hope that 

I’ll fall asleep on the couch here and never open my eyes again. 

Yes? 

Absolutely, I’m not interested in it any longer – if you ask for help, they only drop by to 

have a look.  

N. 41, female, 83, retired, many small jobs 

 

Several Dutch interviewees corresponding to this type of RRP support even tended to 

universalize their particular point of view by expecting that all voters for the Party for 

Freedom would be attracted to the party for similar reasons of ‘unfair’ and ‘unequal’ 

treatment: 

 

I think that PVV-voters all think a bit in the same direction. They’re all people who kind of 

share the same background… 

The same background? 
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Well, in the sense that they have the same experiences, they all see, a matter of perspective, 

that are things that are not going well… That asylum policy just remains very important. 

And the fact that we see that the Netherlands needs more than is currently given, and that 

that which is needed here goes elsewhere. And the people who need it here don’t get it, and 

newcomers do get it… Why do asylum seekers, even asylum seekers who have exhausted all 

legal procedures, why do they get a preferential treatment for a house where I have to pay 

for, on a waiting list, and then I’ll be out on the streets!? Please explain it to me. Can you 

explain that to me? Nobody can explain that to me. But it does happen. Yep, that’s that 

element (dat stukje) of background, that element of inequality, that element of unfairness, 

right.  

N. 2, female, 33, unemployed 

 

In reality, as the next chapters will show, multiple coexisting forms of RRP support can be 

observed, that are related to different explanatory mechanisms than the unfairness 

experienced and invoked by this PVV voter. Before getting there, however, the next section 

will first discuss two variants of the first ideal-type of radical right support. 

 

6.4 Ideal-typical variants 

Besides the first ideal-typical form of radical right support discussed in the previous parts of 

this chapter – pertaining to hard-done-byness in the domain of welfare state services –, two 

variants can be discerned, which relate to labour market competition and street level 

bureaucrats. The following two sections will discuss these ideal-typical variants respectively. 

 

Labour market hard-done-byness 

Among the 64 PVV voters I interviewed, only one respondent corresponds to the so-called 

‘labour market competition hypothesis’. According to this theory, self-interested concerns 

about labour competition are the main driver of exclusionary attitudes towards immigrants 

(see also part 1.3). Similarly, during my field work period in France, I only met one person – 

a young construction worker living in a Parisian suburb – who told me about his intention to 

vote for a RRP (the Front National) because he felt his job was threatened by migrant 
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workers. Unfortunately, however, he refused my invitation to be interviewed in the context 

of my research project.  

Interestingly, this rarity of interviewees suffering from labour market competition 

illustrates the academic literature on natives’ attitudes towards immigrants, wherein the 

labour market competition hypothesis has repeatedly failed to find empirical support. Even 

though the underlying mechanism might operate under specific circumstances of 

pronounced economic threat (see e.g., Dancygier & Donnelly, 2013; Malhotra et al., 2013), 

‘the significant majority of prior work finds that labor market competition does not shape 

attitudes of the mass public’ (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014, p. 240), leading certain authors 

to describe it as a ‘zombie theory’ (Ibid., p. 241). This limited relevance might be explained 

by findings indicating that migrants rarely compete head-in-head with indigenous workers, 

even when they have a similar level of education. Lacking tacit knowledge and accumulated 

experience, while facing discrimination on the labour market, migrants would notably 

compete with each other, often in specific sectors of the economy (e.g., Berkhout & Hof, 

2012; Clemens & Hunt, 2017; Collier, 2013; SER, 2014; Wadsworth, 2010). Another factor 

that might hinder researchers from finding evidence that confirms the labour market 

hypothesis relates to potential selection biases. As I personally noticed during my field work 

period, native citizens that are most likely to be in competition with migrants (lower 

educated with low professional skills) are also least like to participate in social surveys and 

opinion polls. 

So how about the Dutch interviewee that does fit the labour market hypothesis? The 

voter in question is a 25-year-old, lower educated deliverer of household and white goods 

who actually experienced a pronounced economic threat in two ways. Not only through his 

unqualified father, who lost his job in a greenhouse due to Polish migration a couple of years 

ago. He also fears losing his own permanent appointment to migrants. In fact, even though 

this deliverer finds his work ‘terrible’ – the physical pénibilité, leading to frequent back 

injuries, does not equal his low wage –, he is happy nonetheless of having a job in the first 

place. For, in view of the absence of official qualifications, he feels professionally ‘replaceable’ 

– ‘for me ten others’, he said. Especially Somali freelancers would constitute a threat in that 
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respect. Despite the respondent’s impression that the latter ‘barely speak Dutch’ and cannot 

deliver the same quality to customers as he does – by explaining everything formally to them 

–, ‘the employer doesn’t see it. He only looks at the money, he just hires those Somalis’, since 

they are cheaper. Politically, these experienced are translated in support for Wilders, as the 

latter promises ‘to close the borders, to avoid that things get worse,’ notably with respect to 

‘Poles and asylum seekers who all want to take your job’: 

 

These Poles are now having the jobs. That’s doesn’t make sense, right? And someone like 

my father is fired, because Poles are cheaper. No, I think that’s irresponsible. You 

shouldn’t be able to just get a visa. No, you should just remain a closed country… Poles, 

what are they after? Just come here because they earn more, and it’s all about money. Yeah, 

it’s understandable that these Poles come over, but it should just be impossible. Why 

would someone do that? Why, as the Netherlands, would you get Polish people to the 

Netherlands? You just have to keep populations as they are. Polish people have no business 

here, I think. Just close the borders. That’s my view. 

N. 30, male, 25, deliverer of household and white goods 

 

Just as other hard-done-by voters tend to do in other domains, national symbolic boundaries 

are thus invoked by this respondent in a defensive way, based on the same principle of 

nationality-based entitlement. That is, personally and politically, the labour market position 

of people like himself should be come first. 

 

Street-level bureaucrats 

The second variant of hard-done-byness concerns a form of radical right support that 

gradually showed up during the qualitative cluster analysis – thus underlining the relevance 

of an iterative hypothetical-inductive approach. This unforeseen character is partly related 

to the fact that the concerned social group has not been documented as such in the existing 
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radical right literature 48 Contrary to other respondents subsumable under the 

verongelijktheid type, who all worked or work in the private sector, these voters – street-

level bureaucrats – are active in the public sector, as their occupational designation indicates 

(see also Lipsky, 1980). More specifically, whereas all the concerned respondents work at the 

frontline of public service delivery, some of them are professionally active for the caring ‘left 

hand’ of the state (in hospitals and nursing homes), while most of them work for the latter’s 

punitive ‘right hand’49 (as train conductor/investigator and police officers). 

Despite the fact that their employment status in the public sector provides a relative 

protection from economic precarity – a feature applying to other ‘hard-done-by’ voters –, 

the street level bureaucrats I interviewed do share several important characteristics with the 

latter. First, they also come from a relatively modest social-economic background, with 

lower-educated parents who made their living as a plumber, printer, cashier, etc. Moreover, 

just as the position of other ‘hard-done-by’s’ within social space, these voters occupy a 

relatively low position within the bureaucratic hierarchy – a position which they also tend to 

translate politically, as will be shown below. Furthermore, street level bureaucrats also have 

a strong feeling of societal decline that is related to a perceived violation of a norm of 

equality. This Dutch nurse, for instance, who regularly observed that patients with a foreign 

background would ‘claim everything’, thinking they have ‘arrived in paradise’, where they 

‘are just entitled to everything’, also has the impression that the situation for Dutch patients, 

especially the elderly, is steadily declining – a situation which subjectively threatens the 

perspectives of her future self:   

  

It hurts me when I see that hordes of refugees are coming here and that all attention is 

given to them, like ‘oh these people are pitiful’, you name it. And then if I see that our 

elderly really don’t have anything, that doctors have to bring socks for them because the 

residents (in the nursing home she works) don’t have anything – it really is that bad. And 

                                                
48 For a rare recent study on the voting behaviour of employees in the public sector, see Rouban (2017). He shows that 

public servants voting for the Front National can be found most frequently in the professional categorie C, i.e. the 

lowest grade in the French bureaucratic hierarchy, mainly covering street-level bureaucrats. 

49 This ‘left hand’ versus ‘right hand’ analogy is borrowed from Bourdieu (1993), see also Wacquant (2009). 
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then I think to myself, our government is blind, they only have an eye for these screaming 

people, and of course they are powerful, because everybody is looking at them. But I really 

think it’s sickening that our elderly, just imagine, at a certain point it will be our turn! Yes 

yes, because there’s no other option, right! I have seen it myself, in a nursing home, I was 

terrified – damn it, there are also people of my own age! Yes! Doing nothing, because no 

activities were proposed, because it costs money, and economies have to be made. 

 N. 42, female, 54, nurse 

 

Similar feelings of unequal treatment were expressed by this Dutch train conductor and 

investigator, who has been working for the railways for more than 15 years. 

 

At a certain point, I had stopped a foreign boy (buitenlandse jongen), again. So a few 

colleagues arrive and I want to pass him over, and among those colleagues were a few 

Turks. And the first thing they say is: Hey, Allahakbar’, you know. So that was the end of 

that, and then I said: ‘Hello, hello. He has been stopped, it’s great that you speak the same 

language, but let’s go on.’ – ‘Hey, don’t bother, everything will be all right.’ And that’s not 

right. You shouldn’t make a distinction there. That’s just point. That a difference is being 

made. And that’s always at the expense of the Dutch people and nine out of ten times it’s 

in the advantage of the foreigners, whereas we should treat everybody in the same way. 

But this kind of practical cases, it makes you think at a certain point: I choose the PVV – 

that inequality, the different treatment, the different approach. That creates a bad feeling 

(Dat wringt).  

N. 46, male, 54, train conductor/investigator 

 

Importantly, these exclusionary position-takings are alimented by a perceived increase of 

maladjusted behaviour in everyday professional life, varying from intimidating and 

aggressive patients (vis-à-vis nurses) to physical violence vis-à-vis street level bureaucrats 

working for the punitive ‘right’ hand of the state. It that light, it should be noted that the 

interviewed street level bureaucrats tend to be professionally active in large cities in France 

and the Netherlands, where the probabilities of being confronted with (criminal) citizens 

having a migrant background is higher than in small municipalities on the countryside. 
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Operating in this urban context, the concerned voters conceive immigration as the main 

issue, as the citizens they are negatively confronted with would always be ‘the same’ – ‘Ce 

sont toujours les mêmes’ –, as this police officer (N. 83) literally told me: ‘it’s rarely you or 

me, huh’, thus implicitly referring to his and my white skin colour and west-European 

descent.50 Interestingly, even a police officer with a migrant background (N. 114) – his 

father being born in sub-Sahara Africa, his mother being ‘French’ –, stated that ‘at a certain 

point, you just observe’ that ‘it’s all the time blacks or Arabs’ committing ‘primitive’ crimes. 

At the same time, similar experiences not only relate to migrant outgroups that are 

perceived as ‘inferior’. Just as the feeling of hard-done-byness among other interviewees 

corresponding to the first type of RRP support, it is also fostered by an absence of backup 

from ‘above’ – as the following excerpt illustrates. 

 

You’re confronted with aggression, you’re confronted with violence. Scratches, torn 

clothes. After a collision (akkefietje) a while ago, I still had my ribs bruised nine months 

later. That kind of things. That doesn’t happen once. It happens much more often. I mean, 

there are tens of thousands of reports per year. And what happens with them? Nothing 

happens. Well yeah, that single condemnation. But the rest? We use extra security and 

extra cameras. Sorry, but it’s no use. You can put a camera, but something like swearing 

will continue. So if I really should do what is required of me, then you have something 

going on almost every day. That’s not possible. Your backup is not there, your boss is not - 

the trains have to drive – so he is not interested (zit er niet op te wachten); society has no 

interest in all those people coming to a standstill. The police don’t make an effort. Justice 

is not interested. Because even if we write a lot of penalties, we get a remark that we 

should do less… So at a certain point you think like: why am I doing this for? On one hand, 

we just want that everyone follows the law and behaves normally, on the other hand, the 

entire organization is not happy at all that you are working on that. 

N. 46, male, 54, train conductor/investigator 

 

                                                
50 This excerpt illustrates the advantages these characteristics gave me during the field work period. Inversely, it 

emphasizes the potential difficulties I might have faced if I would have had a Maghrebi or a sub-Saharan origin. 
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This excerpt also highlights the subjective relevance of the subordinate position of street 

level bureaucrats within the public sector. As ‘lower-level workers’ (Lipsky, 1980), these 

voters express fierce criticism vis-à-vis the managers of the organizations they work for. 

Reflecting the international rise of the well-educated in the top of increasingly 

professionalised public and political institutions (see Bovens & Wille, 2017), the latter are 

contrasted with previous generations of managers. Coming straight from university, they 

would lack the practical knowledge needed to give appropriate orders. For instance, as this 

37-year-old police officer in a large city in southern France put it: 

 

Back in the days, before becoming officers, they [the new officers] had proven themselves in 

the field (fait du terrain); nowadays, they come directly from school, they are like 24, 25 

years old, they do investigations, but they have never experienced anything. And they give 

orders to people who are in the corps for over 20 or 30 years, but they don’t any 

experience… No, officers or commissioners, before getting that position, should at least have 

6 months or 1 year of experience, with the brigades, with us in the field, crawling on the 

ground and things like that, receiving insults, rocks thrown at your face (sur la tronche), so 

that, when they take the responsibility of an officer – for instance, if there’s a riot or 

something like that – they know what to do. Two weeks ago, I was with an officer doing 

maintenance of law and order. ‘But I’ve never done maintenance of law and order’, he said, ‘I 

don’t know what to do.’ I mean, what should you do with people like that?! 

 N. 83, male, 37, police officer  

 

In a similar fashion, the Dutch train conductor/investigator we met before, harshly criticized 

the managers in his organization. By doing so, he not only points at their perceived lack of 

competence, but also at another important aspect that would characterize contemporary 

managers – their lack of recognition vis-à-vis those at the lower end of the occupational 

spectrum: 

 

These [managers] are people who all come from the university and only then have to look at 

how the world actually works. They do not come from practice; they have no professional 

knowledge. They only learn how to manage. And what if things don’t work at all in practice? 
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Then they say: ‘Do not nag, because I want it like that.’ And that has increased, that 

management mentality. The manager knows. They do not want to know what is happening 

on the shop floor (werkvloer), because they just want to be right (hun eigen gelijkje). Their 

own job is paramount. We never see them either, because we are just the waste within the 

company. We already have two directors who have said that more or less. While we are the 

people who do the work. But that is simply not appreciated by the top. No, we are only 

difficult and annoying. 

N. 46, male, 54, train conductor/investigator 

 

These subjective appreciations of one’s objective societal position are important since they 

underpin a homology between the bureaucratic field in which these voters denounce a lack 

of backup from ‘above’ and the political field wherein Le Pen and Wilders would also lack 

the recognition they deserve from those in power. Unlike other politicians, the two RRP 

leaders are perceived as leaders addressing precisely those issues that street levels 

bureaucrats are confronted with on a regular basis. They are seen as the only ones who 

would ‘honestly’ say ‘how things are’ (N. 42), even though ‘nobody wants to listen’ to (N. 46) 

their messages. For instance, when talking about the ‘sentiment of impunity’ and ensuing 

‘disgust’ that he and his colleagues feel towards young criminals in the banlieues where they 

work – youngsters who jurisdictionally ‘don’t risk a lot’, even when they ‘beat up a cop’, and 

who would operate upon ‘the system’ that ‘is not adapted’ to their frequent and increasingly 

violent behaviour – this police officer primarily blamed the politicians in power (‘les 

responsables politiques’). Whereas the situation in the banlieues could best be compared to a 

‘sinking ship’, the latter, in his eyes: 

 

…are all the time in a state of denial, because it is not interesting for them to be 

confronted with their failures or to publicly admit that they didn’t do anything – so they 

say: it is nonsense (du délire).  

N. 114, male, 47, police officer 

 

Accordingly, even though some of their demands may differ – those working for the left-

hand of the state tend to ask for a prioritization of the native population, while voters 
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working for the right-hand of the state put more emphasis on authoritarian interventionism 

by asking for a ‘flinty’ (N. 46) and ‘zero tolerance’ (N. 83) policies –, all the interviewed FN 

and PVV voting street level bureaucrats are connected to the two radical right-wing parties 

in question by virtue of their homological position as outsiders, the former in daily 

professional life the latter in the political system; through their matching identification as 

underdogs (see also Kochuyt & Abts, 2012, p. 96; Marsdal, 2007, pp. 246–249). 

 

6.5 Conclusion 

In this chapter I discussed the first ideal-typical form of electoral support for the PVV and 

the FN, which is primarily characterized by experiences of hard-done-byness. This concept 

of hard-done-byness can best be defined as a specific form of relative deprivation, based on a 

shared belief among the concerned voters that non-native outgroups receive a preferential 

treatment they would not deserve. Besides a strong sense of injustice, this mechanism fosters 

feelings of resentment, not only towards ‘favoured’ non-native outgroups (outpacing from 

‘below’), but also vis-à-vis the political elites (‘above’) that would prioritize the latter at the 

disadvantage of people like themselves, i.e. the national population. In sociological terms, 

these ‘hard-done-by’ voters generally have a lower socio-economic background and share a 

biographical trajectory that is characterized by intragenerational decline. Facing a situation 

of financial hardship, these voters, in both France and the Netherlands, tend to be primarily 

preoccupied with declining welfare state services – notably health care (incl. medicaments), 

social housing and retirement benefits. Perceiving migrants as a threat to their well-being, 

their support for the FN and the PVV is based on a nativist hierarchy of misery in which the 

own population should come first – a defensive form of nationalism that is informed by 

welfare chauvinist messages of Le Pen and Wilders (discussed in chapter 4). 

Besides this ideal-typical form of hard-done-byness RRP support, which is primarily 

related to the domain of welfare state services, two variants can be discerned within my 

sample of interviewees. First of all, a form of labour market hard-done-by-ness, 

characterized by a perception of migrants as a threat for one’s professional future. However, 

only one (Dutch) respondent corresponds to this variant – an admittedly limited number that 
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is perhaps related to well-known difficulties of reaching voters in the poorer and socio-

economically fragile parts of the population. At the same time, this small N is in line with the 

academic literature which also finds little evidence for the labour market hypothesis on 

which the first variant of the first type of RRP support is based. The second variant 

concerns street level bureaucrats. Contrary to the ‘losers’ of labour market competition, this 

group has thus far remained unnoticed in the radical right literature. Despite a relatively 

protected socio-professional situation, these street level bureaucrats share several important 

characteristics with other hard-done-by voters: notably, a low socio-economic background, a 

feeling of feeling of societal decline and the idea that they receive too little backup from 

responsible political elites. In the next chapter we will turn to a sociologically and 

attitudinally highly different group of radical right voters. 
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7. Contributionism 
 

 

 

7.1 Introduction  

Whereas the first type of RRP support is characterized by the feeling among respondents 

that they receive too little in comparison to different non-native outgroups, the second type 

is based on the conviction that one gives too much to the latter. As the following paragraphs 

will show, this belief is rooted in specific biographical trajectories, leading to a form of 

radical right support that can best be described as contributionism. That is, the conviction 

that the money of native tax payers – les contribuables, as the French would say – should not 

be given to those who did not contribute to the national welfare. This category includes non-

native outgroups living outside the nation, coming to and living inside the nation. The 

concept of contributionism thus relates to the belief that in order to be part of the nation 

(‘tribu’), one should contribute to the latter, by making efforts and by avoiding to rely on 

welfare state services – just as these respondents claim they did themselves. Accordingly, 

rather than a perceived violation of a norm of equality, as was the case with verongelijktheid, 

contributionism is rooted in the perceived violation of a norm of reciprocity and self-reliance. 

Instead of a socio-economic threat, as was the case with hard-done-by voters, specific 

groups of immigrants are rather considered as a socio-economic burden. The following three 

sections will depict this second type of RRP support in further detail, by focussing on the 

social characteristics (who), preferences (why) and political decision-making processes (how) 

of the corresponding respondents. 

  

7.2 Violated reciprocity in the eyes of self-reliant ‘contributionists’ 

The respondents subsumable under the second form of RRP support share a certain number 

of ideal-typical characteristics – first of all when it comes to their primary socialization. 

Contrary to the lower income class background of voters corresponding to the first type of 
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radical right support, ‘contributionists’ generally stem from families with a (lower) middle-

class background, having fathers who worked their way up, often as an intermediate 

manager, salesman, or small business owner. In subjective terms, they tend to be appreciated 

by their RRP-voting offspring for their hard work and financial self-reliance. Objectively, 

they possess(ed) more economic than institutionalized cultural capital – in line with their 

relative economic success and relatively modest education levels. Importantly, this capital 

composition also applies to the respondents in question. Congruent with the theoretical 

expectations presented in part 2.4, voters corresponding to the second type of RRP support 

maintain a jarred relationship with educational institutions; a relationship characterized by 

repeated difficulties, such as staying down a class, failing finals, and an absence of relevant 

diplomas. ‘I wasn’t a great student’ (N. 56), ‘I wasn’t a fan of school’ (N. 25), ‘I wasn’t a 

highflyer’ (N. 26), ‘I didn’t give a damn’ (je m’en foutais) (N. 110), ‘I got bored at school, it 

broke my balls’ (N. 120), etc., thus constitute expressions that are frequently invoked when 

inviting these voters to talk about their experiences at school.  

The tone changes tremendously, however, when it comes to professional experiences. 

For here we enter the domain of a certain biographical pride. Assuming their jobs, even 

when they are tough, respondents subsumable under this type of radical right support made 

their way outside of school, by waking up early and working till late. This 29-year old 

respondent, for instance (N. 60), who dropped out of school in his early 20s, and worked his 

way up in the bar he now owns – by virtue of making 70 to 80-hour weeks – says to be ‘really 

proud’ of his achievements, especially of not having any instalment and debts thanks to the 

success of the establishment he runs. Similarly, this 30-year old team leader of a service desk 

(N. 15), who, after eight years, did not finish high school, proudly emphasized that only after 

half a year working in the organization he obtained a permanent contract: ‘I really proved 

myself, picked up everything, I was very inquisitive and fortunately not the most stupid one, 

so that worked out very well.’ Due to their experiences at school and in working life, the 

concerned voters, who lack institutionalized cultural capital, tend to value their economic 

capital. In other words, they are not so much interested in education per se, but rather in 

that which is financially countable per me... This Dutch voter, for instance, who started to 
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work as on a self-employed basis a couple of years ago in the sector of underground 

infrastructure (installing cables) likes his job, ‘because it brings in cartloads of money, yes 

that’s important, right’ – a professional success that contrasts with his educational 

experiences: 

 

I’m very good at counting Euro’s, but I was very bad in math. Yeah, for some things you’re 

more talented than for others. And I always use to say: if I know how to turn five euros 

into ten euros, then I’ll manage anyway later on, I don’t need any math for it, because 

that’s a doubling. That’s the way it works. 

N. 26, male, 33, small business owner 

 

Importantly – and in line with the theoretical expectations discussed in part 2.4 –, the fact 

that these citizens overcame their educational disadvantages and professional adversities 

seems to foster a profound belief: their achievements are the mere fruits of their personal 

efforts (see also Gaxie, 2006). This mechanism is crucial to understand the strong ethical 

self-assurance that dominates their discourses: everybody should “invest” him or herself as 

much as they do, in order to contribute to society and to avoid be dependent on others.  

Despite this shared explanatory mechanism, it should be emphasized that a 

sociological difference exists between Dutch and French ‘contributionists’. As the following 

paragraphs will show, the former tend to be self-employed or small business owners, 

whereas the latter are employees, generally situated in the financially well-off fractions of 

the classes populaires. They work, for instance, as a transporter for a supermarket chain, a 

tâcheron (worker) in a winery, a baker in a bakery, an employee in the goods shed of a large 

warehouse, a waiter/cook in a restaurant, as a salesman in a furniture shop, etc.51 In both 

countries, however, the socio-professional situation of ‘contributionists’ – and 

correspondingly, their Weltanschauung – is not characterized by decline. Contrary to the 

respondents that can be subsumed under the first type of RRP support, they are doing 

                                                
51 This difference corresponds to the relatively higher position of Dutch RRP voters in the social space (compare 

Appendix 5A and 5B). 
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financially fine. Instead of a relative economic need, so central among ‘hard-done-by’ voters, 

it is precisely this hard-earned money that lies at the heart of a strong feeling of injustice: 

these voters abhor sharing their relative financial success with people who do not satisfy 

their criteria of deservingness. In the next paragraphs I will discuss this mechanism in more 

detail. I will first present the Dutch ‘contributionist’ PVV voters, before comparing them 

with the French interviewees corresponding to this second type of RRP support. 

 

Dutch ‘contributionists’ 

A crucial characteristic of ‘contributionist’ radical right voters’ concerns the particular way 

in which they oppose themselves to outgroups that do not correspond to their own work 

ethic. This tendency is exemplified by this 31-year-old PVV voter, who after quitting school 

in his early twenties, and working himself up as a service manager during parties and events, 

now runs a small company together with his younger brother. Importing and selling small 

products, mainly from China, their business is booming. Yet, the profit he feels subjectively 

entitled to could be objectively much bigger if other people would act like himself:  

 

If I see that blue envelop arriving every three months and notice what I contribute in 

terms of taxes, then I think to myself: god damn it, that’s I don’t know how many families 

again who can sit on their bum. Whereas, if they would work, and contribute, my taxes 

could go down. That would leave me more money. 

N. 32, male, 31, small business owner   

 

In line with their type of jobs (in which these voters generally have – or had – the 

responsibility over money management) as well as their capital composition (in which 

economic capital is dominant over cultural capital), Dutch ‘contributionists’ tend to conceive 

the world around them explicitly in terms of a cost-benefit analysis. This perspective, in 

turn, tends to be directly transposed to a larger we-group identification with hardworking 

Dutch people, in opposition to non-native outgroups, that, in their eyes, would constitute a 

financial burden. Notably South-European countries are targeted in that respect. As the 31-

year small business owner we just met stated: 
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We are getting poorer and poorer, those other countries are getting richer and richer, up 

to the point where we’re all equal. I don’t like that… we are working very hard. We work 

until 67, we pay massive amounts of taxes, while people in those countries aspire to the 

same wealth and economic prosperity, but they don’t want to bear the burden of it. Greece, 

for instance, they systematically didn’t collect tax money. They could have done so…. So in 

the end we’ll all end up in poverty. And I refuse to. I prefer that they are poor and we are 

relatively rich. That may sound stupid, but it’s my opinion. 

N. 32, male, 31, small business owner   

 

In similar fashion, this PVV-voting bar owner transposed his own fiscal frustrations to the 

national level, by denouncing work ethic of ‘the lazy Greeks’ that would harm the well-being of 

‘us’, the national population: 

 

What I really find crazy is that so much money is going to other countries, and that, a 

certain point, we stop sending money, whereas half a year later it turns out that a lot of 

money has been transferred again – to Greece, for instance, and that kind of countries.  

Then I think by myself: there are so many things that should be improved in the 

Netherlands, such as elderly care and that kind of stuff, for sick people. Today, some 

people with cancer, for instance, have to pay certain medicines themselves. Sometimes I 

hear that some people don’t have money anymore because they are sick. That’s 

unacceptable in my eyes. And then you send so much money to countries where people are 

wearing pyjamas all day. I don’t know, that’s beyond the pale… So stop sending money 

abroad! Yes, on the one hand it is somehow understandable that we try to do things 

together with the EU, but what does it bring in for us? Of course, many people think that 

you should think about it as one country, because we are all human beings. But if you 

think that way – you also work for your money, and all the tax money goes to the 

Netherlands. Well, then keep it in the Netherlands, and don’t send it abroad! Yeah, I have 

to pay a lot of taxes. If you consider what I give to the state every month, it’s just 

frightening. A couple of thousands of euros per month. Sales tax, tax on wages, what have 

you, income tax. But the worst thing is, you all pay that, and if you would want to sell the 

place one day, you even have to hand in half the money again!  
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 N. 60, male, 29, bar owner 

 

Importantly, this cost-benefit perspective not only applies to non-native outgroups living 

outside the nation-state, but also to outgroups coming toward the Netherlands. In other 

words: just as it was the case with ‘hard-done-by’ RRP support, the ‘contributionist’ road to 

the radical right also comprises multiple lanes. For instance, when talking about his thought 

on the most criticisable aspects of migrants, this 52-year-old small business owner 

(organizing events for tall people), who worked as a cook in the army, before working 

himself up as a manager of material at the ministry of Defence, and who got fired during a 

reorganization a couple of years ago because he wasn’t academically trained, stated that: 

 

You just see that the money goes to the wrong people: to everybody who never contributed 

anything. Whereas, if I go to hospital with my 80-year-old aunt, she has to pay each pill by 

herself. And if you come from elsewhere (buitenaf), you get a house, you get a job, you get 

everything, whereas they’ve never contributed a damn thing (geen moer), and on the 

pretext of they are entitle to it. Well, they aren’t entitled to anything! We cannot save the 

whole world. What we’re doing now is putting our own happiness in danger. We were 

happy here in the Netherlands, we just had a lot. Now you see the debt of the state rising 

more and more. Well, the bill of today still has to be added to it. 

N. 28, male, 52 year, small business owner 

 

Similarly, this former small business owner in the automobile sector claimed that:  

 

Refugees need to be helped, yes, but not with my money! Things are getting out of hand. 

Taking care [opvangen], ok. But three-quarters of them are profiteers, and there we have 

to separate the wheat from the chaff. 

N. 22, male, 72, retired small business owner 

 

Finally, in certain cases, the opposition between hardworking Dutch people on the one hand 

versus non-native profiteers on the other, also concerns outgroups living inside the nation-

state. For instance, this 33-year-old self-employed without employees, working within the 
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sector of underground infrastructure (installing cables), who doesn’t care about the kind of 

job ‘as long as people pay me’, opposes himself to refugees entering the country – ‘It costs 

billions of Euros, those refugees, it just costs billions. Put that money in your own 

population that pays taxes’ –, yet his initial hostility toward non-native outgroups was 

fostered about ten years ago, when he started his career inspecting meter cupboards. 

Coming from a small town in the south of the Netherlands, this job brought him to 

‘disadvantaged neighbourhoods’ (achterstandswijken) in large cities in the country, ‘where 

all black people are packed together’, and where ‘lazybones’ (luiwammessen) would do 

nothing the entire day:  

 

I have inspected meter cupboards, and every time when you’d ring at the doorbell of 

foreigners, of those islamists, it was always a hassle: cans of coke thrown to your head – 

they directly thought you were a police officer. Sometimes they wouldn’t do anything the 

entire day but wanking themselves off (aan hun pik te trekken). It’s just one source of 

annoyance. It really turns you into a racist, if you walk through such a neighbourhood, you 

just become a racist. You actually just want to get rid of them all. 

They were wanking themselves off? (Aan hun pik te trekken?) 

[he laughs] Well, you’re not supposed to put it that way. But sometimes they were five or 

six guys in a single-family dwelling, gaming on a PlayStation the entire day and smoking 

weed – all of them were healthy guys, about 25, 30 years old, with expensive clothes and 

expensive cars up front. That ain’t right, you know? Young guys in their twenties, who 

should be working they entire day from seven to five, they hang around in their expensive 

clothes. They don’t do anything the entire day! While I have always worked. I have al-

ways worked. Sometimes I even worked 110 hours per week! 

N. 26, male, 33, small business owner 

 

Despite the diversity of targeted non-native outgroups – i.e. living outside, inside or coming 

towards the Netherlands – a similar structure can be observed with regards to the socio-

political consciousness of voters corresponding to the second type of PVV support. This 

structure is rooted in the conviction that the money these contribuables worked hard for, is 
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given to people who do not deserve it (non-native outgroups: below) by establishment 

politicians (up there), thus wasting the fruits of their efforts. Accordingly, a configuration 

can be discerned that resembles the three-tiered structure characterizing the first type of 

radical right support. This structure can be summarized in the following way:  

 

Figure 7.1 The tripartite socio-political consciousness of respondents 

subsumable under the second type of RRP support 

 

Responsible reference group 

Politicians (up there) 

  

 

Membership reference group  

Hardworking native people (in between) 

  

  

Comparative reference group 

Non-native profiteers (below) 

  

 

As was the case with respondents subsumable under the first type, ‘contributionists’ too 

consider politicians (up there) as accountable for the current state of society – a situation in 

which hardworking Dutch people like themselves are believed to be unfairly taxed and 

financially squeezed. In that respect, the Dutch Prime Minister, Mark Rutte, was often 

targeted by interviewees corresponding to the second type of RRP support, as he would have 

broken his promise to send ‘no more money to the Greeks’. In other cases, ‘Brussels’, 

including ‘the profiteers of public goods’ (zakkenvullers) inside the European political 

institutions, were described as the responsible reference group ‘commanding’ (opdragen) 

and ‘prescribing everything’, while costing ‘hundreds of millions of Euros. Before diving 

deeper into to these considerations of the political field, I will first turn to the French 

respondents corresponding to the second type of radical right support.  
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French ‘contributionists’ 

The French interviewees subsumable under this second form of RRP support share several 

crucial characteristics with the Dutch ‘contributionists’. To begin with, their social-political 

consciousness is also based on feelings of violated reciprocity, which are expressed along 

symbolic boundaries, opposing a hardworking ‘us’ (ceux qui travaillent) to those who don’t 

do anything (ceux qui foutent rien). Moreover, as was the case with Dutch voters 

corresponding to the second type of radical right support, this antagonism is not only 

oriented toward ‘lazy’ non-natives ‘below’, but also toward ‘those up there’, i.e. a responsible 

reference group unjustly collecting hard-earned tax money of these voters. Finally, the 

latter’s position-takings are rooted in the same explanatory mechanism according to which 

initial educational difficulties are overcome, leading to a strong sense of self-made moral 

superiority. 

At the same time, these French FN supporters differ from their PVV voting 

counterparts in that they are not primarily self-employed, but rather found among 

employees with a subordinate function in small companies, representing relatively well-off 

fractions of the French classes populaires. Yet, in both cases, the politically translated 

considerations of these voters are dominated by an emphasis on showing efforts and being 

hardworking – qualities, in turn, that are invoked by these respondents to distinguish 

between their ‘virtuous selves’ on the one hand and other ‘less worthy groups’ on the other 

(Lamont, 2000, p. 162). More specifically, French ‘contributionists’ harshly denounce 

people who do not invest themselves as they do. This waiter for instance, who did not 

finish high school and works ‘a lot’ in a luxurious hotel in Paris where extra hours are 

not paid, stated explicitly that ‘other people should be like me. It’s stupid but they 

should be like me; I think that people should work, move their asses’. In that respect, he 

does not stand the fact that: 

 

If you watch the news five minutes per day, voilà, France is falling, it doesn’t manage to be 

competitive, it loses money etcetera. That’s normal, when people (on) don’t do anything 

productive, when they don’t invest themselves fully in their work.   
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N. 120, male, 23, waiter & cook in restaurant 

 

The ‘less worthy groups’ to which French ‘contributionists’ oppose themselves differ from 

the negative reference groups invoked by Dutch interviewees subsumable under the second 

type of RRP support. Whereas the latter – just as Geert Wilders – often denounce groups 

outside the nation-state (such as ‘lazy Greeks’), French ‘contributionists’ tend to concentrate 

on minority groups within and non-natives coming to their country – notably from Africa. 

Conceiving themselves as a hardworking ‘minority of the best’ (Elias & Scotson, 1994), 

the latter are presented as a ‘minority of the worst’ (Ibid.), consisting of those who never 

worked and who would solely come to France to receive welfare benefits and live on tax 

money – thus reflecting Marine Le Pen’s discourse, in which ‘lazy Greeks’ are absent and 

social welfare ‘suction pumps’ are emphasized, as the latter would make France ‘too 

attractive’ for immigrants (see also chapter 4). As this employee in a bakery at the 

outskirts of Paris, lacking any educational qualifications and describing himself as ‘against 

studies’ (anti-études), stated: 

 

The unemployment rate in France is high, but is not high because of the French. It is high 

because of people coming to France in order not to work. You come here, they (on) give 

you money; you make children, they give you money; you don’t work, they pay your rent; 

you don’t pay taxes – in fact, you come to France and you make money by doing nothing (à 

ne rien foutre). 

N. 119, male, 23, employee in a bakery 

 

Comparable viewpoints are salient in the discourse of French ‘contributionists’, 

whatever their geographical location or age cohort. This retired FN voter, for instance, 

living in a relatively rural part of Burgundy, has forefathers who were peasants since the 

middle of the 17th century. After working without a secondary school diploma when he 

was 15, manufacturing sausages 80 hours per week in a butcher shop, he made a good 

living (‘j’ai bien gagné ma vie’) as a shop assistant selling furniture. Yet, in his eyes, he, 
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and other ‘brave hardworking French’ like himself, would pay too much in favour of 

undeserving ‘Arabs’: 

 

In the end, we are pissed (on a ras-le-bol). That’s why we’re racists. In relationship with 

those people [Arabs] yes. It’s not the race that displeases us. It’s their behavior, that’s all. 

They’re profiting from our society, that’s all. They are only here to draw money. Quite 

simply (tout simplement). Quite simply. It’s the social. The social is killing us. We’re just 

there to pay taxes... That’s what I say, there is a couple like us (he and his wife), with our 

children, it would be better to help our children. Huh? Rather than giving the money to 

the State that will give it to the Arabs... That’s the French logic. In other words, you pay 

the holidays of the kids of the Arabs, voilà.  

N. 65, male, 71, retired salesman 

 

As with many other French ‘contributionists’ (and contrary to their Dutch counterparts), 

this FN-voter sees children – and the related child allowances – as one of the core problems 

with immigrants. In fact, he believes that the money given to Arabs is the reason ‘why we 

have so many of them’, as ‘they make children in order not to work’:  

 

Parents are paid to do nothing, having nine, ten kids. How much is that? Well, it’s a twelve-

thousand-dollar family allowance, something like that. Why go to work? Yes, yes… and then 

the French who have two, some three, very little, less and less. How do you want to see that 

positively (de bon oeil)? 

N. 65, male, 71, retired salesman 

 

Interestingly, the expressions of these ‘contributionists’ vis-à-vis ‘Arabs’ – the most 

frequently invoked comparative reference group by French interviewees corresponding 

to the second type of RRP support –, strongly echo the position-takings of ‘racist’ French 

workers interviewed by Michèle Lamont in the 1990s. In both cases, people from North 

African origin ‘are viewed as the ultimate slackers who take from the collective pot but 

contribute little’, who ‘receive more than their share of the pie’ while ‘benefiting from 
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governmental favoritism’. As the last excerpt illustrated, the ensuing anger towards ‘Arabs’ 

is reinforced by precisely this favouritism – the sense that the morally superior positioning 

of hardworking French people (like themselves) ‘is not being recognized by state’ (Lamont, 

2000, pp. 174-8). Worse, the latter is believed to redistribute hard-earned money to those 

who do not deserve it. This also explains the sensitiveness of French ‘contributionists’ vis-à-

vis taxation. For these citizens, who are ‘tired of paying for others’ – as several interviewees 

literally formulated it –, taxes symbolize and materialize the unfair situation in which they 

subjectively find themselves.  

 

Articulations of the outgroups’ negative characteristics 

Despite a different context and different reference groups, including the responsible 

reference group ‘above’ – ‘the state’ being invoked more frequently among French 

interviewees and the European Union (or ‘Brussels’) more often among Dutch respondents –, 

a similar tripartite structure can be discerned among ‘contributionist’ interviewees in both 

countries. Moreover, in the case of many Dutch and (especially) French respondents 

corresponding to the second type of RRP support, a sense of self-made sense ethical 

superiority not only relates to issues of redistribution, but also applies to the domain of law 

and order, where one’s particular ethical standards are also uplifted to a universal morality – 

echoing (again) the findings of Lamont (2000), as similar position-takings organized around 

what the she described as the ‘disciplined self’, covering the individuals’ work ethic and 

sense of responsibility. Accordingly, besides the work floor, these voters consider that 

everybody should also behave and ‘invest’ him or herself as much as they do in the public 

space. In that light, the Dutch bar owner we met before, illustratively claimed that ‘people 

who misbehave themselves, like refugees or so’, who ‘steal or batter other people’ 

(mishandelen), should be ‘dealt with’ (aanpakken) right away:   

 

I mean, I’ve never beaten anybody. Why would you do that? And touching other people’s 

stuff is also something I don’t do. You work for your money, and if you want nice shoes 

you shouldn’t steal; you just have to work for it. 

N. 62, male, 29, bar owner 
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As this excerpt indicates, the moral boundaries dominating among ‘contributionists’ – i.e. 

based on a distinction between ‘those who work’ (native membership group) and ‘those who 

don’t’ (non-native comparative reference group) – can be articulated with other negative 

characteristics of the latter, such as being criminal or violent. Pertaining to this negative 

outgroup, refugees and asylum seekers were often mentioned by the Dutch interviewees, 

whereas French ‘contributionists’ mainly combined negative perceived features of ‘Arabs’ 

(also described as ‘Rebeus’ or ‘Maghrebins’). In the eyes of this 22-year old warehouseman, 

for instance, who grew up in a Parisian suburb and started working after he repeated two 

classes at high school, (young) Maghrebis living in France become criminal because their 

work ethic does not correspond to his own standards: 

 

For me, the majority of North Africans (Rebeus) who end up voilà in illicitness – I’m doing 

stupid things because I don’t have any chance because I’m North African (Rebeu) etcetera 

– no way man! If you move your ass, if you prove yourself, that’s everything you need. I 

also had to prove myself. And I made it! It’s not just because of being a Maghrebin. It’s 

also of being a youngster (un petit jeune)…. I think that if they had less prejudices, if they 

would agree that their fate is in their own hands, that it’s not because of their skin colour, 

there would be way less problems. Instead we (on) don’t stop giving them excuses. 

N. 121, male, 22, warehouseman 

 

Similarly, this 58-year-old FN voter, who started working at age 16, because he ‘didn’t do a 

fuck at school’, and today has ‘an interesting salary’ as an employee (ouvrier-tâcheron) 

working 45 hours per week in a vineyard, denounces ‘Arabs’ by articulating their perceived 

negative qualities. In his view, the latter would not only lack a decent work ethic, but also 

miss a sense of responsibility, as they are ‘only in France to steal’, to the financial detriment 

of people like himself: 

 

They [Arabs] don’t wanna do a fuck (Ils veulent rien foutre). Yeah! Why work? They are not 

punished! They steal a scooter – it’s not me, yeah, it’s a friend who lent it to me. They go to 

the cops, and then they are released eh, there is more room in the prisons… And you know 
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who pays the lawyers? It’s still us! They have no money. Who knows who pays them, and 

then the food and everything, the prison, you know who pays? It’s still taxes. Taxes, that’s 

those who work. And yes, the same thing. 

N. 110, male, 58, worker in a vineyard 

 

Having the discussed the subjectively most relevant political issues of interviewees 

corresponding to the second type of RRP support in France and in the Netherlands, the 

following section will focus on the ways in which these viewpoints are translated into 

support for the FN and the PVV.  

 

7.3 Rapports with politics 

As indicated earlier, my respondents display a relatively high level of political interest. Yet, 

despite the overrepresentation of ‘highly interested’ interviewees, substantive differences 

emerge when focussing on the political competence and sophistication of these voters, which 

I tried to assess by asking my respondents what distinguishes left from right. Compared to 

‘hard-done-by’ interviewees, respondents corresponding the second type of RRP support 

had less difficulties when differentiating between these political concepts. In line with their 

intermediate education level, they display an intermediate level of political sophistication, 

characterized by a relative differentiation of political issues, actors and viewpoints, whereas 

political issues are structured by proxy of group identifications. Accordingly, instead of 

‘hear-say’ orientations that can be typically found among supporters subsumable under the 

first form of radical right support, the left-right orientations of ‘contributionists’ are above 

all characterized by the political translation of their subjective work-ethic. In their eyes, 

left-wing stands for an unfair redistribution of resources to people who lack this moral, 

whereas right-wing refers to rewarding hard work and self-reliance. This former team 

leader in a supermarket, for instance, who now drives a small truck, transporting products 

for a beer producer, distinguishes left and right in the following way:  

 

I find the right more honest, less offering a carrot. And that’s what I do think with the left. 

I mean left, if you’re poor – yes, but the rich should pay more. And, what the fuck, I’m 
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working my ass off, why should the neighbour, who is too damn lazy to work, why should 

he get more? Come on!  

N. 59, male, 41, truck driver (10 on left-right scale)  

 

Similarly, this team leader in a service centre stated that:  

 

Actually, for years already, I have the idea that the right is more about sorting things out 

for self, thinking for oneself, to put it that way. And the left that’s hey come over, let’s 

share everything with everybody. But of course, that costs a lot of money. That’s actually 

the way I look at it since the beginning, without having received real explanations about it. 

N. 15, male, 31, team leader in service centre (8 on left-right scale) 

 

Whereas these conceptions of left and right are exclusively socio-economic, many 

respondents subsumable under the second type of radical right support actually combine the 

latter with socio-cultural stances. More specifically, they tend to associate ‘the left’ with 

cross-border generosity (vis-à-vis migrants, foreign aid and ‘Europe’ notably) and ‘the right’ 

with ‘nationalism’ and the defence of the financial prosperity of one’s country. The following 

interview excerpts are illustrative in that respect: 

 

The left, for me, that’s the idea that all people are one and that we all have to help others 

and the weak. That’s partly ok. But I also think that you have to care for yourself; too much 

advantage is taken from that leftist, that social approach (dat linkse, dat sociale). There are 

enough people who get a lot from the government and who could well work themselves. 

That is something I see as really leftist: come over foreigners, we’ll help you…. And the right, 

for me, that’s if you work hard, you will earn more money. But now I’m just talking about 

money. Nationalism too might be a little stronger: defending your own country a little more, 

being proud of being Dutch and working for it, instead of going along with other countries 

through which everything gets worse.  

N. 60, male, 29, bar owner (7 on left-right scale) 
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Left-wing, people are welcome here and benefits a go-go, they are getting higher and 

higher. That’s left-wing for me: they are fans of subsidies and all that… Right-wing is being 

tougher on benefits. They rather defend people who work hard, the middle class is more 

defended by them, they are tough on immigration, yeah, that’s right-wing to me. 

N. 25, male, 32, mover (8 on left-right scale) 

 

In my view, Jesse Klaver, for instance, of GroenLinks [the party leader of the greens], he 

really chaps my kakis (daar zakt m’n broek van af). But the PvdA too, for negotiating the 

actual governmental policy, that ‘income levelling is a feast’ [‘nivelleren is een feest’, a 

famous phrase of the then PvdA party president, Hans Spekman]. Well, piss off (ga aan de 

dakgoot hangen) I then think by myself. If you call income levelling a feast, yeah that means 

that I have to work hard – and I do work hard, I make a lot of hours, I also work on Sundays, 

I work on Saturday; this week, for instance, I worked 60 to 70 hours – and you are jerking 

off and eating a tomato on the couch and you’re jobless and I should help you? You should 

be worse off than me! So income levelling is not a feast. And that’s what they say. And that 

Spekman, of the PvdA, he really lost his mind (die is helemaal van het pad af).  

And right-wing? 

Right-wing, that’s Wilders; right-wing that’s naming things, to be critical towards refugees, 

towards Europe. And left-wing, that’s following (meevaren met) Europe, that’s giving a 

good life to tramps and attack (aanpakken) the hardworking man. This is a bit grey-white 

(sic) right. But it’s true. They want to deal with the hardworking man to finance the gutless 

quitter (slappe zak) down in the gutter.’ 

N. 26, male, 33, self-employed (8 on left-right scale) 

 

Similar left-right perceptions were expressed by French interviewees corresponding to the 

second type of RRP support.52 Just as their Dutch ‘counterparts’, these voters mainly 

denounce ‘the left’ which is defined as ‘sharing with anybody’ (le partage avec n’importe 

                                                
52 In should be noted that ‘indifferent’ answers are also frequently given by these voters – especially among those with 

the lowest level of education. Incapable of defining the concepts in ideological terms, ‘left’ and ‘right’ are often 

believed by these interviewees to mean ‘the same thing’: ‘they’ (politicians) all try to ‘screw you’ (N. 95) and ‘steal 

your money’ (N. 110). 
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qui), thus offending their self-made deservingness criteria. According to this 47-year-old 

FN voter (N. 111), for instance, who does not have ‘any school diplomas’ and who started 

working at age 16, while ‘climbing the ladder’ on his own, first as a salesman, later as a truck 

driver and finally as a truck driver instructor – working a little less in order to save his 

marriage –, ‘the left has always been the less we do, the better. But that’s not how it works!’ 

As for other French contributionists, ‘the left’, for this voter ‘is the social (le social), but for 

everyone. It is the left that created all these, these tickets, to eat for free, for all the people 

who come from elsewhere.’ Similarly, in the eyes of this 48-year-old FN voter, who started 

working without an educational qualification when he was 14 – first as a cook and a waiter 

in restaurants, later as a deliverer for a supermarket chain –, the left is equal to unfair 

redistribution to non-natives: ‘the left is immigration, eh, the social, voilà’. ‘Tired of paying 

for the others’, he considers that it is ‘not normal to be on the left these days. That would 

mean in a system that brought us where we are now.’ Whereas the right, defined as the 

Front National, is seen by him as something ‘we’ve have never had’. In the light of their 

criticism vis-à-vis ‘the left’, and in line with existing studies pointing at the (radical) right-

wing orientations of the relatively well-off fractions within the French classes populaires 

(e.g., Girard, 2013; Lehingue, 2011, pp. 242–254; see also Gougou, 2015), it is important to 

stress that none of the concerned respondents has an electoral history on the left side of the 

political spectrum. In fact, either they initially supported the governmental right, or – most 

frequently –, they did not vote at all before turning to the FN. 

 Having dealt with the subjectively relevant experiences, political preoccupations and 

left-right orientations of ‘contributionists’, the next question is how the latter translate the 

former into electoral support for a radical right-wing party. In that light, contrary to the 

first type of RRP support, where defensive nationalism prevailed in the motivation to vote 

for the radical right, the political decision-making process of ‘contributionists’ is rather 

characterized by an exclusionary recalibration of reciprocity. In the eyes of Dutch 

interviewees corresponding to the second type of RRP support, the PVV-leader is thus 

believed to contrast with other politicians by rewarding their efforts. Instead of ‘transferring 

hundreds of millions to Brussels’ and other countries ‘below’, he would stand up for the 



 

184 

 

Dutch tax payers (like themselves). For instance, when asked what he hoped that would 

change if Wilders would come to power, this team leader in a service centre (N. 15) 

responded: ‘Give more to the Netherlands, less to Brussels’, before adding that: 

 

Yeah, it may sound very egocentric, but then well there is a pretty big difference between 

my gross and my net income. So I prefer that something good happens with it. And then I 

don’t say that everything that happens now is wrong by definition. But, to give an example, 

sending food to countries, for instance, makes much less sense than learning those 

countries how to produce their own food… And if I look, well, yeah, then at a certain point, 

you first have to think of yourself first (eigen hachje eerst).  

N. 15, male, 30, team leader in service centre 

 

Similarly, this former owner of a tattoo-shop stated that:  

 

The Netherlands just spends too much money on the EU, on other countries. We have 

built up a huge debt, but now there is I don’t know how much money going to Brussels 

and other things. Yeah, Geert just says: guys, let’s fix the Netherlands first and let’s look 

at our neighbours afterwards. I really think that’s a very good point of his. And I support 

him through thick and thin for that… Maybe it is a little bit egocentric that he doesn’t 

think about the neighbouring countries, but me too, I first have to get my finances settled 

before I eh eh buy expensive things. I can’t say either, like well deliver me a Mercedes 

tomorrow and we’ll look at the money afterwards. 

N. 40, male, 48, self-employed animal taxi-driver 

 

Among the French interviewees subsumable under this type of RRP support, this 

prioritization is most frequently situated within the national borders – expressing the hope 

that Marine Le Pen will ‘deal with the immigrants’, who are believed to profit from the 

voters’ hard-earned money. This 23 year-old welder in a factory of about 50 employees (N. 

95), for instance, who described himself as a ‘worker’ (ouvrier) being ‘intellectually stupid 

(con) but manually good (bon)’, building his own house and hoping to start his own welding 

business one day, stated that ‘they should stop giving money to everybody (tout le monde); 
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first of all, they should make people understand that they have to work’ – pointing mainly at 

‘immigrants’, who would not only ‘cause a mess’, but ‘already when they arrive, they (on) 

give them bucks (de la thune) every day.’ By contrast, for people like himself (‘les ouvriers’), 

‘they only increase the taxes, they increase this, they increase that, but they never increase 

the salaries.’ In a similar fashion, the ouvrier-tâcheron, we met earlier, votes for Marine Le 

Pen in the hope that she will deal with immigrants who would be entitled to everything 

while doing nothing: 

 

We have worked all the time, and then we have to fork out, we pay all the time, huh, it 

should be said (il faut le dire). And what pisses us off is that those who don’t do shit, they 

are entitled to everything. 

Really (C’est vrai)? 

Well yeah, that’s it (c’est ça). 

That’s it? (trying to keep the conversation going) 

Well yes, that is disgusting (débecte). Frankly, that’s what disgusts me eh. For me it’s not 

normal that the guy who has never worked, he is entitled to everything, whereas you have 

worked. 

N. 110, male, 58, worker in vineyard 

 

The truck driver instructor we met before even explained the Le Pen vote in all the villages 

in his region by generalizing this point of view. By doing so, he articulated several negative 

characteristics of the perceived negative outgroup (‘Arabs’), who would come to France only 

because of its generous social security system and lack the moral qualities that would 

characterize people like himself: 

 

People are tired of working and paying for others, whereas when you need something, you 

have to pay, while you contribute all the time: when you work, you contribute…. whereas 

you have people who never work, they do not work, they don’t pay for housing, they do not 

pay a housing tax because they have 12, 15 kids – we should almost limit the number of kids 

eh, as they do it in China eh. Especially kids they will never care about, who are in the street, 

who will steal, etcetera. That’s how it works, in neighborhoods (les quartiers) in France huh. 
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Kids, they hang outside when they’re 10 years old – their parents come here because they 

know that in France, if you have kids, you are given allowances; they have 5, 6, 7 kids, they 

are 30 years old, they have 7 kids, and they earn 5000 euros of benefits, so they do not have 

to work eh! 

N. 111, male, 49, truck driver instructor  

 

Before turning to the conclusion of this chapter, it should be noted that the French 

‘contributionists’ presented in the previous sections show important similarities with Front 

National-voting self-employed citizens I encountered. In fact, the latter can be considered as 

a variant of the second ideal-typical form of RRP support, sharing several social 

characteristics (notably difficulties at school) and preferences (concerning immigration) with 

other ‘contributionists’, while differing from the latter in that their biographical trajectory 

is not so much determined by a relative success, but rather by intragenerational decline. The 

next section will discuss this ideal-typical variant in more detail. 

 

7.4       Small independents in decline – an ideal-typical variant 

In contrast to ‘hard-done-by’ voters, whose déclassement is politically translated by a 

demand for socio-economic protectionism, the experience of professional decline can also be 

expressed in a fierce opposition toward welfare benefits, notably vis-à-vis non-native 

outgroups. This applies to the French small independents I met, who, in terms of their 

background share a remarkable trait: despite diverging social experiences during their 

primary socialization, they spontaneously and repeatedly invoked a similar and subjectively 

crucial theme when asked about their socio-professional trajectory: the latter has changed, 

in a declining direction. A telling example of such a trajectory comes from this 79-year old, 

retired, taxidermist (N. 78), who remembered the prosperous times, about half a century 

ago, when he started his career, a time when his order book was constantly filled for at least 

three years. ‘But things got worse little by little… Taxidermy was less and less in vogue. We 

had an aging clientele. And it still exists today, but it is not at all what it used to be.’ During 

the interview, this taxidermist even spoke of ‘the death’ of his metier. A similar life history 
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was told by this 51-year old male sculptor and entrepreneur, who ‘knew a lot of money’, but 

lost almost everything he had:  

 

I’ve sold a lot, until, it’s dying away for five years, and there I’m really, I haven’t got a penny 

left. Nothing… I had reserves, but objects. And nothing is worth anything. I got a lot of 

objects but not even 10 euros to buy me a beer. I’m continually struggling… I’m not a home-

owner anymore. I’m renting a rat’s hole. A rat’s hole… I gave up the apartment where I used 

to live, I don’t advance anymore. I’ve got no money and no solutions… What’s more, I’m 

hungry there.  

N. 118, male, 51, sculptor-entrepreneur  

 

Interestingly, these individuals tend to transfer their personal worries to a higher level of 

generality, by translating the regression of their social and professional status to the decline 

of society and things in general. The taxidermist we just met, for instance, insisted multiple 

times that ‘the world is going down the drain’ (le monde fout le camp), stating that 

‘whatever we do, we can limit the losses, but it’s inexorable.’ With a similar 

Weltanschauung, dominated by deterioration, devaluation, and, in some cases, plain despair, 

it is hardly surprising that the appreciations of the individuals subsumed under this type 

tend to be focused on an idealized past rather than on a future which they do not control and 

describe as ‘frightening’ (see also Castel, 2003, p. 51). While depicting contemporary 

French society, in which things would get ‘worse and worse,’ as ‘decadent,’ the France they 

loved would not exist anymore.  

Yet, more than their longings for the days of yore, the crucial motive for them to turn 

to the Front National has to do with something else, that is, with their estimation of personal 

efforts, merits and individual responsibilities, and, bounded up with these convictions, a 

profound aversion to idleness and people ‘who don’t work,’ people ‘who are paid to do 

nothing’ and ‘who live of others in society.’ This individualistic survival ethic, according to 

which there should not be any social security and everybody has to sort things out for 

themselves, allows citizens suffering from social decline to reorder reality in a way in which 

they are not mere helpless objects of injustice (see also Shklar, 1990, p. 38). Instead, despite 
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the decay of their socio-professional status, it underlines that they are still morally superior 

to their fellow citizens, thus offering the possibility to psychologically avert the negative 

image that other people have of them (Paugam, 1991, p. 193). This typical ethic has its 

origins in a specific experience these individuals went through: an increasing tension 

between their subjective efforts on the one hand and the declining recognition of these 

efforts on the other. Having constantly, and vainly, ‘struggled’ on their own, without any 

help from public institutions53, while being less and less recompensed in terms of income and 

social status, these self-employed oppose themselves to those who are not self-sufficient, 

notably those who would obtain welfare benefits they would not deserve. Echoing the 

‘disciplined self’ that characterizes the relatively well-off employed ‘contributionists’, these 

independents in decline thus contrast their own morality (a hardworking ingroup) primarily 

with the perceived immoral behaviour of non-native outgroups. By doing so, ‘Arabs’ 

constitute (again) the most frequently targeted group, as the latter would be living in or 

coming to France in order to ‘profit’ from a way too generous welfare state. Precisely this 

factor is most frequently invoked as the main reason for these interviewees to vote for the 

Front National. To recite the self-employed taxidermist: 

 

When you have foreigners, for example, eh, especially from North Africa, to name just that, 

you have situations, they have four, five children, and the man, he only comes here to touch 

the family allowances and he goes back to spend his allowances in Morocco or in Tunisia or 

Algeria. And that’s known, politicians know it! But they do nothing against it. Well, I do not 

want to say that the Front National would do something enormous, but at least there may be 

something to see on that side. Well, there wouldn’t be that taboo not to deal with it. So I do 

not have my Front National card, I do not think that with the Front National everything will 

be great, but at least in that respect there are some things that are interesting. 

N. 78, male, retired self-employed taxidermist 

 

                                                
53 Several small independents emphasized the ‘profoundly unfair’ retirement system, for which they contributed all 

their life, all on their own, whereas retirement income would be ‘given’ to other people at their expense and/or with 

higher sums. 
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In a similar fashion, this woman who ran a fitness club with her husband, that recently had 

to close its doors, and who works as a self-employed fitness coach, stated that, even though 

she does ‘not agree on everything’ with Marine Le Pen, she still intends to vote for her, 

since: 

 

We’re always starting all over again (on repart toujours) with the same stuff, so at some 

point it should stop, that’s it, no matter who you are, Muslim, Arab, whatever, you have to 

work, voilà, you have to work, that’s the way it should be, and that’s all... For me, welfare 

benefits (les aides) at some point, stop. At some point pffff, and the taxes on top of it huh! 

You can’t even manage (tu t’en sors pas quoi). All day you’re heeeheee (moving her arms as 

if she is busy working) and in the end you have nothing. There are people who have more 

than we do [she and her husband] huh... When you see all the women here [in the city where 

she lives and where the interview took place], it’s a good example, you see plenty of veiled 

women pushing strollers all day long. And that they ride in Mercedes – in my opinion, it 

comes out of all that, well, I mean, they don’t work during the day. Voilà, they are stay-at-

home-mothers, but they have everything! At some point... All day they are there, they see 

each other, where do you work?! You don’t work. You don’t work hard (Tu bosses pas). 

And how come then? 

It’s because there are welfare benefits (allocs), you have a kid, two kids and you have 

everything. You have so many benefits. Well, after you easily have 4000 euro that comes in 

every month! 

N. 76, female, 46, self-employed fitness coach 

 

As the previous excerpts indicate, these voters – in line with their declining socio-

professional situation – don’t have high hopes that Marine Le Pen will miraculously 

transform the world they live in. Yet they still intend to vote FN, as the party, in their eyes, 

is the only one having ‘the guts’ to tell the ‘truth’ about issues they consider as the most 

salient – notably: immigration and taxation. In the words of the husband of the fitness coach 

we just met (N. 75) – whose situation at the fitness club he works on a self-employed basis is 

financially and generally ‘regressing’ (tout va en régressant), while he has been ‘never taxed 

like this before’ –, ‘you don’t have an alternative’ when it comes to voting in France: ‘People 
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say, there is too much immigration. That’s true. We are taxed too heavily. That’s true. But 

there is only one party that says it, that’s the Front National!’  

 

7.5 Conclusion 

In the present chapter I discussed the second ideal-type of radical right support. The latter 

is rooted in social experiences that differ from those characterizing interviewees 

corresponding to the first type of RRP support. Whereas the biographical trajectory of 

‘hard-done-by’ voters is determined by socio-professional decline, respondents subsumable 

under the second type of radical right support are rather characterized by a relative 

economic success. Despite initial difficulties, notably at school, where the concerned voters 

generally did not succeed, they made their way ‘on their own’ in professional life. This 

relative success seems to foster a strong sense of self-made superiority, which, in turn lies at 

the heart of the belief that in order to be part of the nation (‘tribu’), one should contribute to 

the latter, by making efforts and by avoiding to rely on welfare state services – just as these 

respondents pridefully claim they did themselves. Rather than a perceived violation of a 

norm of equality, as was the case with verongelijktheid, contributionism is thus based on the 

perceived violation of a norm of reciprocity and self-reliance. From that perspective, 

‘irresponsible’ and ‘lazy’ migrant groups – outside, coming to and inside the nation-state – 

are believed to unjustly profit from the hard-earned money of these contribuables. 

Accordingly, rather than receiving too little, as was the case with ‘hard-done-by’ 

respondents, ‘contributionists’ denounce the ‘fact’ that they give too much. Rather than a 

threat, they are rather conceived non-native outgroups as a burden. 

Besides a strong sense of self-made superiority vis-à-vis non-native outgroups who 

would not satisfy the moral standards of these respondents, my findings suggest that the 

relative economic success of ‘contributionists’ outside the official educational system also 

fosters an identification with parties, such as the FN and the PVV, that operate outside, and 

in opposition to, ‘the system’ (i.e. the establishment parties and politicians). Strengthened by 

a relative economic success, they expect politicians to fully invest themselves in order to 

really change things, just as they invested themselves to improve their own social position. 
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However, instead of investing themselves, establishment politicians and ‘the state’ are seen 

as betrayers by and vis-à-vis these voters, by unfairly collecting their tax money and 

redistributing it to people who would not deserve it. Through a different trajectory, the 

respondents subsumable under the second type of RRP support thus arrive at sharing an 

important political conviction with the ‘hard-done-by’ voters we met in the previous 

chapter: in opposition to politicians of other parties, Wilders and Le Pen are considered to 

be the only ones who would really stand up for the national membership group – ‘the Dutch’ 

and ‘the French’ – by opposing themselves to ‘those up there’ (politicians) and ‘those below’ 

(non-native outgroups). 

Interestingly, Dutch and French ‘contributionists’ invoke different negative 

reference groups ‘below’. Due to differences in the colonial and migration history of the two 

countries, ‘Arabs’ are most frequently targeted by French interviewees subsumable under 

the second type of RRP support, whereas Dutch ‘contributionists’ – living in a northern 

European country that, between 2000 and 2015, relatively contributed most to the EU 

(Kazemier & Verkooijen, 2016) – rather point at ‘lazy Greeks’ and refugees. Moreover, the 

social background differs between ‘contributionists’ I met in France and the Netherlands. 

Dutch interviewees corresponding to this form of radical right support generally have a 

(lower) middle class origin and work as self-employed or small business owners, whereas 

their French counterparts generally occupy a subordinate position within the private sector. 

The electoral preference of these French respondents is interesting as it contradicts the 

frequently invoked explanation according to which déclassement would primarily push 

workers to vote for the radical right. At the same time, an ideal-typical variant exists among 

French small independents characterized by socio-professional decline. Despite a higher 

salience vis-à-vis taxation, these interviewees, invoking a fierce individualistic survival ethic, 

share highly similar ways of voting for the Front National. 

From a more general perspective, this chapter, just as the previous one, sheds an 

interesting light on the radical right literature. Contrary to neat academic distinctions 

between socio-economic and socio-cultural dimensions, they both show that the political 

considerations of the concerned RRP voters are profoundly mixed. Accordingly, my findings 
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are consonant with the results of several researchers showing that distributional (economic) 

and identity-based (cultural) issues are in fact ‘blurred’ (Häusermann & Kriesi 2015), thus 

underlining the inherent pluri-dimensionality of distributive issues (see also Derks, 2006). 

Interestingly, in the next chapter, we will meet RRP voters who do quasi-exclusively focus 

on socio-cultural issues. As we will see, socio-economic considerations have a low salience 

for them, as they are eclipsed by a factor that has been quasi-absent until now: religion.  
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8. Radical conservatism 
 

 

 

8.1 Introduction 

Whereas the first two types of radical right support were characterized by specific forms of 

relative deprivation – and, accordingly, by an interaction between socio-economic and socio-

cultural factors –, the political world view of voters corresponding to the third ideal-type of 

RRP support is hardly shaped by any socio-economic considerations. Instead, their support 

for the FN and the PVV is primarily rooted in a socio-cultural soil that I would describe as 

radical conservatism. At first sight, this notion might sound like an oxymoron – with 

radicalism and conservatism denoting opposite orientations towards the process of change 

(i.e. a strong striving for change versus a resistance against it). A similar interpretation 

would only make sense, however, if one considers both concepts as ‘an attitude toward 

institutions rather than a belief in any particular ideals’ (Huntington, 1957, p. 458), that is, 

as being devoid of a direction of change. This is not my approach, however, since I use the 

word ‘radical’ in a double sense. First, in institutional terms  – echoing the ideas of Adorno 

et al. (1950) and Richard Hofstadter (2008, pt. 1) on American ‘pseudoconservatives’ –, 

radical conservatism refers to a criticism of the prevailing political order, i.e., to a striving 

for change. This striving, in turn, is based on the second meaning of the word radical, which 

is related to its etymological origin (the Latin word radix), namely a resistance against the 

loss of one’s cultural roots. 54 Importantly, this resistance can be articulated in different 

ways, which is illustrated by the political supply of Le Pen’s FN and Wilders’ PVV. As 

several observers remarked (e.g., Duyvendak, 2011; Mepschen et al., 2010; Oudenampsen, 

                                                
54 In that light, it is relevant to recall Karl Mannheim’s distinction between traditionalism (referring to the universal 

psychological tendency to stick to familiar, existing ways of life) and conservatism, i.e. a politicization of 

traditionalism in a specific historical setting when the established ways of life are perceived as threatened 

(Mannheim 1984, pp. 92–97, see also Oudenampsen, 2018, pp. 176-177). 
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2018; Vossen, 2017), Geert Wilders – operating in the highly secular Dutch context, with a 

largely progressive sexual morality –, was pushed to accommodate progressive values in his 

conservative discourse, notably concerning women emancipation and gay rights, by 

presenting the latter as inherent achievements of Dutch culture that are threatened by 

external factors, notably the ‘backward’ and ‘intolerant’ Islam. Marine Le Pen differs from 

Wilders when it comes to this conservative appropriation of progressive values. Reflecting 

the party’s reactionary patrimony and operating in the more conservative French socio-

political context, where massive demonstrations took place in recent years against the 

further introduction of gay rights (one remembers the Manif pour tous), pleas for women 

and gay emancipation are absent in her discourse. As can be seen in Appendix A (Table A2), 

Marine Le Pen actually denounces gay marriage and the possibility of adoption for 

homosexual couples. Similarly, as Appendix A shows, the defence of freedom of speech is 

repeatedly invoked by Wilders – again, in his ‘struggle against Islam’ –, whereas it was never 

mentioned in the tweets of Le Pen, who rather focuses on the protection of Christian 

traditions (sometimes also in relationship to ‘Islamist’ threats). The two radical right leaders 

thus demonstrate that a politically radical form of cultural conservatism can be expressed 

and articulated in various ways. 

The remainder of the present chapter will show that this also goes for the voters 

subsumable under the third type of RRP support. In that light, ‘radical conservatism’ not 

only refers to particular political preferences, but also to the ideological nature of the 

political decision-making process characterizing the voters corresponding to this form of 

radical right support. As we will see, the concerned interviewees tend to describe themselves 

explicitly as conservatives and display a relatively high level of political sophistication – 

which, in turn, is related to their relatively high level of cultural and economic capital. 

Before discussing the political preferences and decision-making process of these voters in 

further detail, I will first turn to these and other social characteristics, which are distinct in 

comparison to respondents subsumable under the first two types of RRP support. Please 

note that this ideal-type was developed largely inductively, as voters with high levels of 

cultural and economic capital are quasi-absent in the existing radical right literature. 
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8.2 Radical conservatives 

Contrary to the ‘hard done by’s’, who tend to stem from a relatively poor socio-economic 

background, sharing a ‘low’ education level and a similar socio-professional status –, as well 

as the ‘contributionists’, who, ideal-typically, grew up in a (lower) middle class family, the 

voters corresponding to the third type of RRP support generally come from rather well-off 

social milieux. Their parents, or at least their fathers, went through higher education – 

obtaining diplomas in fields such as economy, business, pharmacy and engineering –, before 

starting a career with a relatively high social status, for instance, as a factory owner, lawyer, 

manager or higher civil servant. The ‘radical conservatives’ I encountered also obtained a 

general high school diploma, and often went through higher education. Rather than the 

theoretical pole, described in part 3.3, their field of education tends to correspond to the 

practical pole of higher education. One thinks of studies such as business economics, 

engineering, orthodontics, real estate, and commercial economy. In some cases, their studies 

have a less ‘practical’ and more ‘theoretical’ character, as they are situated in fields such as 

commercial design, food science (specialisation dairy) or geology. After their education, 

these voters generally entered relatively high-ranked professional positions as employees in 

firms, or (later on) started their own business, for instance as an orthodontist, a broker, an 

entrepreneur in consultancy or in the world of commercial design. Accordingly, whereas the 

overall capital volume of these voters is higher than the capital volume of respondents 

subsumable under the first and second type, ‘radical conservatives’ nonetheless resemble 

‘contributionists’ in the sense that they also tend to display a capital composition in which 

economic capital is dominant over cultural capital. 

At the same time, due to their relatively privileged societal background and position, 

these voters contrast with interviewees corresponding to other types of RRP support, 

especially the ‘hard-done-by’ voters. This is also expressed in their socio-political 

preoccupations. In contrast to voters corresponding to the first type, many ‘radical 

conservatives’ I met plea for economical liberalism and praise individual responsibility in 

terms of welfare state services – a tendency that can most strongly be found among the 
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‘radical conservatives’ who are self-employed. Yet, they are not primarily preoccupied with 

the preservation of money or other material matters in their direct self-interest – several of 

the concerned respondents even explicitly emphasized that socio-economic issues only play a 

subordinate role in their political world view, arguing that the economy constitutes 

something ‘almost accessory’ (N. 103), ‘muddling along anyway (rommelt wel’) (N. 48) – a 

perception founded not in the last place on the relatively comfortable social-economic 

situation of these citizens.  

This societal position is also reflected in the evaluative criteria invoked by ‘radical 

conservatives’. In line with the findings of Lamont (2000, p. 246), who observed that 

workers are ‘more exclusively concerned with moral criteria of evaluation than are 

professionals and managers’, ‘radical conservatives’ – who tend to occupy similar 

professional positions – invoke different criteria when denouncing non-native outgroups 

than RRP voters corresponding to the first two ideal-types. That is, rather than violated 

norms of equality (‘hard-done-by’s’) or reciprocity and self-reliance (‘contributionists’), they 

tend to accuse non-native outgroups of lacking cultural assimilation. Besides a few 

(puzzling) interviews wherein similar convictions prevail whereas indications of concrete 

personal experiences fostering the latter are absent, perceived violation of this specific norm 

of cultural assimilation relates to several domains (just as the sense of hard-done-byness 

described in chapter 6). They notably include negative neighbourhood perceptions and a 

feeling of threat in the light of one’s homosexuality. In addition to these two direct, 

perception-mediated mechanisms affecting the political preferences of ‘radical 

conservatives’ at the micro level, there is also an indirect, interaction-mediated factor 

fostering RRP support: parental socialization. 

To start with latter: when it comes to the parental socialization of the voters I 

interviewed, a difference can be observed between the Dutch and French respondents. As 

Figure 3.1 showed, radical right-wing parties (with the exception of the short-lived LPF in 

2002) were electorally marginal in the Netherlands before Wilders’ PVV started to take part 

in Dutch elections, from November 2006 onwards. By contrast, the French FN quasi-

consistently obtained more than 10 percent of the vote share since 1984. That is, more than 
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three decades before the field work of the present study started. This difference helps to 

explain why intergenerational – parental – transmission of party identification (Campbell et 

al., 1960, Chapter 6) with a RRP (as well as a political orientation toward the perceived 

‘extreme’ or ‘radical right’) is less common among my Dutch respondents than among the 

French interviewees. In fact, whereas a few PVV voters vaguely remembered their fathers 

supporting Janmaat in the 1980s, only one respondent described a political socialization 

process via a PVV voting parent. This 21-year-old student in fiscal law actually became a 

‘radical PVV supporter’ in high school due to his father, who, despite my repeated efforts, 

unfortunately did not want to be interviewed.55  

 

While everyone in their youth is still so socialist, or at least altruistic, let me put it that way, 

I was soon a radical PVV supporter. That was also because of my father. My father is really, 

my father is really a standard PVV voter – not very well up (niet onderlegd), but what he 

says is true. I do not agree with everything, but a lot of what he says is true. That’s my 

father. We then also got into it (ingestapt) a bit together. My father did not vote for a long 

time. I don’t think he voted for Fortuyn, but at least he did vote when Wilders came. In fact, 

before, he was a non-voter. 

N. 24, male, 21, student fiscal law 

 

References to intergenerational political socialization, orienting one’s electoral preferences 

towards the radical right, were made more frequently among my French interviewees – 

especially among the French ‘radical conservatives’, as voters subsumable under the first two 

forms of RRP support talked less frequently about politics with their parents, if they talked 

about politics at all. Several French ‘radical conservatives’ even stated that (almost) their 

entire family voted for the Front National. For instance, this 22-year-old student in 

marketing of luxury goods (N. 85), turned out to be a third generation FN-voter. Just as her 

                                                
55 Described by his son as a worker (mechanic) installing kitchens without any professionnal diplomas, who became a 

self-employed (zzp’er) earning three times the standard income through his efforts and hard work, while 

‘complaining a lot about the tax burden’ and denouncing the EU because it would ‘cost too much money’ – this man 

strongly resembles my interviewees corresponding to the contributionist ideal-type of RRP support. 
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grandmother, an Italian immigrant targeting today’s migrants who, contrary to herself, 

would not integrate in French society; her father, an ‘extremely patriotic’ factory owner; as 

well as her ‘cocorico’ mother, a secretary in a professional high school hating ‘leftist 

teachers’ – she also votes for Le Pen, as she has ‘the same ideas’ as her parents and her 

grandmother. 

Whereas parental socialization often concerns a relatively ‘distant’ mechanism 

triggering RRP support, a second factor – negative neighbourhood experiences – seems to 

have a more direct impact. As numerous quantitative and qualitative studies in the US and 

western Europe have shown, changing districts through an influx of migrants tend to 

provoke the affirmation by native inhabitants of ‘primordial bonds’ and ‘rights to the ground’ 

(Halla et al., 2017; Kasinitz & Hillyard, 1995; Rieder, 1985; see also Duyvendak, 2011, p. 

117). In the Netherlands, it has been demonstrated that native residents of ethnically diverse 

neighbourhoods (i.e. consisting of more than 15 per cent of non-Western migrants) are 

significantly more likely to vote for the Party for Freedom (Savelkoul et al., 2017).56 As 

mentioned in chapter 4, similar statistics are unavailable in France. Yet, my findings 

indicate that in both countries negatively perceived exposure to local residents with a non-

native background strongly affects one’s ways of seeing the social world and, consequently, 

one’s electoral affinities.57   

Interestingly, among most of the concerned Dutch respondents, similar experiences 

continue to affect their socio-political perceptions even though the concerned interviewees 

don’t live in the ethnically diverse neighbourhood anymore where the incidents they refer to 

took place. This former ‘money manager’ in a big Dutch casino, for instance, who went 

through higher vocational training in ICT, and currently is on sickness benefit due to health 

problems, refers to his previous neighbourhood as a ‘mini-caliphate’, in which frequent 

                                                
56 Please note that only 1 out of 5 PVV voters lives in similar neighbourhoods (Ibid.).  

57 In theoretical terms, this tendency might described as a relationship between habitat and habitus, thus emphasizing 

that the latter, i.e. one’s incorporated history, not only takes shape in a historically given social configuration, but 

also in a specific geographic space. Empirically speaking, it is somewhat paradoxical that most of my interviewees 

invoking similar negative neighbourhood experiences are higher educated. This might be due to the difficulties in 

the sampling procedure that were mentioned in section 3.4  



 

199 

 

encounters of intimidation and aggression by ‘Moroccans’ (e.g., ‘a five year-old guy ticking 

you off’; ‘when you’re walking on the streets, they spit at you’; ‘in the shopping centre they 

jabber all sorts of things, hanging around in a very threating way’,) not only made him feel 

‘insecure’ and ‘afraid’, but also changed his political perceptions: 

 

In the days of the CentrumDemocraten (a Dutch RRP in the 1980s and 90s), with Hans 

Janmaat, I still thought: gee, what a goof. What a madman that guy! But, that was just 

because I didn’t think there was a substantial problem with foreigners at that time, or 

with Islam. I’ve had a Turkish boy in my class, or a Turkish girl, but that wasn’t 

something you’d notice. Well, you didn’t have contact with them anyway. But you just 

notice that there is a causal relation between the extent to which you are supplanted 

(verdrongen), and then I talk about [the neighbourhood] where we (he and his wife) lived, 

and your position toward, for instance, the PVV. Once you simply notice that things are 

taken over, things you found normal in your youth, that are taken over by a culture. It is 

not so much me who sought out for politics – politics actually came to me. You start 

thinking about it, because you think: gee, this is going wrong. What is happening here? So 

at a certain moment you wake up. 

N. 37, male, 47, on sickness benefit  

 

Similarly, this 32-year-old, university trained PVV-voter, who, until recently, worked at the 

quality department of a large Dutch dairy company – before he got health problems, forcing 

him to take things easier on a professional level –, started his electoral trajectory by voting 

for the VVD; the party his father, ‘a hardworking entrepreneur’, did and still does vote for 

(for fiscal reasons mainly). Negative experiences in ‘a real Muslim neighbourhood’, however 

changed his mind. Just as the former ‘money manager’ we just met, and in line with the 

findings of Dinas and van Spanje (2011), this change is largely based on a link between 

perceived non-native outgroups (notably ‘Moroccans’) on the one hand and criminality on 

the other.  

 

Many people just vote with their wallet, right. That’s the first thing you look at. 

That’s actually quite understandable – only when something hits you personally, it 
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will have personal consequences. So when you’re living here (in a small village in the 

south of the Netherlands), you’re never bothered by the Islam. But when I lived in Den 

Bosch, with my brother, in a real Muslim neighbourhood, and you get there with your 

brother and you’re called dirty faggots (kankerhomo’s) and with friends; and his 

girlfriend, they were living together in those days, the things these Moroccans shouted 

and did, throwing milkshakes against the window; intimidate you, scratching cars, 

yeah at a certain point it just turns you into a PVV supporter, because you see with 

your own eyes that which Geert always said and says. You only notice it when you’re 

living among those people, and you just see, you’re just at home and you see that 

women who wear a headscarf are not insulted and women without a headscarf are. Yes, 

and when it happens nine out of ten times, you realize well yeah, there’s an element of 

truth in it. You just see it with your very own eyes. 

N. 21, male, 32, university master’s in food science, on sickness benefit 

 

In France, similar subjectively relevant experiences were invoked by ‘radical conservatives’.  

Just as their Dutch counterparts, these voters do (or did) not live in rural areas, nor in the 

city centres, but rather at the periphery of cities, where immigration rates, as well as the 

probability of negative exposure to immigration, are relatively high. As the 22 year-old 

student in marketing of luxury goods we met before told me – while generalizing her 

personal experiences, notably during her comprehensive school period, situated in a Priority 

Education Zone (‘ZEP’), where she was ‘bullied a lot’ and felt ‘victimized’ as a part of a small 

‘white minority’ –, people in the Parisian suburbs are more prone to vote for the Front 

National than people living in Paris, as they would be confronted more frequently with ‘anti-

white discrimination’: 

 

In Paris you will often find people who vote UMP (the governmental French right-wing 

party that changed its name into Les Républicains in 2015), often for the image in fact, 

because we are French etcetera, we want to be conservative and all that, so people vote 

UMP. And, in fact, in the suburbs people rather vote Front National because they are fed 

up. As I said, I experienced, in my comprehensive school [collège], less in my high school, 
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but in my comprehensive school, I suffered extremely from this anti-white discrimination. 

And all the problems we (she and the rest of her family) had, I had a lot of problems; and 

the problems, they were never caused by French people. Never. So inevitably, in the 

suburbs we are maybe a little more radical let’s say. 

N. 85, female, 22, student in marketing of luxury goods 

 

Besides primary socialization and negative neighbourhood experiences, a third factor 

fostering RRP support among ‘radical conservatives’ can be discerned: several Dutch 

‘radical conservatives’ explicitly referred to themselves as ‘homosexuals’, or ‘having a 

boyfriend’, when criticizing non-native outgroups, notably Muslims. Even though these 

voters state that they never faced any negative consequences of immigration personally – by 

Muslims or any other ethnic minority –, they do fear a growing influence of ‘the Islam’ in the 

Netherlands, hoping that this religion will be broken open, for secularisation to prevail. 

Contrary to the socio-economic morality-based criteria invoked by voters subsumable under 

the first two types, these ‘radical conservatives’ thus evaluate the inferiority of non-native 

outgroups and the superiority of one’s native ingroup primarily on socio-cultural grounds. 

As this 32-year-old male with a responsible job in an insurance company, put it: 

 

In a free country, with a separation of church and state, it is crazy that we are pulling 

down all our churches whereas all sorts of mosques are constructed, right? That’s bizarre. 

Because we’re not a religious country anymore. And that is taking over – the Islam is 

facilitating itself. And I’m not a doom-monger thinking they want to take over entire 

Europe. But of course, that’s the way it works (dat is natuurlijk wel zo): it just might 

happen; that spectre that people over here will only walk around with a headscarf. We’re 

going back in time: the Islam brings you back in time, rather than getting you further. 

Look, we live in the Netherlands and we always talk about gay emancipation, I have a 

boyfriend myself, but we do let it happen that under our very own eyes 75 percent of the 

people with an Islamic background in the Netherlands disapproves homosexuality anyhow. 

Anyhow! 

N. 58, male, 32, employee in insurance company 
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Similarly, this 31-year-old owner of a consulting company – describing himself as a 

‘conservative’ and a ‘homosexual’ – who studied business economics in university and is 

convinced that ‘you should always try to realize more, whether it is economic growth or 

cultural growth, in the sense of more freedom’ –, also believes that precisely cultural norms 

and values are threatened by ‘ultra-orthodox preachers and mosques’ (gebedshuizen)’ in the 

Netherlands: 

 

Western norms and values, they are not cast in stone, they can disappear. For instance, it 

is not certain at all that homosexuality will always remain accepted, or something like a 

gay parade, or the freedom that artists enjoy, or the way in which it is possible to talk 

about different groups, to debate… I mean, in the past everybody had a certain shield 

around them, and people would understand that not everything is an insult; and that not 

everything you do not like should end up in court. I would really consider that a great loss 

for Dutch culture.  

N. 21, male, 31, owner consultancy company 

 

Interestingly, despite the fact that several French ‘radical conservative’ interviewees 

mentioned their homosexuality, they did not invoke the latter as a factor favouring their FN 

support. Just like Marine Le Pen – and contrary to Dutch ‘radical conservatives’ (including 

Geert Wilders) – these respondents are conservatives without embracing progressive values. 

The concerned interviewees in both countries however, tend to target the same outgroup as 

the most significant threat to one’s native culture, Muslims, while drawing similar symbolic 

boundaries were between ‘the Islam’ on the one hand and one’s ‘Christian’ or ‘Judeo-

Christian’ roots on the other. This 55-year-old, second generation FN voter, for instance, 

who obtained a university degree in real estate, before becoming a manager in a brokerage 

house and who started her own real estate business at the time when I interviewed her, 

described herself a ‘privilégiée’ (‘I am privileged, I have always been privileged’), but also as 

a ‘lesbian’ and an ‘atheist’, being ‘culturally Christian’. Convinced that ‘moderate Muslims’ 

and a ‘moderate Islam don’t exist’, she argued that ‘we’re heading for disaster’ (on va dans le 

mur), towards a situation like the one in Lebanon: 
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Because in Lebanon, the majority was Christian, now the majority is Muslim. Because 

when some of them have 10 kids and the others have one – when they arrive at getting 

things, voilà, I don’t know how to say, the non-mixed, the non-mixed demand, in the 

hospitals, not to be treated by men – I mean, they always obtain a little bit more. And since 

we are so nice, we get eaten. And so, there is the Islamization of spirits, let’s say. After that 

we end up finding it normal to eat halal. I do not see why we would oblige, if I had kids, my 

kids to eat halal… And, you know, the best thing (ironical tone) is that there is a tax, there 

is a halal tax. So when you buy your halal steak, you finance the mosques in France. 

Really? (trying to keep to the conversation going)  

It’s hard to believe but yes! And so the mosque in Marseille I believe was financed like that. 

It’s a sick thing. 

N. 94, female, 55, starting a business as a broker 

 

Taken together, a variety of factors thus fosters support for RRP among my ‘radical 

conservative’ interviewees. Despite this variety, the next section will show that they are 

united through a similar ‘ideological’ decision-making process, characterized by a high level 

of political sophistication – which in turn, is rooted in the relatively high level of cultural 

capital and the generally well to do social background of these voters. 

 

8.3 Rapports with politics 

When it comes to their rapports with politics, ‘radical conservatives’ clearly distinguish 

themselves from the respondents subsumable under the other two types. Following the 

theoretical framework developed in chapter 2 (see Table 2.1), two main dimensions can be 

discerned in that respect. First of all, the differentiation dimension. Pertaining to the latter, 

‘radical conservatives’ discern a relatively broad array of specific political issues, actors and 

viewpoints. For instance, when looking at the left-right distinctions made by these voters, 

‘radical conservative’ interviewees are not at all characterized by the admittance of confusion 

(as was the case with ‘hard-done-by’s), by the assertion of subjectivity (as was the case with 

‘contributionists’), but rather by stating that ‘there are so many aspects’ (N. 54) when it 
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comes to this political opposition. Similarly, it is solely among these respondents that the 

terms left and right are described as politically identical – not because of one’s incapacity to 

make any distinction between the two terms, but because they are believed to be ‘pretty out-

dated’ (N. 21) or even ‘completely outmoded’ (dépassé) (N. 87) to describe political 

orientations in today’s world. As discussed in chapter 2, the distinction dimension also refers 

to one’s proclivity towards objectivity. In that light, ‘radical conservatives’, in contrast to 

voters subsumable under other types of RRP support, tend to look beyond their own direct 

interests and frames of reference when distinguishing between different political actors and 

events. Some interviewees corresponding to this type of radical right support even explicitly 

stated that political issues should be conceived beyond the ‘micro-level’ of everyday life. For 

instance, when invoking the perceived dangers of ‘the Islam’ for the Netherlands, this 

university-trained geologist, who later started his small music shop, claimed that: 

  

You shouldn’t think in terms of months, but once you know what the Islam stand for, and 

you notice the phenomena that go with it, you just know that things are going totally 

wrong, historically. Just wrong. Look, of course there is an evolution going on at the 

micro-level, just between us (he and his wife) and the neighbours and the neighbourhood – 

and someone I encounter behind the counter, I wouldn’t be offensive, even though I 

sometimes feel a tendency to do so. But on the macro-level there is an uncontrollable 

process going on, absolutely uncontrollable… It occurs insidiously. Through a formation of 

habits, it just lodges itself in the minds of people. 

Such as…? 

Again, I prefer to talk in generalities, because it is such a subtle process. Just a habit 

formation: headscarves, prayer rooms, an interdiction of expression, an interdiction of 

critique – yes, the aggressive attitude of the Islam and Muslims here in the Netherlands, 

people already think it’s actually justified, a large part of the population thinks so, that’s 

how bad things already are (hoe ver we al gezonken zijn). 

N. 48, male, 67, owner of a small music shop 

 

Similarly, this 32-year-old self-employed commercial designer (N. 54) – who manages easily 

(goed rondkomen) with his wife; ‘so if we have 100 Euro less on a yearly base, well, that 
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wouldn’t make a difference’ (daar eten we geen boterham minder om) –, stated explicitly 

that what matters to him is ‘the ideological side of things’ (het ideologische), rather than 

direct material gains. In that light he notably thinks about ‘how the Netherlands should look 

like in ten or twenty years from now; that I find more important that receiving a little more 

from the tax return.’ 

His statements already hint at the second dimension of political sophistication that I 

discerned in chapter 2: the level of ideological synthesis. That is, the coherent use of 

ideological concepts to structure and link different political elements. In that light, ‘radical 

conservatives’ distinguish themselves from voters corresponding to the first two types of 

RRP support through the way in which they integrate their political considerations. As the 

previous chapters indicated, respondents corresponding to the second type, and especially 

the first type of RRP support were characterized by an absence of ‘scholarly knowledge’ to 

substantiate their political viewpoints. ‘Radical conservatives’, by contrast, thanks to their 

cultural baggage, tend to structure their individual points of view precisely by mobilizing 

historical events, political ideologies and other ‘scholarly’ references. One thinks of terms 

such as ‘the Judaeo-Christian tradition’, ‘Western norms and values’ freedom of speech, etc. 

that we saw in the previous section. Similarly, it was only among these respondents that left 

and right were distinguished along socio-economic and socio-cultural lines, by opposing 

ideological constructs, such as ‘liberalism’ and ‘conservativism’ to ‘communism’ and 

‘socialism’ as well as ‘progressives’, and ‘globalists’. Moreover, in both countries, it is only 

among ‘radical conservatives’ that the notion ‘conservative’ was mentioned in an ideological 

sense. Several Dutch interviewees subsumable under this type of RRP support even 

indicated they might vote for the Christian orthodox SGP in case the PVV would not 

participate in the next elections – not for religious reasons, but ‘because it is the most 

conservative party you can think of’ (N. 34) or because ‘it is conservative and a true 

counterweight, against the Islam.’ (N. 59)  

Similar considerations bring us to the ways in which ‘radical conservatives’ translate 

their subjectively most salient beliefs into support for a RRP. Importantly, these translations 

are characterized by the ‘ideological’ rapports these voters maintain with politics. The 31-
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year-old commercial designer we just met, for instance, whose political convictions have 

been shaped by negative experiences with ‘Moroccans’ in high school as well as the 

neighbourhood in which he lived when he was a student and where he was attacked ‘out of 

the blue’ by ‘a group of Moroccan guys’. Putting ‘Moroccans’ on a par with ‘Muslims’, he 

believes that it is important to ‘address the problems that exist’ and to ‘preserve the Judeo-

Christian-humanistic mental legacy (gedachtegoed) of the Netherlands’, especially because 

most politicians would ‘close their eyes’ for contemporary threats: 

 

I think that it would harm society if you say that, without naming things, everything will 

be fine. Right, of course, the more you name something, the more it will play a role. I 

studied communication, so I know exactly how that works – the news is not news because 

it’s news, it’s news because it’s on TV. So on the one hand there is also something to it. 

But on the other hand, I know from my own experiences that it is true in reality. It is 

perhaps a coincidence that I have had problems in that domain a number of times. On the 

other hand, I think: coincidence does not exist… And if you also hear things like that from 

other angles, then I think: it is not something that is invented by politics. There is a real 

problem, and it is important to mention that. Or at least, it might be dangerous to name it, 

but it is even more dangerous not to mention it… So I do think that is important that the 

things Wilders says remain said. Especially since the other parties are having strongly 

different positions, I think it’s important that a certain opposing force (tegengeluid) 

exists. And in that sense, I think the PVV is important, and they should have a certain 

impact.  

N. 54, male, 32, self-employed commercial designer 

 

Similarly, the self-declared ‘homosexual’ and ‘conservative’ owner of a consultancy company 

we met before, ‘notably supports the PVV’ because of its ‘position vis-à-vis the Islam’. More 

specifically, he hopes that ‘Islamic groups’ in the Netherlands, ‘just like the Catholics’ in the 

past, will reconcile themselves with ‘the Dutch people’. In particular by ‘embrac[ing] our 

Western norms and values a little more and by reject[ing] our lifestyle a little less’: 
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If you look at the headscarf, for instance, if you look at the reasons why it is often still 

worn, or if you look at the traditional perception of men and women within that 

community, well that is really behind the times (achterlopen) compared to ours. And if you 

see, if you look very plainly at the welfare state arrangements and the extent to which 

non-western migrants (niet-westerse allochtonen) still have to appeal to it. Again, you 

cannot blame the Islam for everything, that would really be stupid… But you do notice that 

in that community, in which the mosque still has such a central position – I wonder 

whether Henk and Ingrid (an imaginary couple representing the PVV’s version of Average 

Joe) actually know this, but the mosque is still a very central place within the Islamic 

subculture; there are still certain influences coming from there. That doesn’t often have to 

lead to terrorism, but certain convictions, such as homosexuality, men and women, how to 

deal with kaffirs – if that is really recommendable, well no.  

N. 21, male, 31, owner consultancy company 

 

Preoccupied by the issue of ‘Islamization’, the Dutch ‘radical conservatives’ are electorally 

attracted to the only politician who, in their eyes, stands up ‘against Islam’: the founder and 

leader of the PVV, Geert Wilders. Contrary to politicians of other parties – who are 

sometimes explicitly described as ‘traitors’ –, the latter is seen as the ‘only politician who 

really addresses the issue’ (N. 1), who ‘knows exactly what is going and who raises the 

matter perfectly’ (N. 59); and ‘who does not want to turn this into an Islamic country’ (N. 34). 

This tendency is illustrated by this 68-year-old retired businessman wearing a signet ring, 

who, in the past twenty years ‘witnessed’ how his neighbourhood ‘has been taken over’ by 

‘Mohammedans’. In his view, the latter clearly lack a willingness to integrate. Not only 

visibly, ‘by wearing scarfs on their heads’. But also verbally: ‘you go to Somalia’, two women 

from Somali origin once told him in the local supermarket – ‘we are Muslims, we are taking 

over here’. 

 

These folks are behaving that way because they are instructed in mosques to insult us 

on purpose – to show: I don’t belong to you. So these people say, outspokenly: we don’t 

want to integrate. It’s not that we are not kind enough. No, the point is that they do 

not want to integrate… And who sees it in the Netherlands? Nobody! And who is doing 
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something about it? Nobody! The only one who says something about it is Wilders, 

and his mouth is being board up. Well, I’m against that. The Netherlands are already 

lost way further than people think.  

N. 1, male, 68, retired business man 

 

This excerpt points at a final factor in the RRP support of Dutch ‘radical conservatives’: 

politicians of other parties than the PVV would ‘do nothing’ about the perceived threat of 

Islamization. Worse, they are considered accountable for the increasing presence of Muslims 

and mosques in the country. Notably the social-democrats are targeted in that respect, even 

though the other two main establishment parties in the Netherlands, the liberal 

conservatives and Christian-democrats are also mentioned. For instance, by this employee in 

an insurance company (N. 58), stating that ‘especially the PvdA, but also the VVD and the 

CDA, they thought for decades: let them (Muslims) do their own thing, have their culture, 

and now you just see that we’re getting in big trouble.’ Together with conviction of a 

superior yet threatened ‘Judeo-Christian’ culture – implying the inferiority of other 

cultures –, this leads to a three-tiered socio-political configuration that is depicted in 

Figure 8.1 

 

Figure 8.1 The tripartite socio-political consciousness of respondents  

subsumable under the third type of RRP support 

 

Responsible reference group 

Treacherous politicians (up there) 

  

 

Membership reference group  

Conservative native people (in between) 

  

  

Comparative reference group 

Muslims (below) 
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Importantly, the same configuration also structures the socio-political 

consciousness of French ‘radical conservatives’. Contrary to Dutch interviewees, the 

latter also invoke terrorist attacks that hit France in recent years. For instance, this 39 

year-old lift technician who – despite the fact that he did not go to university and does 

not have a job with high status – is ideal-typical in terms of his well to do social 

background (his father was a rich risk manager), his financial situation (he is ‘well paid’, 

‘likes his job’ and a heritage made him ‘comfortably off’ (à l’abri du besoin)), the absence 

of moral criteria when evaluating non-native outgroups, his prioritization of cultural 

issues (‘the economy is of minor importance to me’), as well as his path towards electoral 

RRP support through primary socialization (through his FN-voting anti-communist 

grandparents to be precise58). Unlike his grandparents, however, he does ‘not care’ so 

much about communists, as they would be ‘almost marginal’ today, but is convinced that 

‘Islamism’ constitutes the biggest threat in contemporary France: 

 

The new threats, for me, is Islamism, for me it’s clearly Islamism. I mean, we can see it all 

over Europe: who is at the origin of mass massacres, of mass killings, since 3, 4 years, for 

even longer? It’s the people who are linked to the radical Islam. And that’s it, everything is 

connected. Because immigration brings in a lot of people who are Muslim. And for me, it’s 

dangerous. It’s dangerous…. For me it’s a threat. Because it’s something that swallows up 

our freedoms… For me, it’s legitimate to be worried, because the values that are 

transmitted, that are spread by this religion, they are diametrically opposed to mine. 

Really, for me, the motto liberté, égalité, fraternité, I am attached to it, and the Islam 

means submission, so for me it’s the opposite of freedom. It’s exactly the opposite…. And I 

do not understand why politicians continue to open the doors like that. I mean, it’s crazy 

                                                
58 During his youth, this FN voter always ‘went on holidays in the South of France’, staying at his grandparents – 

– after graduating from the prestigious École Polytechnique, his FN-voting grandfather became an admiral in the 

French marine. ‘So I always had holiday readings, rather extreme right readings, extreme right newspapers, the 

newspaper Présent, the newspaper Minute, Rivarol too. Then there were other readings, extreme right-wing 

readings. That’s why, when, little by little, I began to understand politics a little bit, when I started to get 

interested, logically I moved to the Front National.’ 
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for me, we increase the threat, the existing threat huh. People elect, even though I did not 

elect Macron, I want him to protect me the same way as others. And in fact, we continue to 

open the doors to massive immigration – I think it puts us in danger. That’s why I’m 

opposed to him.  

N. 103, male, 39, lift technician 

 

The tripartite configuration, in which ‘treacherous’, ‘dishonest’ and ‘incompetent’ 

politicians ‘up there’ are blamed because they would on the side of dangerous others ‘below’, 

rather than defending the native population ‘in between’, was also explicitly invoked by the 

55-year-old woman (starting her real estate business) we met earlier. 

 

I just cannot understand that we let us spoil our lives, whereas we had such a beautiful 

country. Currently, I cannot understand all this tolerance; which is no longer tolerance, 

it’s stupidity, it’s something else, it’s incompetence, it’s dishonesty. Go to the website of 

the National Assembly, and you see that there is a France-Qatar friendship association; 

knowing that Qatar finances Islamic State… The problem is that they are for friendship 

between France and Qatar, they are advisers, they receive money. And then: will they 

defend the French against the Qataris? Go have a look, there are the names and there are 

the pictures. You see it’s oddly those [politicians] who have mosques in their home town, 

or who have a very tolerant discourse... They drink champagne every Saturday, with Sarko 

[former president Nicolas Sarkozy], [François] Hollande and the others, with the princes 

of Qatar, while financing Islamic State that is at war with us. So I’m sorry, but those who 

are at war with us, if you [on] drink coffee with them, you drink champagne with them, 

you’re a traitor to the fatherland (la patrie)… It’s treachery. 

N. 95, female, 55, starting a real estate business 

 

Accordingly, just as other French ‘radical conservatives’, she votes for the party that 

represents and puts forward ‘the French interests, both inside and outside the country, that 

defend the values that are, let’s say, Judeo-Christian, which are really the basis of 

civilization, of French society’. That is, the FN. 
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8.4 Radically conservative Catholics: an ideal-typical variant 

In France – and other countries – religious affiliation has traditionally been mentioned as 

one of the most important factors determining people’s political orientations: the stronger 

one’s allegiance to the Catholic community, the more likely one is to vote for a right-wing 

party (Dargent, 2007; Michelat & Simon, 1977). This tendency, however, does not apply to 

the vote for radical right-wing parties. In that light, some scholars even speak of ‘the 

protective effect of the Catholic Church’ (Mayer 2002, p. 110; see also Van der Brug et al. 

2009). Interestingly, in accordance with the country-specific findings of Immerzeel and his 

colleagues (2013), there is a group of ‘orthodox believers’ showing an inverse pattern – in 

this case a minority of French traditionalist Catholics who broke with the Holy See after the 

Second Vatican Council in the 1960s and massively vote for the Front National (Mayer, 

2002, p. 123ff). 

Contrary to the first two types, where the secondary socialization predominantly 

shaped the socio-political beliefs of the concerned respondents, the main societal and 

political preferences of these traditionalist Catholics were primarily aroused during the 

primary (parental) socialization. Besides their Catholic first names and their religious 

upbringing, the generally higher educated and financially well to do parents of these Front 

National supporters were also responsible for putting them on private, Catholic schools 

(indeed, these interviewees tend to have at least a baccalaureate), thus fostering a social 

network of fellow believers, as well as a religious outlook on the world. A crucial 

characteristic of these conservative Catholics precisely concerns the omnipresent religiosity 

in their social and political Weltanschauung. As this 70-year old single man and self-

employed administrator (N. 114) put it – who found consolation in the religion of his youth 

after a severe car accident in the late 1960s, which hindered him to become what he always 

wanted to be (an agronomic engineer): ‘Politics and religion are extremely related, right. It’s 

impossible to do the one without the other.’ Consequently, in his eyes, ‘we are obliged to 

measure politics according to the religious.’ A similar point of view was expressed by this 

23-year-old engineering and business student from a provincial town in France who, in the 

nearby future, envisages to start his own business (N. 124): ‘It is evident for me, he stated, 
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that the ensemble of my political choices is based not only on religion, but also on the 

meaning of the Church’s social doctrine.’  

Accordingly, the political reasoning of traditionalistic Catholics starkly contrasts 

with the motivations of other interviewees I met. Instead of hard-done-by-ness or a fierce 

work ethic, a strong religious ethic dominates their discourses, expressed in an intense 

opposition against issues that are generally irrelevant for other voters, such as abortion, 

divorce, same sex marriage, euthanasia, etcetera. These religious preoccupations and 

particular issue prioritization were expressed in a particular clear way by this 45-year-old 

believer, who, wearing a signet ring, worked for 10 years as a financial consultant in Paris 

but recently quit his job to look for a position as an intermediary in a bank in a less urban 

part of France. ‘If I would be president of the republic’, he stated: 

 

…the first thing I would do, I would ban abortion. Forbidden! Because it is, the church, 

nature, the intellect knows very well that from the moment that there is a conception, there 

is a human being; it may still be a cell, but if one kills that life, one kills a creation of god, 

which is supposed to live, to be baptized, to be saved, etcetera. And that is the worst insult 

that can be made to God – to kill millions of children in the belly of their mother; and 

sometimes in fairly dramatic conditions; people throw the foetus away, voilà. So that’s the 

first thing I would do... 

Is there anything else you would change? 

Many things. I would stop immigration... personally I’m not against it, if you want. But on 

such a scale, it’s not acceptable for a country, because it’s an invasion. And that bothers 

me... In the last ten years it has deteriorated completely. And the thing is, they are people 

who have a culture, a religion completely different from ours. What else would I do? Oh yes, 

I am against the separation of church and state. I would put the Catholic religion as the 

official religion in France – there is nothing shocking about that. 

N. 125, male, 45, in between two jobs in the finance sector 

 

Importantly, as this excerpt illustrates, immigration too tends to be evaluated by these 

interviewees from a religious point of view rather than any other principle. In their eyes, the 

problem with the issue is not so much that migrants would receive a preferential treatment 
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or ‘profit’ from hard-earned tax money (as was the case with the individuals subsumed under 

the first two types). The point is first and foremost that contemporary migrants – contrary 

to Italian, Polish, Portuguese and Spanish Catholic migrants in the past – would be 

dominantly Muslims, that is, people who ‘want to impose things on us, ways of seeing things 

that are completely contrary to our own ways, which are contrary to the Christian doctrine.’ 

(N. 114). Accordingly, the hostility of these radical right voters towards immigration is not 

aroused by socio-economic considerations, but by a religious conviction: the idea, as this 24-

year-old student in medieval history put it, that ‘we cannot accept that a false religion wins 

terrain.’ (N. 117).  

 Interestingly, even when distinguishing the political left from the political right, 

Catholic traditionalists invoke similar religious criteria. For instance, in the words of the 70-

year-old self-employed administrator we met before: 

 

There are no easy-to-define features [of left-wing and right-wing]. There is no 

definition... Well there are people supposedly on the right – I say right, because the right 

is not right-wing. 

No? 

They don’t want to defend the fatherland (la patrie); they want us to open up, for example, 

to Europe. I am against that. Europe, Maurras said, is not where we’re going, it’s where we 

come from (on y va pas, on en vient). Europe was the federation of the crowns under the 

tiara... A priori, to be right-wing is to be French first, before being European. In fact, it is 

wanting a Europe of the fatherlands (une Europe des patries) and not the technocratic 

Europe that we currently have. It’s uh, obviously, ideally Europe would be a state made 

according to the natural, Christian rights – and that, we are far from it. We are very far 

from it! 

N. 114, male, 70, self-employed administrator (10 on left-right scale) 

 

Typically, for this respondent, the identification with what he calls ‘the true right’ (la vraie 

droite) is established through an equivalence between Catholicism and French nationalism, 
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as he describes himself as ‘Catholic and French’, two identities, that in his view, are 

‘inseparable’ – ‘the eldest daughter of the church, it’s inseparable.’ 

Despite many differences between radical right conservatives and respondents 

corresponding to other ideal-types of RRP support, precisely this particular perception of 

one’s national identity brings them together. That is to say that, via different articulations, 

they all ‘demand’ that the native population should be prioritized. Moreover, they share a 

negative perception of ‘politics’. In the case of traditionalist Catholics, mainly, because all 

relevant moral and ethical policy changes, from the abortion laws in the mid-1970s by a 

right-wing government to the introduction of gay marriage in 2013 by a left-wing 

government, went against the Catholic doctrine. At the same time, when it comes to their 

radical right support, the interviewed individuals associated to this type share a final specific 

characteristic: their preference for the Front National tends to be relative and negative. 

Even this political party, especially since Marine Le Pen came into power, does not defend 

the Catholic doctrine properly – as the actual leader would be ‘less traditional than her 

father’ (N. 125), having the wrong priorities, i.e. economic rather than societal and ethical 

issues (N. 124)59, while being too overtly republican – indeed: almost these respondents are 

monarchists, longing for a traditional, Catholic order that was destroyed during the French 

Revolution. Accordingly, as a societally stigmatized community whose values are under 

threat (same sex marriage, for instance, finding growing acceptance not only in France, but 

all over the globe, whereas the number of Muslims, who would ‘impose’ contrary world 

views, increases in France and Europe), these individuals vote for the party that is ‘least 

remote’ (N. 114) from their own religious principles and beliefs. In other words, they do not 

forcibly appreciate the actual Front National, but reject the party less than they reject other 

political parties.  

 

 

                                                
59 As chapter 4 (notably Table 4.5) and Appendix A (Table A2) show, this perception corresponds with the actual 

issue priorization of Marine Le Pen, who tends to focus on immigration, European integration, law and order as well 

as socio-economic issues.  
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8.5 Conclusion  

Besides socio-professional decline (related to the first ideal-type of RRP support I discerned) 

and self-made superiority (related to the second type), the theoretical expectations 

presented in section 2.4 included a third micro-level factor: radical religious conservatism. 

Empirically, however, it turned out that this factor does not relate to an ideal-type as such, 

but rather to a specific variant of a broader form of RRP support that I called ‘radical 

conservatism’. In fact, it was only among my French interviewees that I observed ‘radical 

conservatives’ invoking their religious beliefs and membership of a religious community 

when ‘explaining’ their electoral support for a radical right-wing party. None of the Dutch 

interviewees did so, which is probably (partly) related to the presence of a Christian-

orthodox alternative, the SGP, in Dutch politics, as well as the generally more progressive 

socio-cultural climate in the Netherlands – a climate that is also reflected in the discourse of 

Geert Wilders, who, contrary to Marine Le Pen, embraces progressive values in his 

conservative statements (Duyvendak, 2011; Mepschen et al., 2010; Oudenampsen, 2018; 

Vossen, 2017). Interestingly, the same goes for the voters of their parties: it is only among 

Dutch ‘radical conservatives’ that I observed a defence of progressive values when 

interviewees ‘explained’ their support for a RRP – particularly regarding gay rights and 

women emancipation that are perceived as threatened by ‘the Islam’.  

Despite these cross-national differences, ‘radical conservative’ interviewees in both 

countries share several crucial similarities. Notably, a relatively privileged social background 

and societal position, which is related to their relatively high level of political sophistication: 

in contrast to voters corresponding to other types of RRP support, these interviewees tend 

to describe themselves explicitly as conservatives. Moreover, ‘radical conservatives’ tend to 

invoke specific criteria when evaluating non-native outgroups. Whereas the first two types 

of radical right support were characterized by specific forms of relative deprivation – and, 

accordingly, by an interaction between socio-economic and socio-cultural factors –, the 

political world view of voters corresponding to the third ideal-type of RRP support is 
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primarily structured around socio-cultural distinctions60 – especially when it comes to the 

perceived threat of ‘the Islam’. Contrary to politicians of governmental parties, who are 

sometimes explicitly described as ‘treacherous’, Le Pen and Wilders are perceived as the 

only politicians who would stand up with respect to these issues, promising to protect the 

native ingroup and preserve its cultural heritage – an outsider status they also enjoy in the 

eyes of interviewees subsumable under the other two types of RRP support.  

In the next chapter, I will focus more specifically on the similarities and differences 

between the discerned types in the light of the central research question, while connecting 

the findings pertaining to the supply (chapter 4) and the demand side (chapters 5-9).    

 

  

                                                
60 To be sure, several excepts in this chapter – such as the financing of French mosques with tax money, or the extent 

to which Muslims in the Netherlands would rely on Dutch welfare state benefits – illustrated that socio-cultural and 

socio-economic issues are also articulated in in the discourse of some ‘radical conservatives’. More generally, they 

thus emphasize the fact that the types presented in this study are ideal-types, manifesting themselves only quasi-

perfectly in social reality. In a similar way, statements about the perceived cultural incompatibility of non-native 

outgroups were also made by several interviewees corresponding to the first and second type of RRP support, in a 

way that largely reflects the findings of Lamont (2000, pp. 172-194). Accordingly, similar attitudes do not 

distinghuish respondents subsumable under the first type from respondents subsumable under the second type. 
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9. Conclusions and perspectives 
 

 

 

In recent decades, radical right-wing parties have become an increasingly successful 

electoral force in European democracies, making the question what leads citizens to vote for 

them an increasingly relevant issue – not only from an academic point of view, but also from 

a political and a societal perspective. The aim of this study was to shed new light on the 

electoral support for radical right-wing parties by focusing on the diversity of the concerned 

voters in France and the Netherlands. Contrary to most existing investigations, assuming a 

form of causal homogeneity, the project’s starting point was thus based on the idea that 

different causal paths may lead to a vote for the same political party. This causal 

heterogeneity assumption is reflected in the central research question of the study: is it 

possible to discern different forms of RRP support, and if so, in what ways do they differ 

from each other, in what ways are they similar, and how can these various forms of RRP 

support be explained? To answer this main question, I developed an innovative and 

comprehensive approach, covering both the ‘supply’ and the ‘demand’ side, while using 

quantitative and qualitative methods, in an internationally comparative and systematic, that 

is, typological way. This final chapter will discuss the study’s main findings as well as its 

contributions to the vast and rapidly expanding radical right literature, while connecting 

the results of the demand side and supply side-oriented parts of the project. The chapter 

concludes with a presentation of perspectives for future research, based on my findings. 

   

Main findings 

Whereas the title of the present thesis as well as most of its theoretical and empirical focus 

relate to the electoral demand side, I decided to integrate the political supply side in this 

study, based on the idea that roads to the radical right, instead of one-way streets, should 

rather be conceived as two-way traffic. This is to say that voters not only affect the electoral 
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fate and strategies of political parties. Parties also give coherence and political expression to 

the beliefs and experiences of voters. Against the background of this bilateral conceptual 

framework, it was therefore necessary to assess empirically that the two parties in question, 

the FN and the PVV, are relatively similar when it comes to the content of their political 

supply. The results of the empirical analysis, based on the Tweets of Marine Le Pen and 

Geert Wilders posted between early 2011 and the end of 2018, showed that, despite 

different accents, the political messages of the two RRP leaders largely overlap. First of all, 

when it comes to issue saliency, the same three issue categories can be found in the top four 

of both RRP leaders: immigration (opposition), European integration (opposition) and 

security (support for law and order), whereas national identity (support), national 

sovereignty (support), Islam/ism (opposition) and anti-establishment stances are part of the 

top ten of most salient issue categories in the case of both Le Pen and Wilders. Second, the 

two RRP leaders show important similarities when it comes to the supported reference 

groups: both Le Pen and Wilders draw the main symbolic boundary along national lines. 

Within this nativist frame, a coalition of traditionally left-leaning voters (e.g., blue collars, 

tenants, etc.) and historically right-wing oriented citizens (e.g., ‘the hardworking middle 

class’, self-employed, the armed forces, etc.) can be observed in both cases. Accordingly, 

rather than offering standardized ‘products’ to a general electorate, the two RRP politicians 

use relatively similar forms of ‘product differentiation’ (Eatwell, 2000, p. 361), by presenting 

the identities of multiple societal groups as important parts of a larger native whole. 

Importantly, these messages are invoked in line with what I call the tripartite 

structure of the radical right’s political supply. Drawing on insights from conflict sociology 

and cleavage theory, I find that the political supply of RRP is characterized by an 

overarching nativist conflict which is vertically structured according to a form of ‘dual 

closure’ (Parkin, 1979). Accordingly, Le Pen and Wilders not only oppose ‘the native people’ 

to the ruling elites ‘above’, through ‘upward’ usurpationary closure; they also pit them 

against non-native outgroups ‘below’ through ‘downward’ exclusionary closure. This 

tripartite structure is of crucial importance in the light of the main question of the research 

project, as I found that it not only characterizes the political supply of the two RRP under 



 

219 

 

investigation, but also the socio-political consciousness of their voters, despite the latter’s 

diversity. In other words, a structural homology exists between the three-tiered discourse of 

Le Pen and Wilders on the one hand and the socio-political worldviews of my respondents 

on the other. Through different articulations with other social groups (e.g. the hardworking, 

Catholic, Judaeo-Christian, etc.) and in opposition with different non-native outgroups (e.g., 

lazy Greeks, asylum seekers, Muslims, Arabs, etc.), these interviewees support the only party 

that they believe is standing up for the native ingroup. By invoking an overarching principle 

of division between native versus foreign in different issue domains – e.g., identity, 

Islam/ism, security, welfare chauvinism, etc. –, and by opposing a native ‘us’ usurpationary 

to a politically responsible them ‘above’ (e.g., ‘our leaders’, ‘our governors’, etc.) and 

exclusionarily to a broad them ‘below’ (i.e. immigrants in general and various non-native 

outgroups in particular – threatening ‘our traditions’, ‘our freedom’, ‘our identity’, ‘our 

prosperity’, etc.), the two RRP politicians are thus able to symbolically unify an agglomerate 

of voters with highly diverse interests, preoccupations and preferences. 

Importantly, by frequently invoking the words ‘our’, ‘us’ and ‘we’, Le Pen and 

Wilders situate themselves at the same level as the deprived citizens they claim to represent 

(i.e. in the middle of the tripartite structure), which, in turn, enables these voters to identify 

themselves with the two party leaders and their nativist political projects. Similar 

identifications are not only favoured by the fact that national imagined communities, 

‘regardless of the actual inequality and exploitation that may prevail in each’, are ‘always 

conceived as a deep, horizontal comradeship’ (Anderson, 1991, p. 7, my emphasis). Most 

importantly, they are fostered by the outsider position of the concerned parties in the 

political field. As anti-establishment parties that have never really been in power, the FN 

and the PVV are not part of the ruling elites ‘up there’. Consequently, they cannot be 

blamed for the current state of society. Whether it concerns degrading welfare state 

services, labour migration, ethnic changes in neighbourhoods, terrorist attacks, money 

transfers to other countries, the increasing visibility of ‘the Islam’ in society, etc. –, the two 

parties and their leaders never did anything wrong. Le Pen nor Wilders is responsible for 

the problems they address. Especially among my French interviewees, this characteristic of 
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the FN was often invoked as an electoral justification: they’ve all been in power, many 

respondents told me, except for one: the Front National.61 Precisely due to their outsider 

position, Le Pen and Wilders can thus claim to be the saviours of the virtuous French and 

Dutch people, while representing native citizens as victims of policies made under the 

responsibility of traditional governmental parties.  

 This brings us to the concerned citizens: who are these radical right voters? And 

what makes them ‘tick’? Pertaining to the demand side, this study followed two sequential 

research steps, covering two interrelated sub-questions. First, I focused quantitatively on 

structural sources of heterogeneity among RRP supporters, by distinguishing three main 

dimensions: social characteristics (whodunit); political preferences (whydunit) and the 

voters’ political decision-making process (howdunit). In view of the interrelatedness of 

socio-structural variables, I used a two-dimensional Bourdieusian framework, which – 

despite striking similarities with the two-dimensional political value space that gained 

popularity in political science from the 1990s onwards – has remained absent in the existing 

RRP literature. Instead of political values, this framework is based on two independently 

working dimensions of social differentiation: capital volume, constituting a vertical axis 

(with high cultural and economic capital volume at the top and low capital volume at the 

bottom) and capital composition, a horizontal dimension, with dominant cultural capital on 

the left side and dominant economic capital on the right side. Relying on multiple 

correspondence analyses, my findings show that the radical right constituency ‘as a whole’ is 

situated in the lower right region of the two-dimensional social space. Accordingly, these 

voters tend to display a lower overall volume of capital compared to voters of other parties, 

whereas their capital composition is dominated by economic capital rather than cultural 

capital.  

                                                
61 The fact these statements were made more frequently among my French than among my Dutch respondents is 

probably related to the fact that Wilders’ party is relatively young and already gave gedoogsteun (support to a 

minority government by an opposition party), whereas the FN is relatively old and never enjoyed any form of power 

at the national level. Moreover, due to the French majoritarian system, it always had a (very) low number of 

representatives in the Assemblée nationale, despite its high scores in French elections (see also part 3.2) 
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When looking more closely, by projecting individual French and Dutch RRP 

supporters on the two-dimensional space, an interesting pattern emerges. Instead of being 

concentrated at one single position in social space, radical right voters in both countries 

rather ‘cross’ the lower right region diagonally (from the border of the lower left region to 

the upper right one), while being situated around three poles: the first one is centred around 

production workers with low income and education levels, situated in the lower-left and 

lower-middle area of the social space; a second one around clerks and small business owners 

having an intermediate applied education level in the lower-right region; and third, a 

smaller group of relatively high educated managers and technical professionals with higher 

incomes who are situated in the upper right area. Importantly, this diagonal pattern of 

socio-structural heterogeneity is reflected in the distribution of socio-economic preferences 

among radical right voters – the latter getting increasingly right-wing and ‘market-

oriented’ when moving up to the upper-right region, whereas ‘interventionist’ preferences as 

well as don’t know answers dominate among RRP voters in lower strata of the social space. 

Finally, the same pattern, following capital composition and capital volume can be observed 

when it comes to political interest, as the level of political interest among RRP voters 

increases in function of their capital volume. 

These socio-structural patterns constitute the starting point of the second, 

qualitative research step of the research project, which set out to identify ideal-typical, 

micro-level paths toward RRP support within the structural heterogeneity assessed during 

the quantitative research step. Based on life history interviews with 125 respondents (64 in 

the Netherlands, 61 in France), I discerned three main roads to the radical right that are 

summarized in Table 9.1. The first of these forms of RRP support, hard-done-byness, can 

most frequently be found among respondents in the lower strata of the social space who are 

faced with intragenerational decline and financial difficulties. This road to the radical right 

is ultimately rooted in a specific form of relative deprivation, in which non-native outgroups 

(below) are perceived as unfairly privileged – notably in terms of housing, health care and 

welfare state benefits, that would be given to the latter by public workers and politicians (up 

there). Importantly, both the comparative reference group (below) and the responsible 
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reference group (up there) are resented by these interviewees. Relying defensively on their 

nationality, the ultimate resource they dispose of, Le Pen and Wilders are seen as the only 

politicians who would give priority to ordinary natives like themselves.  

 

Table 9.1 A typology of electoral support for the FN and the PVV 

 

 

Hard-done-

byness 

Contribu- 

tionism 

Radical 

conservatism 

Who? 

- Social background 

- Lower income classes 

- (Lower) middle class 

- Upper middle class 

- Social trajectory 

- Intragenerational decline 

- Self-made  

- Stable well-off  

 

 

X 

 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

X 

Why?  

- Relative deprivation 

- Defensive nationalism (receive too little) 

- Self-reliance + reciprocity (give too much) 

- Cultural distinction 

- Ideological conservatism 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X 

How? 

- Political sophistication 

- Low (relatively unstructured) 

- Intermediate (subjective affirmation) 

- High (tendency toward objectivity) 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

 

 

X 

 

Two variants can be discerned pertaining to this ideal-typical road to the radical 

right. First, a form of labour market hard-done-by-ness, characterized by a perception of 

migrants as a threat for one’s professional future. Interestingly, only one (Dutch) respondent 

corresponds to this variant. This limited number is perhaps related to well-known 

difficulties of reaching voters in the poorer and socio-economically fragile parts of the 

population. At the same time, this small N is in line with the academic literature which also 

finds little evidence for the labour market hypothesis on which the first variant of the first 

type of RRP support is based. This might be explained by the fact that migrants mainly 

compete with each other, in specific sectors of the economy (e.g., Berkhout & Hof, 2012; 
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Clemens & Hunt, 2017; Collier, 2013; SER, 2014; Wadsworth, 2010). The second variant 

concerns street level bureaucrats. Contrary to the ‘losers’ of labour market competition, this 

group has thus far remained unnoticed in the radical right literature. Despite a relatively 

protected socio-professional situation, these ‘lower-level workers’ (Lipsky, 1980) share 

several important characteristics with other hard-done-by voters: notably, a low socio-

economic background and professional position, as well as a strong feeling of societal 

decline, which in their case is fostered by negative experiences with non-natives in everyday 

professional life. Finally, they not only tend to criticize outgroups ‘below’, but also the 

managers of the organizations they operate in, who – just a politicians of establishment 

parties – would provide too little backup. 

The second form of RRP support that I discerned, contributionism, is not found 

among respondents in the lower income groups suffering from intragenerational decline, but 

rather among those in the (lower) middle classes, who possess more economic than cultural 

capital. Having made their way outside the official education system through hard work, 

they see their relative success as the mere fruits of their own efforts. Accordingly, this ideal-

type is not so much characterized by the belief that one receives too little, as was the case 

with ‘hard-done-by’s’, but rather by the conviction that one gives too much; notably through 

tax money – collected by politicians and the state (up there) –, which, in turn, is believed to 

be redistributed unfairly to non-natives (‘below’, e.g., Arabs, asylum seekers, Greeks, etc.), 

who are believed to violate the self-reliant deservingness criteria of these voters. While 

articulating their native ingroup membership with hardworking-ness and emphasizing their 

‘disciplined self’ (Lamont, 2000), they feel attracted to the parties (FN and PVV) that 

promise to stop transferring tax money to undeserving outgroups.  

Interestingly, the Front National-voting self-employed citizens I encountered can be 

considered as an ideal-typical variant of this second road to the radical right. While sharing 

several social characteristics (notably difficulties at school) and preferences (concerning 

immigration) with other ‘contributionists’, they differ from the latter in that their 

biographical trajectory is not so much determined by a relative success, but rather by 

intragenerational decline. Having struggled constantly (and vainly) without any help from 
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public institutions, while being less and less recompensed in terms of income and social 

status, these self-employed oppose themselves to those who are not self-sufficient, notably 

those who would obtain welfare benefits they would not deserve. Even though they generally 

do not have high hopes, they still vote Le Pen, as the latter is seen as the only politician 

having ‘the guts’ to tell the ‘truth’ about issues they consider as the most salient – notably: 

immigration and taxation. 

The third and final ideal-type of RRP support, radical conservatism, can mainly be 

found among socially well to do respondents, voting for the FN and PVV for ideological 

reasons. Contrary to the first two types, the electoral RRP support of these interviewees is 

not fostered by feelings of relative deprivation, nor is it strongly shaped by socio-economic 

considerations or justified by moral claims. Instead, socio-cultural convictions dominate 

their discourse, notably denunciations of non-native outgroups (especially Muslims) who 

would lack the willingness to assimilate to the native majority culture. Le Pen and Wilders 

are perceived by these voters as the only politicians promising to protect the native ingroup 

and to preserve its cultural roots. Finally, in contrast to respondents corresponding to other 

types of RRP support, these interviewees tend to describe themselves explicitly as 

conservatives and display a relatively high level of political sophistication – which, in turn, is 

related to their relatively high level of cultural and economic capital. 

 With respect to the third main road to the radical right an ideal-typical variant can 

be discerned among traditionalistic Catholics I interviewed in France. The latter are 

sociologically close to other ‘radical conservatives’. Yet their political motivations starkly 

contrast with those of all other interviewees I met, as a strong religious ethic dominates 

their discourses, expressed in an intense opposition against issues that are generally 

irrelevant for other voters, such as abortion, divorce, same sex marriage, euthanasia, 

etcetera. Similar, opposition vis-à-vis ‘the Islam’ is rooted in a religious conviction: it is 

acceptable in their eyes that this ‘false religion’ wins terrain in the country they see as the 

‘eldest daughter of the Church’. The more so because ‘the Islam’ would ‘impose’ world views 

that are contrary to the Catholic doctrine. Although Marine Le Pen does not forcibly 
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constitute their ideal candidate, these interviewees still vote for her, rejecting her less they 

reject other political parties.  

Interestingly, despite different national contexts, my comparative analysis between 

FN and PVV voters indicates that similar mechanisms are at work fostering similar forms of 

radical right support. Moreover, my results resonate with findings of qualitative studies in 

other European countries as well as the US. Despite the fact that they do not aim at 

providing a typology of RRP support, these studies report similar grievances leading people 

to support radical right-wing parties (e.g., Abts & Kochuyt, 2017; Flecker, 2007; 

Hochschild, 2016, etc.), notably when it comes to mechanisms underlying the first two forms 

of RRP support identified here.  

At the same time, there are also important differences between the RRP voters I met 

in France and in the Netherlands. First of all, when it comes to the reference groups they 

invoked (notably the non-natives below, i.e. the comparative reference group). These 

differences mainly reflect historical particularities and political interpretation frames 

provided by the RRP leaders. For instance, not one single French voter I interviewed (nor 

Marine Le Pen) denounced ‘lazy Greeks’, as did many Dutch contributionists (and Geert 

Wilders). Inversely, ‘Arabs’, the largest group of ‘visible’ migrants in France, were never 

mentioned by my respondents in the Netherlands, who rather refer to outgroups that were 

less salient in the French interviews, such as asylum seekers or Moroccans.   

Besides invoked reference groups, there are also differences between French and 

Dutch interviewees pertaining to the size of ideal-typical subgroups in my sample. For 

instance, I found relatively many ‘contributionists’ in France, not only among relatively well 

to do workers, but also among small business owners – indicating that the left-right political 

difference between these two groups may be less radical and ‘natural’ than it is sometimes 

assumed, while depending on intra-class differences and political mobilization (see also 

Gougou, 2012).62 ‘Hard-done-by’ voters, by contrast, were more frequently present in my 

                                                
62  In fact, in 1969 already, one third of the French workers voted for the right-wing candidate Georges Pompidou 

during the Presidential elections that year, despite the important political presence of of the French Communist 

Party in those days (Lehingue, 2011, p. 243). 



 

226 

 

Dutch sample. These differences may, of course, be due to the relatively restricted number 

of respondents (n = 125) in the qualitative part of the research project and the quasi-

inevitable difficulties to interview citizens in the lower strata of the social space. Inversely, 

RRP supporters with a high education level and a high professional status are relatively 

overrepresented in the qualitative part of the study. Future quantitative research, inspired 

by the findings presented here, should provide more clarity in that respect. For the 

technique and end of qualitative analysis, as C. Wright Mills (1959, p. 236) put it, is not to 

provide frequencies or magnitudes, but ‘to give you the range of types’ – which was exactly 

the main objective of the present study.  

 

Perspectives for future research 

The findings presented in this study open up several new perspectives for future research. 

First of all, when it comes to supply-side oriented investigations, future studies could follow 

the same methodological approach as I did here, by opting for a systematic human-based 

content analysis of tweets. Contrary to other frequently used datasets in studies on the 

political supply side – notably the Comparative Manifesto Project and the Chapel Hill 

Expert Survey –, this empirical source allows for fine-grained cross-national comparisons 

based on political messages that are often mediatized, and consequently, actually reach 

voters. In terms of content, an interesting research agenda can be developed by focusing on 

the three reference categories that I discerned (elites above, outgroups below, ingroups in 

between) in a systematic and comparative way, that is, cross-nationally and between party 

families. In a similar vein, future investigations could compare the political supply of radical 

right and radical left-wing parties in France, the Netherlands and beyond. Whereas parties 

from both camps are likely to denounce responsible reference groups through 

‘usurpationary closure’ (Parkin, 1979) – i.e. a form of closure overlapping with the Laclauian 

perspective on populism (Laclau, 2005) –, they most likely do so in highly different ways, 

invoking different ingroups and outgroups. In addition, only the supply of RRP is likely to 

be characterized by usurpationary and exclusionary closure. Similar studies could also 

compare the issue saliency with in the political supply of parties in a more fine-grained 
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fashion, by analysing the articulations of different issue categories. My findings show that 

this is not only what voters do – for instance by linking immigration with anti-establishment 

rhetoric or identity with Islam – it is also what Le Pen and Wilders do when propagating 

their political messages. In both cases, multiple motivations are combined in order to close a 

relationship between ingroup and outgroups (see also Weber, 1978, p. 46). Accordingly, 

future studies could pay more attention to the various ways in which issues are articulated 

by political actors and how these combinations differ between parties and party families 

(e.g., Kriesi et al., 2012, chapter 9). Moreover, it would be interesting to analyse how these 

articulations – and the prioritizations thereof – correspond to the articulated issue 

prioritizations of voters. My findings indicate, for instance, that Wilders’ does not share his 

obsession with security and Islam with most of his voters. Similarly, Marine Le Pen’s pleas 

against economic liberalism as well as her issue articulation of European integration 

(opposition) and national sovereignty (pro) were only very rarely mentioned by the FN voters 

I interviewed. These discrepancies – to be analysed in future studies with a larger number of 

respondents – are telling when it comes to the particular preoccupations and intellectualist 

biases of the two RRP leaders. In fact, both Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders come closest 

to the ideal-type of radical conservatives in terms of their social position, political positions-

takings and political sophistication.  

These considerations bring us to suggestions for future demand-side oriented 

studies. In that light, my results indicate that support for the same RRP is expressed in 

multiple ways, based on entirely different motives, by individuals sharing diverging social 

backgrounds, varying degrees of political sophistication and very dissimilar forms of political 

identification. Accordingly, explanations of RRP support are always (1) partial, because 

multiple routes lead to the same electoral outcome, and (2) conditional, because these 

multiple paths consist of multiple factors – Bestandteile, as Weber (1949) would say. Rather 

than assuming causal homogeneity and providing one-size-fits-all explanations, future 

research could thus pay more attention to what I called electoral equifinality: the coexistence 

of multiple causal paths leading towards different forms of electoral support for the same 

political party. Besides support for political parties, this concept might also contribute to a 
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better understanding of referenda outcomes. One thinks of the Brexit vote, that could only 

take place because the Leave camp attracted a wide and variegated coalition of Brexiteers, 

including less-educated, poor, and older voters (Hobolt, 2016), as well as middle class voters 

with an intermediate education level, notably those facing financial decline (Antonucci et al., 

2017). 

In more methodological terms, the results of this study support pleas to separate 

empirical observations into meaningful subsets (e.g. Archen, 2005), in view of the observed 

intra-partisan heterogeneity. Moreover, it emphasizes the importance of paying more 

attention to combinations of micro-level factors in order to adequately explain macro-level 

patterns. ‘Instead of estimating ad hoc regression models with lots of independent variables 

to try to control statistically for all possible confounders,’ as Hedström (2005, p. 107) 

formulated it for analytical sociology in general, empirical research on RRP support too 

‘should to a much higher degree be guided by careful realism and focus directly on the 

entities, relationships and activities that are believed to have brought about the outcome 

that one seeks to explain.’  

As the typology indicated, a similar ‘realism’ should not be limited to ‘objective’ 

variables such as occupation or education level, but also involve a systematic examination of 

the ways in which these factors are subjectively evaluated. For instance, it is not so much the 

fact of having a ‘lower’ or ‘intermediate’ education level that characterizes ‘contributionists’, 

but rather their jarred relationship with educational institutions. Similarly, the objective 

financial situation of ‘hard-done-by’ voters matters politically because of the particular way 

in which it is evaluated. Indeed, the present study indicated, time and again, the importance 

of understanding how social characteristics (an sich) are actually perceived (für sich) by the 

citizens of whom we seek to explain the motivations. In keeping with recent studies (Mayer 

et al., 2015), these subjective assessments offer promising lines of research – particularly, 

when it comes to the relative deprivation mechanisms that were identified in this study, 

playing a crucial explanatory role with respect to various forms of RRP support. Indeed, as 

Runciman (1966, pp. 10-11) already argued, relative deprivation always relates to ‘a 
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subjective sense of unequal treatment, rather than an objective detection of somebody 

lacking something.’  

Interestingly, the first two roads to the radical right described in this study, 

characterized by different forms of relative deprivation, also shed light on another debate in 

the radical right literature. Contrary to scholars pointing either at socio-cultural or socio-

economic explanations of RRP support, they show that the political considerations of the 

concerned voters are inseparably mixed. These findings are in line with the results of several 

researchers showing that distributional (economic) and identity-based (cultural) issues are 

‘blurred’ (Häusermann & Kriesi 2015), thus underlining the inherent pluri-dimensionality 

of distributive issues (see also Derks, 2006). This is also what shows up in recent qualitative 

studies, such as Hochschild (2016), who indicated that the Tea Party (and future Trump) 

voters she interviewed were most deeply opposed to politicians like Barack Obama, as the 

latter would help, and thus prioritize, non-deserving non-native outgroups, rather than 

deserving natives like themselves. From that perspective, it would be interesting for future 

studies to pay more attention to social-psychological mechanisms of entitlement, specific 

forms of relative deprivation and attitudes toward deservingness.  

Importantly, answers to the question ‘who deserves what and why in our welfare 

state?’, as Lane (1962, p. 61) already noted with respect to attitudes toward equality, ‘rest in 

the first instance upon one’s attitude toward one’s own status.’ In other words, it is of crucial 

importance to find out more precisely how different RRP voters evaluate their own social 

position in order to develop sharper and more solid explanations of their socio-political 

beliefs and electoral preferences. Pursuing a similar research agenda, oriented towards the 

social positions and political position-takings of voters, would also bring us closer to one of 

main objectives of this research project – that is, to develop a better understanding of the 

things that actually matter for the citizens whose electoral preferences we try to explain. 
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Appendix A – Coding procedure: tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert Wilders 

 

Among the three components constituting the supply side oriented part of this study – i.e. forms 

of closure, reference groups and issue categories –, reference groups were the most 

straightforward element to code, as they boiled down to a procedure of listing and counting the 

presence of persons, institutions and groups mentioned by Le Pen and Wilders in line with the 

criteria discussed in section 3.3. Pertaining to the other two aspects, the coding procedure was 

slightly more complicated. For the sake of clarity and reproducibility, the following two sections 

will therefore discuss the criteria I used while coding the tweets of Le Pen and Wilders in terms 

of forms of closure and issue categories. 

 

Forms of closure 

Based on the theory developed in section 2.2, I discerned three forms of closure: 

usurpationary, exclusionary and dual closure. These three categories, in turn, each consist of 

two subcategories, based on the presence or absence of references to supported ingroups. 

Finally, a seventh category of tweets concerned those in which whatever form of closure 

were absent. 

 

1. Usurpationary closure 

1A. Denunciation of persons/institutions/groups representing ruling elites 

Tweets attributed to this category contain denunciations of one or several persons, 

institutions or groups representing ruling elites, whereas implicit or explicit references 

to supported groups remain absent. Accordingly, ruling elites are the only criticized 

reference group in these Twitter messages. They are highlighted in bold in the following 

examples: 

- Marine Le Pen: The political class is incapable of making the right diagnosis #LCP 

(May 15, 2013) 

- Geert Wilders: Lamb or lion? Today the Senate must throw the anti-social pension 

plans of [the government] Rutte 2 straight into the trash can. (October, 7, 2013) 
 

1B. Opposition between ruling elites and supported ingroups 

This category covers Twitter messages in which one or several persons, institutions or 

groups representing ruling elites are mentioned negatively in opposition to supported 

ingroups. In the following examples, criticized ruling elites are highlighted in bold, 

whereas supported ingroups are underlined: 

- Marine Le Pen:  ‘The euro is the currency of the bankers, not the people, who 

experienced the decline in their purchasing power and mass unemployment.’ 

#MLPTF1’ (February 22, 2017) 

- Geert Wilders: We [native population] are cutting back here and EU bandit Van 

Rompuy fills his pockets. Disgusting. Rutte will find it fine again. #nexit (December 

2, 2014) 
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2. Exclusionary closure 

2A. Denunciation of persons/institutions/groups representing non-natives ‘below’ 

Tweets attributed to this category contain a denunciation of non-natives ‘below’, 

whereas ingroups are not mentioned. In the following examples, the negative references 

groups  ‘below’ are highlighted in bold: 

- Marine Le Pen: “Binational citizens who are a national security threat [Les 

binationaux fichés S] must be deprived of their French nationality and expelled.” 

#BourdinDirect (April 18, 2017) 

- Geert Wilders: 5000 migrants/fortune seekers in the last 24 hours. Send them all 

back or millions will follow! #closeborders (May 30, 2015) 
 

2B. Opposition between non-natives and supported ingroups 

This category contains tweets in which persons, institutions or groups that represent 

non-natives are mentioned negatively in opposition to supported ingroups. In the 

following examples, non-natives ‘below’ are highlighted in bold, whereas supported 

ingroups are underlined: 

- Marine Le Pen : “Firefighters and police officers are immobilized every day to solve 

the problems related to the jungles of #migrants! "#GrandeSynthe (January 24, 

2017) 

- Geert Wilders: Another gay couple that has been harassed until they left [weggepest] 

by immigrant youngsters [allochtone jeugd], now in The Hague. Unacceptable. 

Parliamentary questions and debate are in place. Will visit the couple tomorrow. 

(September 26, 2011) 

 

3. Dual closure 

3A. Denunciation of ruling elites and non-natives ‘below’ 

This category concerns Twitter messages in which persons, institutions or groups 

representing ruling elites are negatively related to persons, institutions or groups 

representing non-native ‘below’, whereas references to supported ingroups (‘in between’) 

remain absent. In the following examples, ruling elites are highlighted in bold and non-

natives are italicized: 

- Marine Le Pen: “The French government supports Islamic fundamentalists!” 

(November 3, 2013) 

- Geert Wilders: Withdrawing 2nd passport from terrorist smacks of “discrimination 

against Moroccan or Turkish jihadists” according to Council of Europe. NUTS 

#votepvv (November 26, 2016) 
 

3B. Opposition between denounced elites and non-natives and supported ingroups 

This category concerns Twitter messages in which persons, institutions or groups 

representing ruling elites are negatively related to persons, institutions or groups 

representing non-native ‘below’ and opposed to supported ingroups (‘in between’) In the 
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following examples, ruling elites are highlighted in bold, supported ingroups are 

underlined, whereas non-natives are italicized: 

- Marine Le Pen : “The left lives in a mythology: it replaced the worker by the 

immigrant, the illegal immigrant [le sans-papier]” (March 25, 2012) 

- Geert Wilders: Outrageous. Rutte gives benefits to half the world + deprives our own 

elderly. Wrong priorities! #closeborders (July 29, 2015) 

 

Issue categories 

The second relatively complicated component of the supply side oriented part of the study 

concerns the coding of issue categories invoked in the tweets of Marine Le Pen and Geert 

Wilders. The following two tables alphabetically describe the meta-categories that were 

inspired by Kriesi et al. (2008; 2012) and developed during the coding procedure (Table A1) 

as well as the specific issue categories that make up these meta-categories (Table A2). 

 

Table A1 – Description of issue meta-categories  

Category Description 

Anti-establishment Opposition to ruling elites framed as a fundamental  

societal conflict between rulers and ruled; criticism of 

elites as a whole (e.g., ‘the system’, ‘the political class’, 

‘our rulers’, ‘the oligarchy’, etc.); this category also 

covers explicit opposition to fraud of ruling elites as well 

as their lack of integrity, political correctness and the 

claimant’s fatigue vis-à-vis politics 

Armed forces: support Support for the armed forces, veterans and a strong  

national defence  

Cultural liberalism: support national 

identity 

Support for national identity, patriotism, Christian  

traditions, opposition to cultural relativism 

Democratic reform Support for change of democratic reforms, including  

referenda and blank vote; also covers general 

statements related to democratic processes   

Destruction of country Opposition to an evoked destruction of the country  

Economic liberalism (opposition) Opposition to austerity, globalization, international free  

trade; support for economic protectionism  

Economic liberalism (support) Support for deregulation, lower taxes, more competition,  

And privatization; less state expenses and more 

administrative efficiency; opposition to economic 

protectionism and tax raise  

Economy General statements about the economy, including debt,  

growth, innovation, industry, employment, etc., that are 

neither pro nor anti-liberal  
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Education & culture general Calls for the improvement of the country’s education  

system and preservation of cultural heritage 

Environmental issues Support for environmental protection; including animal  

protection 

European integration (opposition) Opposition to European integration, including  

enlargement of the European Union 

Foreign policy Statements concerning foreign policy 

Freedom of speech (support) Support for freedom of speech 

Immigration (opposition) Support for a tough immigration and integration policy 

Islam/ism (opposition Opposition to islam or Islamism; including sharia, Islamic  

fundamentalism and headscarves 

National sovereignty Support for national sovereignty in various domains;  

including borders, money, democracy, budget 

Prosperity Statements related to spending power  

Security (alarmism + law & order) Support for more law-and-order, the fight against crime;  

also includes alarmist messages pertaining to terrorist 

threats  

Stigmatization + threats own party Opposition to stigmatization and threats of own party,  

including the individual claimants  

Societal issues General statements related to societal issues; including  

anti-semitism, laïcité and public transport    

Territorial issues Support for rural areas, also includes general statements  

pertaining to territorial issues 

Traditional ethical issues Support for traditional ethical values; including abortion,  

gay marriage and adoption for gay couples 

Welfare chauvinism Support for prioritization of the native population in terms  

of welfare state arrangements and economic transfers 

Welfare state expansion Support for an expansion of the welfare state; defence  

against welfare state retrenchment; calls for solidarity 

employment and health care programmes 

 

Table A2 – Specific issue categories in tweets of Le Pen and Wilders (2011-2017) 

Issue category (including direction) MARINE LE PEN GEERT WILDERS 

Tot. freq. % total Tot. freq. % total 

Anti-establishment 
  

  

Anti-establishment messages  54 6.9 13 2.4 

Fraud + critique political integrity 7 0.9   

Politically correct: opposition 1 0.1 1 0.2 

‘Fatigue’ vis-à-vis politics 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 63 8.0 14  2.6 
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Armed forces: support     

Military: support 4 0.5   

Armed forces: support (police, etc.) 9 1.1 1 0.2 

Veterans + dead soldiers: support 3 0.4 2 0.4 

Total meta-issue 16 2.0 3 0.6 

     

Cultural liberalism: support national identity      

National identity: support 20 2.5 20 3.7 

Identity: support Saint Nicholas   1 0.2 

Opposition cultural relativism 1 0.1 1 0.2 

‘Communautarisme’: opposition 7 0.9   

Christian traditions: support 5 0.6 1 0.2 

Patriotism: support 2 0.3   

Identity: National roots: support 2 0.3   

Political patriotism: support 19 2.4 2 0.4 

Total meta-issue 56 7.1 25 4.6 

     

Democratic reform     

Electoral process: ‘tripatouillages’ 1 0.1   

Electoral process: support blank vote 1 0.1   

Electoral process: all candidates participate in TV 

debate 

1 0.1   

Democracy 3 0.4 2 0.4 

Referendum: support 8 1.0 4 0.7 

Proportional system: support 2 0.3   

Political crisis 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 17 2.2 6 1.1 

     

Destruction of country: opposition     

Destruction of country: opposition 2 0.3 3 0.6 

Total meta-issue 2 0.3 3 0.6 

     

Economic liberalism: opposition      

State interventionism: support 6 0.8   

Economic patriotism: support 8 1.0   

Economic protectionism 7 0.9   

Prosperity: anti-austerity  9 1.1 2 0.4 

Globalization: opposition 6 0.8   

International economic free trade: opposition 10 1.3   

Finance/financial world: opposition 1 0.1   
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Ultraliberalism: opposition 2 0.3   

Economy competitiveness 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 50 6.4  0.4 

     

Economic liberalism: support      

Tax raise: opposition 6 0.8 7 1.3 

Lower taxes: support 8 1.0 3 0.6 

Fiscal justice: support 1 0.1   

Social fraud: opposition 4 0.5   

Health care fraud: opposition   2 0.4 

Economy (budget cuts) 1 0.1   

Curtail expenditures on Royal house   1 0.2 

Squandering of public money: opposition 1 0.1 1 0.2 

Administrative simplification 2 0.3   

Administrative efficiency 3 0.4   

Total meta-issue 26 3.3 14 2.6 

     

Economy: general     

Debt: increase 2 0.3   

Debt: decrease 1 0.1    

Financial crisis 1 0.1   

Prosperity: Employment 12 1.5 5 0.9 

Economy: bad for 4 0.5   

Economic growth 4 0.5   

Unions: support renewal 2 0.3   

Industrial poverty/decline  3 0.4   

Innovation 1 0.1   

Expand maritime activities 3 0.4   

Agriculture 4 0.5   

Virtual money 1 0.1   

Start-ups 1 0.1   

Industry: stimulate 1 0.1   

Economy: boost 1 0.1   

‘Economie collaborative’ 1 0.1   

Economic decline 1 0.1   

Economy crisis 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 44 5.6 5 0.9 

     

Education & culture: general     

Higher education and universities 4 0.5   

Education: school/‘collège’ 11 1.4   
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Cultural production: support 1 0.1   

Higher education: public research 3 0.4   

Preservation cultural heritage: support 2 0.3   

Merit-based higher education: support 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 22 2.8 0 0.0 

     

Environmental issues: general     

Energy 2 0.3 1 0.2 

Animals 3 0.4   

Green economy/ecology: support 2 0.3   

Against penalizing ecology 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 8 1.0 1 0.2 

     

EU integration: opposition     

Euro: opposition 13 1.7 1 0.2 

Euro: national currency support 1 0.1 2 0.4 

European integration: opposition 56 7.1 23 4.3 

EU integration: support Brexit + Nexit   1 0.2 

European integration: Brexit 5 0.6 3 0.6 

Grexit: support   1 0.2 

European integration: support Nexit   8 1.5 

European integration: Ukraine   2 0.4 

Euro crisis 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 76 9.7 41 7.6 

     

Foreign policy: general     

Foreign policy 22 2.8 9 1.7 

Pro-Israel   1 0.2 

Turkey / Erdogan (in Europe): opposition   2 0.4 

‘Atlantisme’: opposition 2 0.3   

America(nism): opposition 3 0.4   

Total meta-issue 27 3.4 12 2.2 

     

Freedom of speech: support      

Freedom of speech: support   10 1.8 

Total meta-issue 0 0.0 10 1.8    
  

Immigration: opposition        

Close and control borders: support 13 1.7 17 3.1 

Open borders: opposition 6 0.8 6 1.1 

Immigration: opposition 67 8.5 52 9.6 
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Immigrants right to vote: opposition 1 0.1   

Assimilation/integration 2 0.3   

Total meta-issue 89 11.3 75 13.9 

     

Islam(ism): opposition 
  

  

Islam: opposition 5 0.6 116 21.4 

Sharia: threat 1 0.1 6 1.1 

Islamic fundamentalism: opposition 14 1.8 1 0.2 

Islamism: opposition 22 2.8   

‘Islamo-gauchisme’: opposition 1 0.1   

Headscarf: opposition 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 44 5.6 123 22.7 

     

National sovereignty: support 
  

  

Sovereignty: general support 20 2.5 8 1.5 

Sovereignty: borders 3 0.4 4 0.7 

Sovereignty: money 1 0.1 2 0.4 

Sovereignty: democracy 1 0.1   

Sovereignty: markets 1 0.1   

Sovereignty: budget 3 0.4   

Sovereignty: foreign policy 2 0.3   

Sovereignty: political 1 0.1   

Sovereignty: economic 1 0.1   

Sovereignty: aw 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 34 4.3 14 2.6 

     

 

Prosperity: general 

    

Prosperity: support spending power 6 0.8 11 2.0 

Prosperity: general 3 0.4   

Prosperity: gasoline price 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 10 1.3 11 2.0 

     

Security threat + law and order: support     

Security: general 22 2.8 50 9.2 

Security: freedom 1 0.1 7 1.3 

Security: rule of law 
  

1 0.2 

Security: ‘straatterreur’   3 0.6 

Security: terrorism 32 4.1 41 7.6 

Security: recidivism 2 0.3 1 0.2 

Law and order: injustice 2 0.3   
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Security: food 3 0.4   

Law and order: classroom 2 0.3   

Law and order: societal lawlessness  1 0.1   

Law and order: zero tolerance 3 0.4   

Security: criminality 2 0.3 1 0.2 

Apply article 411-4 1 0.1   

Restore order 2 0.3 1 0.2 

Preventive detention 
  

1 0.2 

Banlieues: ‘passer le Karcher’ 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 74 9.4 106 19.6 

     

Stigmatization own party: opposition     

Security: claimant 1 0.1 7 1.3 

Security: party members 1 0.1   

Demonization: opposition   1 0.2 

Political stigmatization: opposition 22 2.8 6 1.1 

Political trial: opposition 
  

6 1.1 

Freedom of speech: claimant  
  

8 1.5 

Total meta-issue 
 

3.0  5.2 

     

Societal issues: general 
  

  

Anti-semitism: opposition 
  

1 0.2 

Drivers licence 1 0.1   

Laicité: support 10 1.3   

‘Justice privée’: opposition 1 0.1   

National service 1 0.1   

Espionage 1 0.1   

Public transport 1 0.1   

Paedophilia: opposition 1 0.1   

Amateur sport 1 0.1   

Social pact 1 0.1   

Crisis: general diagnosis 4 0.5   

Total meta-issue 22 2.8 1 0.2 

     

Territorial issues: general 
  

  

Sub-national separatism: opposition 1 0.1   

Rural support vs. merely urban 13 1.7   

Development overseas territories support 1 0.1   

Territorial integrity 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 16 2.0 0 0.0 
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Traditional ethical issues: support      

Abortion: opposition 1 0.1   

Gay marriage: opposition 3 0.4   

Adoption for gay couples: opposition 1 0.1   

Individualist society: opposition 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 6 0.8 0 0.0 

     

Welfare chauvinism: support 
  

  

Money given to non-natives within country: 

opposition 

5 0.6 8 1.5 

Money transfer outside borders: opposition 
  

16 3.0 

Welfare state services to non-natives in country: 

opposition 

  
 

8 1.5 

Money transfer to banks: opposition 1 0.1   

Priority to national population welfare state 

allocations: opposition 

1 0.1   

Priority national population housing: support 2 0.3   

Priority national population: general 1 0.1   

'Foreign preference' employment: opposition 1 0.1   

‘Préférence étrangère’ / discrimination national 

population: general 

1 0.1 3 0.6 

Priority national population employment: support 1 0.1   

Housing- for non-natives: opposition 1 0.1   

Welfare state services non-natives: opposition 1 0.1   

Total meta-issue 15 1.9 3 6.5 

     

Welfare state expansion: support 
  

  

Welfare state services 7 0.9 1 0.2 

Employment conditions 10 1.3   

Health care 6 0.8 5 0.9 

Health care elderly 
  

1 0.2 

Housing 2 0.3 2 0.4 

Solidarity / ’le social’ 8 1.0   

Retirement arrangements 7 0.9 3 0.6 

Precarious jobs: opposition 3 0.4   

Total meta-issue 43 5.5 12 2.2 

     

Total 784 100 541 100 
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Appendix B – Interview guide 

 

1. Whodunit: social characteristics 

▪ Appreciation of place of birth and residence 

▪ Familial background 

- Profession, education level and type of education parens 

- Other family members: profession, education level and type of education 

▪ Socio-demographic information: age, sex 

▪ Educational experiences  

- Public or private 

- Kept down or other forms of adversity 

- Appreciation of one’s time spent at school  

▪ Professional experiences 

- Actual professional position  

• If still at school: expectations concerning professional life 

• If retired or unemployed: about past professional positions 

- Public or private sector  

- Manual or intellectual 

- Status and rang  

- Responsibility: a lot or relatively little 

- Previous jobs 

- Intention of change job 

- Experience of unemployment or other experiences of professional adversity 

▪ Religious and political affiliations 

- Attendance 

• If yes, church attendance of parents other family members or friends 

- Membership union or another political organisation  

• If yes: motivation; actual and former positions  

 

2. Whydunit: normative characteristics 

▪ Motive(s) to vote for the FN/PVV 

- If the PVV/Front National would be in power with a majority of the votes after the next 

elections, what then would you personally hope that would change firstly?   

- Is there anything else that you would personally hope that would change if the PVV/Front 

National would be in power?  

 

3. Howdunit: political decision-making process 

▪ Media consumption:  

- Source: newspapers, radio, tv, internet + specific sections, programs or websites 

- Length per week 

▪ Talking about politics 

- With whom: friends, parents, colleagues or other people 

- About what? Topics + overlap in convictions 
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Appendix C – Questionnaire 

 

Finally I would like to ask you to respond to seven brief questions. 

Please tick where personally appropriate, only one answer per question.  

1. How interested are you in politics? Are you…  

 very interested   

rather interested   

hardly interested   

not interested at all   

don’t know   

 

2. In politics people sometimes talk about ‘left’ and ‘right’. Some people rather situate themselves in the ‘center’ and 

others are ‘indifferent’ (that is, they are not interested in politics). If you would use the scale below, where 0 means 

left and 10 means right, where would you situate yourself?  

 Left   Center      Right 
 In-

different 

Don’t 

know 

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 
 

 
77 88 

 

3. Some people say that they do not (totally) agree with the position-takings of the party they vote/voted/will vote 

for. Others do (totally) agree with the party for which they vote/voted/will vote for. All things considered, to what 

extent do you agree with the position-takings of the FN/PVV? Use the scale below, where 0 means totally disagree 

and 10 means totally agree. 
 

Totally 

disagree 

   More  

or less  

   Totally 

agree 

 Don’t 

know 

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 
 

 
88 

 

4. Do you remember for which party you voted when you went to the polling booth for the first time in your life?  

Yes, name of this party   

No, I did not vote   

No, I don’t remember    

  

5. Do you remember for which party you voted during the last parliamentary elections? 

Yes, name of this party   

No, I did not vote   

No, I don’t remember    

 

6. Do you remember for which party you voted during the last European elections? 

Yes, name of this party   

No, I don’t remember    

 

7. Imagine that you should vote for another party than the FN/PVV during the next national elections, which party 

would that be? 

Name of this party:  
 

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire 
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Appendix D – Characteristics of interviewed FN and PVV voters  

 

Nr Gender Age Education Occupation  Date 

The Netherlands 
   

1 M 77 University master: economics Retired businessman (employee) 09.09.2015 

2 F 33 Lower general secondary: horse keeping Unemployed 11.09.2015 

3 M 61 Higher vocational education: teacher training and 
courtage 

Licensed assessor + PVV politician at provincial 
level 

15.09.2015 

4 M 25 Higher vocational education: communication and 
multimedia design 

Graphic designer (employee) 17.09.2015 

5 M 32 Higher vocational education: information 
technology 

IT employee 19.09.2015 

6 M 46 Higher General Secondary Education + boot camp 
Information technology 

Employed computer technician 20.09.2015 

7 M 63 Higher vocational education: information 
technology 

Unemployed  21.09.2015 

8 F 59 Lower economic and administrative education: 
office and shop practice 

Unemployed 22.09.2015 

9 M 35 Primary school: did not finish construction work Employee in goat farm 24.09.2015 

10 M 44 Intermediate vocational: purchase and sales of 
clothes  

Employee in insurance business and banking  09.01.2016 

11 F 44 Lower intermediate vocational education: 
commercial (KMBO) failed exams commercial 
intermediate (MBOC) 

Disabled 09.01.2016 

12 M 52 Intermediate vocational education: mechanic, 
pipeline construction 

Truck driver (employee) 09.01.2016 

13 M 27 University master: political science Policy officer Leefbaar Rotterdam 23.01.2016 

14 M 20 Intermediate vocational: branch manager Accountmanager (employee) in his father's 
business 

23.01.2016 

15 M 30 Primary school: did not finish Higher General 
Secondary Education (technical profile) 

Manager of help desk 26.01.2016 

16 F 33 Lower secondary professional education Disabled 30.01.2016 

17 M 47 Intermediate vocational education; electronics Computer technician 31.01.2016 

18 F 47 Lower economic and administrative school Secretary regional PVV 02.02.2016 

19 M 37 Intermediate vocational education: nursing Nurse (employee) management responsibilities 03.02.2016 

20 M 45 Junior technical school: electronics Technician (employee) 03.02.2016 

21 M 32 University master: food science (dairy) Unemployed 05.02.2016 

22 M 72 Junior technical school: mechanic Retired small business owner + local politician 
(LPF) 

12.02.2016 

23 M 19 Higher General Secondary Education, studying 
Public administration (higher vocational 
education) 

Student + small online businesses owner 22.02.2016 

24 M 21 Pre-university education, 3rd year student fiscal 
law (university) 

Student 25.02.2016 

25 M 32 Primary school, did not finish lower general 
secondary education 

Mover (employee) 28.02.2016 

26 M 33 Intermediate vocational education: agragian 
school, plant-breeding 

Small business owner 02.03.2016 

27 F 22 Higher General Secondary Education Teaching assistent (self-employed) 08.03.2016 

28 M 52 School for Business Administration and 
Economics: commercial economy, in his forties 

Small business owner (events for tall people) 09.03.2016 
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29 M 31 Pre-university education + studied business 
economics (university) for several years 

Entrepreneur (self-employed) 11.03.2016 

30 M 25 Lower intermediate vocational education Deliveryman of large home appliances 
(employee for transport company) 

12.03.2016 

31 M 49 Pre-university education Local politician (own party) 15.03.2015 

32 M 31 Higher General Secondary Education + did not 
finish training college  

Small business owner 15.03.2016 

33 M 49 University master: geography Employee meteorological station 16.03.2016 

34 M 76 University master: orthodontics Retired orthodontist (owner of practice with 
14.000 patients) 

17.03.2016 

35 F 69 Higher General Secondary Education Retired secretary in dental practice of husband   17.03.2016 

36 F 56 Lower general secondary education Unemployed 22.03.2016 

37 M 47 Intermediate vocational education: business 
education + evening classes Information 
technology and marketing 

Unemployed 29.03.2016 

38 F 56 Lower general secondary education Manager of general and technical support 
services in a hotel 

29.03.2016 

39 M 65 Nautical college Retired mechanical engineer 31.03.2016 

40 M 48 Lower vocational education: agriculture  Small business owner (animal cab) 06.04.2016 

41 F 82 Advanced elementary education Retired employee (many small subordinate 
jobs) 

12.04.2016 

42 F 54 Intermediate vocational education: medical 
assistance and orderly 

Nurse (employee) 13.04.2016 

43 M 51 University master: chemistry Employee municipal transport serice: purchase 
and personnel 

13.04.2016 

44 F 51 Vocational school for intermediate business 
education 

Unemployed 14.04.2016 

45 M 61 Pre-university education: did not finish law 
(university) nor catering school (higher vocational 
education)  

Entrepreneur (self-employed) taxi-service 15.04.2016 

46 M 54 Intermediate technical school in the navy 
(without diploma) 

Train guard (employee) 20.04.2016 

47 F 57 Training college Small business owner (dog trimmer) 20.04.2016 

48 M 67 Pre-university education + studied geology 
(university) for several years 

small business owner (music shop and 
instrument restoration) 

22.04.2016 

49 M 32 Intermediate vocational education: electronics Self-employed computer technician 23.04.2016 

50 F 56 Higher vocational education: conservatory Self-employed piano teacher 26.04.2016 

51 M 81 Primary school Retired construction worker (employee) 27.04.2016 

52 F 79 Primary school Retired cleaning woman 27.04.2016 

53 M 65 Lower economic and administrative school: retail 
trade 

Retired construction worker (self-employed) 14.05.2016 

54 M 32 University master: commercial design Self-employed graphic designer 18.05.2016 

55 F 45 Higher general secondary education with some 
catering certificates 

Unemployed 23.05.2016 

56 M 71 Junior technical school: mechanics Salesman (employee) sweet machines, 
conservative lingerie 

26.05.2016 

57 M 23 Higher general secondary education, did not 
finish catering school 

Unemployed 30.05.2016 

58 M 30 Secondary teacher training  (history) + higher 
vocational education: commercial economy  

Employee insurance company 21.06.2016 

59 M 41 Intermediate vocational education, "practical 
HBO", supermarket management 

Truck driver (employee) in beer company 26.06.2016 

60 M 29 Did not finish sports teacher training nor security 
studies, certificate catering and hygiene 

Small business owner (bar) 10.07.2016 
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61 F 37 Intermediate business education: retail, 
commercial economy, did not finish higher 

Small businnes owner (ice shop) 12.07.2016 

62 M 54 Special needs education Unemployed 15.07.2016 

63 F 20 Pre-university education: student fiscal economy 
and marketing 

University student fiscal economy and 
marketing 

20.07.2016 

64 M 39 Special needs education Unemployed 20.07.2016 
      

France 
    

65 M 70 Primary school, did not finish CAP butcher Retired salesman in small furniture shop 28.10.2016 

66 F 64 General CAP (lower secondary) Retired secretary in local elderly house 28.10.2016 

67 M 64 Primary school, did not finish CAP agriculture Retired worker travaux publics 30.10.2018 

68 F 48 CAP hair dresser Employee goods shed large international firm 31.10.2018 

69 M 47 Brevet des études Truck driver for a chain of supermarkets 07.12.2016 

70 M 46 Secondary high school Enployee steward airline company 13.12.2016 

71 M 67 Primary school, started working at 14 Retired manager of a workshop in a large 
electronics business 

11.01.2017 

72 M 63 CAP printer Retired policeman 11.01.2017 

73 M 36 Higher national diploma cooking Employee cook army 14.01.2017 

74 M 61 Lower secondary general Employed clerk at national railway company 18.01.2017 

75 M 60 Lower general secondary education (BECP) Self-employed fitness coach 19.01.2017 

76 F 46 Higher General Secondary Education Self-employed fitness coach 19.01.2017 

77 F 74 Primary school in Yugoslavia Retired worker car factory 24.01.2017 

78 M 79 Brevet de collège Retired owner small taxidermist business  01.02.2017 

79 F 80 Intermediate vocational education: secretary 
school 

Retired employee, lower management, 
travelling company 

07.02.2017 

80 M 20 Lower intermediate vocational education: bakery 
and patisserie  

Volontary work Front national 09.03.2017 

81 M 54 University master pharmacy Employee pharmacy 12.03.2017 

82 M 21 Pre-university education 2nd year law student 16.03.2017 

83 M 37 Professional high school accountancy Police officer 18.03.2017 

84 F 38 Higher General Secondary Education Disabled 18.03.2017 

85 F 22 Higher General Secondary Education Student marketing in haute couture 29.03.2017 

86 M 52 University degree: english Night porter hotels and actor 02.04.2017 

87 M 58 Doctorate in political science Unemployed 02.04.2017 

88 F 56 Grande école, banking and business 
administration 

Employee bank, credit analyst 28.04.2017 

89 M 58 Higher technical education Retired employee, technician 
telecommunication 

15.05.2017 

90 M 56 University master dentistry Self-employed dentist 23.05.2017 

91 M 66 Doctorate in information science Retired businessman (employee) 23.05.2017 

92 F 61 University master dentistry Orthodontist in large private structure 23.05.2017 

93 M 27 Intermediate vocational education, student Student Brevet Professionnel Responsable 
d’Exploitation Agricole 

09.06.2017 

94 F 55 University diploma: real estate Starting a business as a broker 10.06.2017 

95 M 22 Lower intermediate vocational education: 
welding 

Employee factory: welder 10.06.2017 

96 M 24 Intermediate vocational education Employee small company 10.06.2017 
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97 M 26 Grande école, administration Army officer under training 20.06.2017 

98 M 55 Conservatory Employee undertaker's business 21.06.2017 

99 F 63 Art school Retired market woman 30.06.2017 

100 M 73 Higher technical education + evening classes Arts 
et métiers 

Retired self-employed 30.06.2017 

101 M 22 CAP catering Small jobs in catering  30.06.2017 

102 M 40 BEP cooking Small jobs, employee vineyards 01.07.2017 

103 M 39 Professional high school diploma + training lift 
technician 

Lift technician 05.07.2017 

104 F 63 CAP sales Retired market woman 05.07.2017 

105 M 48 High school Employee public, street cleaner 05.07.2017 

106 M 18 Professional high school diploma: mechanics Internship artisan 09.07.2017 

107 M 24 Professional high school diploma Employee construction worker 12.07.2017 

108 M 70 Pre-university education, did not finish "prépa" 
for "grandes écoles" 

Self-employed management software 04.09.2017 

109 M 27 Intermediate vocational education, armoury Student agriculture (Brevet Professionnel 
Responsable d’Exploitation Agricole) 

18.10.2017 

110 M 58 Lower general secondary education (BECP) Employee worker winery 25.10.2017 

111 M 47 Primary, did not finish secondary education Employee coach truck drivers 04.11.2017 

112 M 56 University degree, real estate Self-employed broker 28.11.2017 

113 M 77 Primary, did not finish secondary education Retired self-employed photographer 30.11.2017 

114 M 47 Primary, did not finish secondary education Employee police officer 16.02.2018 
      

Interviewees master thesis  
 

115 M 23 Business school, bachelor University student business 23.12.2012 

116 M 23 CAP bakery and Bac pro in business Unemployed 06.03.2013 

117 M 23 University bachelor history Student medieval history 09.04.2013 

118 M 51 Higher General Secondary Education Sculptor-entrepreneur 18.04.2013 

119 M 23 CAP bakery   Baker 23.04.2013 

120 M 23 Did not finish high school Waiter/cook 23.04.2013 

121 M 22 Higher General Secondary Education Employee large warehouse, goods shed 23.04.2013 

122 M 25 Higher General Secondary Education Fire fighter 05.05.2013 

123 F 52 Certificate Military school Secretary for high public servant 13.05.2013 

124 M 23 Bachelor engineering  Student engineering and business 17.07.2013 

125 M 45 Higher General Secondary Education Unemployed 30.10.2013 
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Appendix E – Classification of education levels in France and the Netherlands  

 

 France 

(INSEE,2016) 

International classification 

(ISCED 2011) 

Netherlands 

(CBS,2017) 

Lower 

education 

- Aucun diplôme, école   

  maternelle  

- École primaire  

 

- Brevet des collèges, BEP, CAP 

- Less than primary 

 

- Primary 

 

- Lower secondary 

- Basisonderwijs  

 

- Basisonderwijs and vmbo,     

  havo-, vwo-onderbouw, mbo1 

- Vmbo, havo-, vwo-onderbouw,  

  mbo1 

Intermediate 

education 

- Capacité en droit, DAEU 

- Baccalauréat, brevet  

  professionnel ou équivalent 

- Upper secondary 

- Post-secondary non tertiary 

- Havo, vwo, mbo 

- Havo, vwo, mbo 

Higher 

education 

- DEUG, BTS, DUT 

- Licences or equivalent 

- Masters or equivalent 

- Doctorats 

- Short cycle tertiary 

- Bachelor or equivalent 

- Master or equivalent 

- Doctoral or equivalent 

- Hbo, wo-bachelor  

- Hbo, wo-bachelor 

- Wo-master 

- Doctor 

 

 

  



 

284 

 

  



  
 

  
  
  
C

u
lt
u
ra

l 
c
a

p
it
a
l 
d
o
m

in
a

n
t 
/ 

E
c
o
n
o
m

ic
 c

a
p
it
a

l 
d

o
m

in
a
n
t 

  
  
  
C

u
lt
u
ra

l 
c
a

p
it
a
l 
d
o
m

in
a

n
t 
/ 

E
c
o
n
o
m

ic
 c

a
p
it
a

l 
d

o
m

in
a
n
t 

  

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 F
A

 –
 P

o
si

ti
o

n
 o

f 
F

re
n

ch
 c

it
iz

en
s 

in
 t

h
e 

so
ci

al
 s

p
ac

e 
ac

co
rd

in
g

 t
o

 e
le

ct
o

ra
l 

p
ro

p
en

si
ti

es
 

 

  

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 F
B

 –
 P

o
si

ti
o

n
 o

f 
D

u
tc

h
 c

it
iz

en
s 

in
 t

h
e 

 s
o

ci
al

 s
p

ac
e 

ac
co

rd
in

g
 t

o
 e

le
ct

o
ra

l 
p

re
fe

re
n

ce
 

 

   
   

 

 

Su
p

p
le

m
en

ta
ry

 v
ar

ia
b

le
: 

p
ar

ty
 (

fa
m

ily
) 

vo
te

d
 f

o
r 

d
u

ri
n

g 
la

st
 n

at
io

n
al

 e
le

ct
io

n
 

 
 

   
   

   
   

   
 S

u
p

p
le

m
en

ta
ry

 v
ar

ia
b

le
: 

p
ar

ty
 (

fa
m

ily
) 

vo
te

d
 f

o
r 

d
u

ri
n

g 
la

st
 n

at
io

n
al

 e
le

ct
io

n
 

 
So

u
rc

e:
 E

SS
4 

(2
00

8
),

 c
o

u
n

tr
y 

= 
Fr

an
ce

, n
 =

 2
,,

0
7

3
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

   
   

   
   

 S
o

u
rc

e:
 E

SS
4 

(2
00

8)
, c

o
u

n
tr

y 
= 

N
e

th
e

rl
an

d
s,

 n
 =

 1
,,7

7
8

-  Capital volume + 

-  Capital volume + 



 

 

 


